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Esko Antola:
The Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) -
the Puture

When one interprets the CSCE as a number of regimes which
emerged during the period of détente, a question that assumes
essential importance in relation to its future is that of how
these regimes can be kept alive if political détente does not
assume the same forms as in the early 1970s. An even more
fundamental question that begs an answer is whether the CSCE,
which is centred around regimes and other institutionalized
forms of co~operation, can have any life of its own without
détente in relations between the greatpowers. Aside from dé-
tente, another fundamental question concerns the form that
relations between different regimes will assume.

Regimes and other institutional forms of interaction are indi-
fectly linked to the Européan system through détente: détente
was a period in the Europeans' international relations that
ended when the stage of creating regimes began. The system of
institutional interaction in Europe within the CSCE framework
has developed without a direct link to détente. It is obvious
that détente, as understood in the early 1970s with the empha-
sis on power relations, can not be as decisively important
in the future of the CSCE, which will have to learn to live
without the backbone provided by favourable relations between
the great powers.

We must also examine the explanatory power of détente theo-
ries. It is obvious that the research and theorizing engendered
during the period of détente require at least adjustment, and
it is probable that we must seek completely new explanation
models and theories to replace them. The new theories will have
to be able to link the two CSCE levels together by means other
than those provided by détente policy. Those levels are the one
in which greatpower relations and their management role are
expressed and that of the structure of European co-operation as

expressed in the Helsinki Final Act in 1975.



THE CSCE AND THE GREATPOWERS

Even if we accept the premise that the theory of détente
between the greatpowers does not provide the conditions essen-
tial for the future of the CSCE, we cannot analyze the future
of Europe without those greatpowers, which in their interna-
tional relations in general have a tendency to seek recognition
of their role and legitimize their positions. However, their
roles also inevitably involve competitiveness, which determines
the character of their mutual relations both globally and in
relation to the situwation in Europe. In other words, the great-
powers influence international relations on two different
levels, which are usually difficult to reconcile: by managing
their mutual relations and by availing of these in a manner
that enables them to give a central direction to the general
development of international relations.

Looking at the matter from a European perspective, it is
important to recognize that great power relations and the abili-
ty to manage them are of major importance to our continent.
Indeed, the most important measure of these relations through-
out the post-war period has been Europe. The direction that
they have given to the development of the international system
has easily been perceived as European crises. In Europe, dé-
tente was a manifestation of a phase in the greatpowers' rela-
tions in which it was easy for them to reach agreement on the
general trend of this international development. But European
crises have also taught us that greatpower theories, in which
the greatpowers and their interests are perceived as running
parallel to each other and through shared interests, is not the

correct way to assess post-war international relations.

Détente must be considered a special and perhaps historically
unique phase in greatpower relations. In the late 1960s and
early 1970s, these relations created the preconditions in which
the diplomatic process that preceded Helsinki could be carried



through and the Helsinki Final Act accomplished. However,
greatpower relations are formed by so many factors and involve
linkages between so many matters that they can not serve as a
foundation on which to build the security of Europe. In the
long run, the states of Europe must be able to create and
sustain international relations of a kind that will function
even without greatpower relations like those that détente rep-

resented.

The greatpowers and nuclear weapons

The interdependence of the CSCE and greatpower relations is
accentuated by two factors. The first - and most important in
our time ~ is that of nuclear weapons. We cannot imagine the

European international system without the direct effects of
fhese weapons or of their possession. The very existence of
nuclear weapons makes the present European system one in which
the concept of order rather than that of a system is more
important from the viewpoint of the CSCE. Détente and the Final
Act consolidated a certain system of states in Europe by co-
nfirming existing borders and recognizing as legitimate the
political systems and forms of government that emerged after

the war.

By contrast, the military and political order in Europe has
been supported by nuclear weapons since the late 1940s and the
CSCE has not been able to influence it in any way. The rules
and norms of the European international system function to an
increasing extent in subordination to the norms of this order;
an order founded on nuclear weapons shackles the opportunities
that acceptance and adoption of the rules of that order have
given Europe. Seen from this perspective, the CSCE process
since Helsinki has largely been one of unrealized opportuni-
ties; by confirming the system of states that emerged after the
Second World War, the Final Act removed many of the obstacles



to co-operation and interaction between the states of Europe,
and certainly increased confidence between these countries.
However, this confidence has not led to new qualitative steps
towards fostering and expanding co-operation. The existing
regimes and institutions are priscners of an order founded on
nuclear weapons. This order, in turn, is a reassurance of the
greatpowers' role in Europe. '

Nuclear weapons and their possession constitute a factor that
directly shapes the order in Europe. The greatpowers' other
channel of influence is.indirect in character. It reaches
Europe through alliances. These alliances have been and remain
the means of channelling the influence of nuclear weapons into
the European order. Especially in the 1950s and 1960s, it was
through them that greatpower hegemony, the order-maintaining
effect of nuclear weapons and closed international relations
were mediated to Europe. The bloc-based European order has
retained its grip on our continent even after the signing of
the Final Act, and institutions built around these blocs are
still a braking factor in the development of the continent.

Order and hegemony can be linked together by, to take the
example of George Modelski, speaking of an international cycle
spanning the pericd from one war to the next. The essence of
Modelski's cyclical dynamics is its intrinsic tension between
the degree of order and the amount of esteem accorded it. In
Europe, the degree is measured in terms of nuclear weapons,
which guarantee the order and the permanence and cohesion of
the alliances. '

In Modelski's model, however, not even a high degree of order
can prevent the amount of esteem accorded it from declining.
The legitimacy of the prevailing order is challenged and, the
major resources devoted to its maintenance notwithstanding, the
hegemonic power system is eroded. What is really pertinent to
the future of the CSCE is how the curves describing the degree



of order and the amount of ésteem accorded it intersect each
other. The real importance of that future is revealed in how
well the CSCE can solve the conflict between the European order
and the pressures exerted on it.

However, the European order differs so much from the system of
international relations that preceded it that Modelski's model
can serve only as a general frame of reference when we attempt
to pinpoint the pressures for change on the European order.
Alone nuclear weapons make that order unique, as does the fact
that the power structure is founded on two greatpowers, which
have organized powerful and cohesive alliances. Thus changes in
the European order occur on at least two levels: within the
alliances and in. the CSCE system proper. In analyzing changes,
it is essential to focus attention not only on the two levels,
but also on the agents of change.

The first signs of cracks in the order on the alliance level
can be perceived in the debate now going on within the Atlantic
Alliance, where a Europeanist security policy option has risen
to the level of societal discussion and is challenging the
greatpower-emphasizing Atlanticist security policy option. The
basic premises in the Europeanist option amount to a demand for
disengagement from both nuclear weapons in Europe and great
power—-centred security thinking. However, what is essential to
this debate is that it was initiated by ordinary citizens and
not by states. Criticism of a nuclear-weapons-based European
order represents a force for change which is difficult to
channel into the CSCE system proper. But it is possible that
the influence of groups like the European peace movements will
become so considerable that it will have a diminishing effect
on the role of nuclear weapons in the policies of at least some

European governments.



Security

The CSCE has been of only slight significance in disengaging
the European order from nuclear weapons. The establishment of a
concrete linkage between security policy and the CSCE has begun
at the Stockholm conference, but in a way that does not steer
the contents of security policy away from nuclear weapons. If
the aim were to build the future of the CSCE directly on a
change in the military order, the conference would have to move
into radically new areas and towards new kinds of institutions.
Were that to happen, a model for the CSCE's development would
be sought in theories of collective security.

A linkage between the CSCE and theories of collective security
would anchor it more deeply in status quo models and idealiza-
tion of the status of equilibrium. Theories of collective
security would presumably also reinforce the greatpowers' cen-
tral role in the European order. Europe's historical experience
of collective security models is not encouraging, either. Tﬁe
'greatest problem with these models is that they do not allow
change to take place peaceably, but instead equilibrium even-

tually becomes a virtue of the international order.

On the other hand, the CSCE has become - and was especially in
the arguments of the early 1970s - a kind of collective securi-
ty system. One of its specific aims has been to replace indi-
vidual securiﬁy, a situation in which each country bases its

"security solely on its own resources, with a collective securi-
ty model, in which co-operation is substituted for absolute
sovereignty. In the 1980s, for example, the concept of common
security has reflected ideas which are linked to a quest for
new forms of collective security.

By contrast, there has been very little active discussion of
how ancother pair of concepts central to collective security,
objective and subjective security, could be guaranteed in




Europe. Examined chronologically, thinking in relation to Euro-
pean security seems to have followed a course of development in
which objective security elements were emphasized within the
"official™ CSCE machinery as far back as the early 1970s.
According to this argument, interests directly linked to the
military security of states have been emphasized in the phil-
osophy of the CSCE. The Stockhelm disarmament conference pro-
vides an example of a way of thinking in which security is
approached through the direct phenomena of perceived military
threats. It is specifically the development of objective secur-
ity that confidence~building measures are believed to promote;
states should be assured that their physical security is not
unduly threatened nor, possibly, threatened with the purpose of
precipitating a crisis. In the 1980s, too, crisis management
has been added to the range of instruments for increasing
objective security.

However, the possibility of strengthening collective security
by developing the elements of subjective security has been less
prominently discussed and thinking relating to it has been
developed only in recent years. The purpose of this method is
to emphasize a common trust in security as well as methods
intended to reduce the danger of war through common efforts.
What is involved is measures mainly advocated by the European
peace movements. Confidence-building measures, for example,
should also extend to doctrines of warfare. Making military
doctrines less aggressive would creaﬁe a sense of security that
could be expected to find an echo in those states and alliances
against which the doctrines have been developed. Theories of
defensive deterrence or non-aggressive defence are good exam-
ples of these models. However, the problem with them is that
they are opposed to the prevailing doctrines of state and do
not even fit into the established frameworks approved within
the CSCE process.

If the aim is to develop the CSCE into the prevailing mechan-



ism between an order founded on nuclear weapons and pressures
for change focused on that order and in such a way that this
development could proceed independently of greatpower rela-
tions, the other CSCE regimes must be emphasized alongside
collective security. Collective security and debate on it will
obviously lean towards military security. For historical
reasons, one of the elements in it will be détente in the form
of a loosely defined ideal model. Alongside this debate, *here
is a constant need to discuss the development of regimes and
institutions that have become part of the CSCE process as well
as means of méking them more effective. In fact, sectors out-
side the sphere of military security proper are those that have
developed best in the history of the CSCE process.

The progress that has been made in the sphere of regimes,
military and political confrontation notwithstanding, reminds
one of the traditional functional doctrine as a model for the

development of international relations. The premise on which
this doctrine is based emphasizes the necessity of co-opera-
tion. Institutions or regimes created for international co-
operation are born of necessity and acquire forms and contents
attributable to necessity. A redevelopment of the functional
doctrine might open new panoramas to the CSCE process, enabling
it to be sustained irrespective of cyclical political develop-
ments.

Examined from the viewpoint of the development of functional
co-operation, the European system confirmed in the Final Act
creates a good foundation. The central political threats and
obstacles to the expansion of pragmatic and fruitful interac-
tion were eliminated by the document, in which the signatory
states pledged to respect political systems and national sover-
eignty. This can also be interpreted to mean that the Final Act
removed the political obstacles to functional co-operation

between states, i.e. collaboration was depoliticized.
* * *



The disengagement of the CSCE process from theories and
expectations relating to détente would create an opportunity to
develop two dimensions, in which a certain independence and
self-reliance would be given recognition, simultaneously within
its sphere. A security and security-policy level more closely
linked to greatpower relations would presuppose both a reas-
sessment of the theory of collective security applying to the
whole of Europe and the development of models associated with
it as well as a review of military doctrines and security-
policy models within the alliances.

For its part, the functional co-operation level would presup-
pose the development of collaboration forms transcending the
borders between the alliances. The existing CSCE processes
(such as environmental protection and cultural co-operation)
could follow their own dynamics, which would be clearly and
pronouncedly based on the Final Act. This document should be
understood as a means of eliminating significant political
problems and obstacles connected with the European system, a
means that would release functional co-operation from the
straitjacket of war and the problems it left in its aftermath.
In the sphere of economic co-operation, for example, both the
need and opportunities for co-operation are enormous.

Naturally, there should be linkages between the two CSCE
levels. However,.they should not become so close that a stand-
still on one would prevent progress on the other. One conceiv-
able solution would be a two-tier model, in which co-operation

would proceed in those sectors in which progress is fast and
generally possible, whereas progress in the slower sectors
could keep to its own pace. One could think of applying the
same model on a regional scale in Europe as well. If interac-
tion transcending bloc limits in some geographical areas is
making rapid progress and there is a great need for co-opera-
tion, these pockets of co-operation could be detached from the
CSCE process and allowed to be guided by their own dynamics.
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The task of regular follow-up meetings would be to try to
record progress and possibly to carry out the necessary co-
ordination in the name of the totality.
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1. Peaceful Change as a Model

Bringing about changes peacefully in a given international order is
undoubtly one to the most challenging tasks of the present activity
towards security in Europe. Scholars have often repeated that in the
history of international relations, and in particular in the history
of Europe, wars have been major agents of international change. The
dynamics of change is seen as a cyclical development of international
orders from one war to another.1
Breaking down this vicious circle poses a major challenge to the
current European system. Quite clearly that system 1s based on the
outcome of a major war. The major war established the rules and norms
of that order, the power relations therein are based largely on the
fesults of that given war, the Second World War. The great historical
difference between the current order and its predecessors 1s the fact
that it relies heavily on nuclear weapons,

Scholary models on how peaceful change could be promoted date back to
the 1930's. The international order then existing was rapidly heading
towards a collapse and the academic community wished to developed

ideas and concrete models in the interest of preserving peace. The
League of Nations' collective security system was, as a result of the
First World War, designed to transform the traditional European balance
of Power -system into a collective security system. The competing
option was, 1n Martin Wight's terms, "relapse into the more primitive
stage of rivalry between two dominant powers out of which it (i.e.

the pre-war balance of power system: E.A.) had originally grown".2



.

The latter option became more evident in the Abyssinian War where the
collective security system of the League was almost realized. But only
almost and therea ter the course of international relations rapidly
took a collision course. Wight later argues:3
"The failure of the League of Nations was the most decisive
occurrence 1n international history since the Peace of
Westphalia. It ended the long period in which a degree of
international order had been maintained by the rational,
intricate and precarious system of the multiple balance of
power; and by not carrying the system to a higher level, by
failing to transform the quantity of order into confederal
quality, 1t introduced a new chapter in which the ordering
of international relations has been less under human direc-
tion and control”.
In this spirit the international relations studies community debated
quite extensively during the latter part of the 1930's on the
possibilities to change the collision course and to establish methods
how the then existing international order could have been changed
peacefully and 1n the interest of peace.a The academic community was
too late and the models developed in the Interpational Studies Confer-
ence system were overruled by the outbreak of the Second World
War.
My intention 1s not to argue that we a face a similar situation in
today's Europe. The situation in the 1930's was very much centered
around the conflict between "haves" and "have nots" in E.H. Carr's
termss: the existing international order was challenged by dissatis-
fyed powers asking for compensation and rehabilitation as great
POWEers.
The current problem is, however, very much similar to the basic
problem of the collective security system of the League in Wight's
terms in the above citation: how to "transform the quantity of order

into a confederal quality". We may of course replace the word

"confederal"” with current terms such as "common security"” or "peace



structure" or "detente" but the basic problem is the same: how the
stability and established norms in the Helsinki Final Act ten years
ago could be transformed into a European order which is qualitatively
more stable, more egalitarian and less dependent on quantitative order
in terms of arms.

The debate of peaceful change in the thirties formulated two conceptions
describing the content of the term. The first saw peaceful change as a
method of avoiding war while the other stressed it as a procedure of
restructuring of the international order. The same distinction was
expressed by Carr in his The Twenty Years' crisis as a distinction
between utopian and realist interpretations. Realist version sees
peaceful change as a process of "adjustment to the changed relations
of power" while the utopian school aims at eliminating power from
international relations and instead hopes to base change "on a common
feeling what is just and reasonable”.6

When the realist interpretation of peaceful change 1s applied, the
maintenance of order and the avoidance of war are stressed as the
principal aims'oF peaceful change. It appears as a substitute of

war as a method of international change. A good example of such an
argument is C.R.M.F. Cruttwell's definition in 1937. Peaceful change
occurs in his mind simply when nations are ready to accept changes in
the existing international order without wars. In fact the contingent
threat of war is, Cruttwell says, the very reason why nations are
ready to accept changes. Peaceful change thus takes place in the face
of an ultimate threat of war.7

In its narrow meaning peaceful change is not only a substitute to war
but also an exception from the rule in itself. Change through war is

the major type of change in the international system which only under



some specific conditions and circumstances may assume the form of a
non-war change. The realist interpretation rarely shows interest in
motivations or matters of legitimacy. Claims for change are legitimate
as such once they are made by nations states, the only relevant and
important actors of international relations. National interests for
instance are legitimate reasons for demanding changes.

_ The realist interpretation identifies three major types or areas of
change where peaceful models could be applied. They are territorial
changes, modification of international treaties and the development

of a collective security system. Demands for territorial changes are
associated to sovereignty: states are sovereign within certain terri-
torial limits and accordingly most conflicts of interest; touch terri-
torial matters or the status of certain territories.

Territorial changes can be executed peacefully in a number of ways.
Alterations to borders, changes in the status of territories or states
and demilitarization of certain areas or states are examples falling
under the narrow concept of peaceful change. These methods are based
mostly on historical case studies and their main theoretical argument
is a strong assignment to state sovereignty. A distinction 1s drawn,
for instance, between peaceful change and international organization.
A narrow concept of peaceful.change often excludes international
organizations and regulative conventions and limits it to a system

of sovereign states.B

A more abstract area of changes is the international treaty system.
Treaty-making powers are also traditionally seen to be firmly entrench-
ed in the heart of national sovereignty. Nations are the principal
subjects of the international legal order. That was nearly an un-

disputable fact in the 1930s. The basic motivation for changing



international treaties is that international obligations
and norms should be brought to reflect the circum-
stances of change. The idea behind this argument 1is that a confronta-
tion between norms and obligations, and on the other hand, realities
of the international system create pressures in the direction of
uncontrolled changes and increase the possibility of violent
changes.
The general conditions of the intermational system call for treaty
revisions. For instance, the earlier debate of peaceful change
recognized the problems of raw materials and colonial possessions
as issues which necessitated some changes in international treaties.9
The whole problem of international regimes today belongs to this
category. It méy be argued that pressures towards change in inter-
national treaties represent common interests of the international
society to better adjust itself to conditions which threaten or may
threaten the existing international order.
The third area where models for peaceful change, in their narrow
meaning, were developed 1n the 1930s was the idea of collective
security. Peaceful change and collective security were in fact asso-
ciated in many definitions and were seen primarily in terms of status
quo. The close relationship between collective security and peaceful
change was expressed by C.K. Webster as Follows:10

"Collective security and peaceful change are two aspects of all

efforts to produce a more peaceful and ordered world and it may
be said that each is impossible without the other”,

Collective security rests essentially on the legitimate and natural
security interests of states who in principle enjoy full sovereignty
but who have for both their common interest and for individual interests

of each -state, to agree on rules and norms of certain collective arrange-



ments. In normal cases collective security rests on non-binding and
non-institutionalized measures, which for their essential parts
reflect existing political and military considerations.
Status quo 1s an ultimate measure of collective security. Hence
peaceful change in most- cases means changes in the status qua. This
1s expressed by frederich Dunn as follows:11

"The term 'peaceful change', then, refers simply to the

alteration of the status quo by peaceful international

procedures rather than by force. The 'status quo' 1s exist-

ing distribution of rights and possessions as established

or recognized by the legal system... Any peaceful procedure

for altering eirther the existing territorial distribution

or the status of any nation would be regarded as a proce-

dure of peaceful change. In brief, peaceful change 1is

concerned both with changes 1n the distribution of rights

and possessions and changes in the laws which govern the

acquisition of rights and possessions".
Dunn's basic argument calls for peaceful change within a certain
international order so that existing rights and possessions are
respected. Rights and possessions must, however, meet one condition:
they must be legally recognized and respected and must be clothed
in the form of international treaties.
It is also evident that peaceful change and collective security can
be seen as intimately interconnected because of the international
crises of the late 1930s. Arnold J. Toynbee noted this relationship
already during the Abyssinian war by arquing that" ... the association
of peaceful change and collective security 1s a common feature of
many different approaches to the international crisis".12 Peaceful
change as a method of changing international relations without war
became topical when '"normal" means of guiding international relations
did not work: peaceful change was invented largely as a last-resort

tool in preventing war.

The major problem of the then existing international security system



was seen to be individuality: collective security in fact was not
collective but individualistic. Although a certain system of status

quo prevailed, it rested on the 1ndividual security interests and
measures of each participant nation. The result was an increasing
destructive power of armies and arms race.13

An individualistic security concept by necessity leads to an inter-
pretation of security on the basis of objective factors: a nation can
feel secure only when 1t can count on objective military power which

1s measurable in quantitative terms. What peaceful change could add

to the existing international situation would logically be that inter-
national security should be developed more on the lines of collectivism
by increasing collaboration and that measurable objective security should
be replaced by subjective security elements, 1.e. by a common sense of
security.

But objective security issues cannot be set aside in international
politics. Therefore the prevention of wars is a parallel method in
strengthening collective elements of security policy. More abstract
principles of collective security are thus supported by concrete
measures 1in preventing wars. Such are, for instance, legal possibilities
of preventing intervention and limitation of armaments.1a

Alongside the realist definition, a broader view developed. This implied
a restructuring of the existing international order through a peaceful
dissolution of that order. Trends to see cahnge in this broader frame-
work were gradually developed, but were in a minority position in the
thirties.

The broader framework of peaceful change 1s well 1llustrated in C.K.
Webster's typology. He expands the concept to cover three types of

change:15



ﬁ. peaceful change 1in order to avoid war
2. peaceful change to produce justice or better, to remedy Jjustice

3, peaceful change to produce a world order better adapted to the
material and mental processes.

Webster arques that the two first categories are based on the idea
that sacrifice must be made by some country or group of countries.
The thirﬂ type of peaceful change stresses the idea of expediency or
efficiency because in such a change all can gain materially as well as
morally by such a process.In Webster's argumentation peaceful change
in order to avoid war is a viable method because of the development
of armaments. This reasoning is even more valid in the nuclear ager
than it was during the 1930s. But in any event, peaceful change as
avoidance of war easily leads to a very narrow definition of peace as
absence of war.

Webster's second argument, peaceful change to produce justice, should
also be seen as a type of non-war change rather than as change prod-
ucing positive peace. Webster himself refers to the settlement of the
First World War which gave Germany a reason to claim remedy to
justice. An international order as a peace order is essentially made
by the winners of a war and it therefore always leaves claims for
remedy.

Webster's third type of change, i.e. change to produce a new world
order which relfects the realities of international relations better
than the existing one , obviously belongs to the category of peaceful
change in its broader meaning. In this view peaceful change must offer
a framework of appeasement within which nations can meet their basic
security reeds without the use or even threat of use of war as an

ultimate method of change. Bryce Wood puts this 1idea as Follows:16



Peace 1is peaceful change. Otherwise it 1s not peace since changes
can be made 1n only two ways. In summary then, peaceful change

may be defined as a regularized process for effectuating modifica-
tions 1n law and policy of the economic and political relation-
ships between nations, which willl be so satisfactory to the
dissentient elements that the threat of wars's breaking out
through their aggression may be removed, but which will not

be so distasteful to the defenders of things as they are that
these will make their agreement contingent upon the outcome

of a trial by battle.

Wood's main argument is that the establisment and functioning of
peaceful change actually is peace: peace 1s not a state of affairs
but a regularized and controlled process of modification of inter-
national relations in such a way that wars are prevented and the
international order meets in an optimal way the needs of the inter-
national community.
Peaceful change as a process of reqularized acts of modification of
the international order comes close to the philosophical foundations of
traditional functionalism. David A. Mitrany bridges the two schools.
As an eminent representative, if not a founding father, of functionalism
he defines peaceful change thus:17
"The important thing i1s not merely to get a change. The important
thing is to get changes through common agreement and to get them
in due relation to factors and conditions affecting the life of
several peoples, as ascertained impartially and realistically.
That, more than pacts and protocols and sanctions will provide
a basis for an international society to assure the protection
of 1its members”.
Peaceful change in 1ts broader meaning is primarily a model of social
progress which must be safeguarded by suitable political arrangements.
These arrangements appear as a function of the dynamism of social
progress. for the international society to be a "civilized" socaiety,
the same general rules are applicable as to other human oranizations:
"first, to establish the rule of law and then, under 1ts protection,

to advance gradually but securily the reign of social justice”.18
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In conclusion, three models of peaceful change can be 1dentified in the
foregoing discussion. The first on 1s the avoidance of war -type of
peaceful change where the sovereign rights of nation states are by no
means hurt. Nations may accept methods of peaceful change if they can
thereby avoid a war. Sovereignty is also the key concept in applications
of the procedures of peaceful change: either through territorial changes
or through the international treaty system and in particular through the
revision of international treaties. The avoidance of war -type of peaceful
change is undoubtly very much bound the power structures of the inter-
national system: changes are made peacefully as far as they do not
threaten the existing balance of power.

The second model of peaceful change consists of the procedures of
collective security. On foregoing pages references were made to a way

a thinking where peaceful change and collective security were seen as
parallel concepts. In this view changes are made in the interest of a
working international system, legally or at least respecting the treaty
system governing international relations. Changes should also have a
respect to status quo: they mey not threaten the stability of inter-
national relations.

The third model is the restructuring of international relations peacefully.
It deals with deep and qualitative changes which aim at changing also the
rules of the game of international relations. The model questions
traditional state sovereignties in the long run at least. Fundamental and
structural change in the international society challenges traditional
loyalties and obligations of citizens as well and will at the end

produce changes where traditional power relationships are eroded.
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2. Peaceful change in Today's Europe

I put earlier the basic guestion of the current European order in a
following way: how the stability and established norms 1in Eprope could
be transformed into a turopean order which qualitatively is more stable,
more egalitarian and les§ dependent on arms? It is commonly argued that
Europe by and large 1s a stable island i1n turbulent word and that peace
has been maintained here through the traditional methods of the
balance of power.
In defining the concept of order, I refer to the classification of
international orders by Ian Clark. His starting point is that the
attitude to force 1s the main factor explaining the content of order.
He constructs a threefold category of types of international orders

19

in the following way:

1. order through the recognition of the central role of force
creating and maintaining a given international order,

2. order through placing constraints to the use of force and

3. order through the eventual rejection of the special role of
force in international relations,

Clark's first type of order is close to what the European order in the
post-war period has been. It has been based on the balance of power.

That again has two aspect: order means stability and deterrance. Clark

points out in his account that:20

"There 1s no conslciously constructed mechanism that would
constrain the use of force. To this extent, nuclear deterence
represents a laissez-faire sityation in which arder in the
last resort depends on the free interplay of competing

forces ... There 1s no constraint of legal, 1nstitutional

or or physical nature."

The second type of order in Clark's classification 1s rougly the system

of collective security. Collective security means that institutional,
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physical or legal constraints should be placed on the use of force.
Collective security may also be understood as an institutionalized form
of a balance of power system which will prevent the emergence of a
preponderant power and ensures that violence, 1if used, is used 1n a
legitimate manner. Arms control is a typical way of placing constraints
upon the use of force in an international order of a type of collective
security.

Clark's third category consists of attempt to make the international
order less-dependent on the use of force. The utmost solution would

be a world government but in general the key content of change 1s

to make force disappear. Peaceful solution of conflicts, the extension
of social contract theories to the international system and the establish-
ment of common authorities are the principal methods of an international
order of this type.

My clgssification of models of peaceful change and Clark's typology of
international orders are overlapping. An international order based on the
recognition of the role of force as a concept seems to suggest that
avoiding war as a method of peaceful change is closely associated with
it. In a similar way constraining force as a basic organizing principle
of an international order comes very close to the category of peaceful
change as a system of collective security. Finally the rejection of
force could be understood as an organizing principle for an order which
is open to peaceful change in the sense of restructuring the existing
international order. The next question obviously is, how these models

and conceptualizations of order could be applied to the European

security system.

I suggest the following table in which the European security dimension

1s added to the previous argumentation.
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Table 1: The relationship between the principles of orders, models

of peaceful change and European security orders

Organizing Methods of European security
principles of peaceful change orders
- order

Recognition of Avoiding war Alliance systems
force

Constraining Lollective CSCE -system

force securlity

Making force Restructuring Functional security
disappear of order systems

It 1s quite obvious that the European security system has developed so
that a peaceful change from the phase of the pure recognition of force
during the immediate post-war years has tranformed into an aorder where
states are ready to put constraints to the use of military force. The
method of avoiding war in 1ts rude meaning has been passed and elements
of collective security system are emerging. As a security order, Eurcpe
1s still relying heavily on the alliance system. The CSCE -type of an
order has not been able to override existing alliences: the European
securlity order is still very much a block-based system where most of
cooperation takes place inside blocks. Obviously neutrals have avoided
the block division but have not been able to change the rules of the
European order.

The overcoming of the alliance system 1s a crucial moment in changing
the European order peacefully. If we come back to Clark's argument
concerning the essense of order based on force, he names the balance of
power, stability and deterrence as its key elements. The alliance |
system is the framework in which those elements work. Alliances, in

particular military alliences, take care of the guantity of order in
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Europe. Nuclear weapons, as well as the doctrins associated to them and
making them effective in political terms, are outstanding examples of
the bases of the European security order.

By using terms applied in the foregoing discussion concerning the
nature of cellective security one could argue that the current security
system is still from its major parts based on individual and objective
elements of security. From the point of view of peaceful change, the
key problem thus is, how collective and subjective elémets could be
strengthened. 1 believe that in this the CSCE -process has been

a valuable experiment.

In creating collective security in Europe naturally the mere establish-
ment of the basic principles of the Helsinki FInal Act was an important
step., Equally natural is that this is not enough. The CSCE has not
contributed really very much to the establishment of collective and
subjective security elements. One step to this direction obviously

was the mandate of Madrid Follow-Up meeting concerning the opening of
the process of Confidence and Security Building Measures, now proceeding
in Stockholm. It is undoubtly a modest contribution which primarily 1s
based on the philosophy of avoiding wars. But it may prove to be also
more valuable effort.

There are also processes outside the CSCE which contribute to the
emergence of the idea of collective security. Peace movements have been
active in developing their models of European security, intra-alliance
discussions point to these problems (e.g. so called non-aggressive
defence postures) and Socialist countries in Europe have been active

ih proposing ideas of declatory statements strengthening the subjective
elements of security. Proposals of regional secuirty arrangements in

different parts of Europe point to the same direction, towards the
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idea of "Common Security".21 A special emphasis should be given also
to the special meeting on Peaceful Settlement of Disputes in Athens
in 1984. |

IN spite of unfavourable great power relations since the Helsinki
Final Act, the CSCEL -process has kept alive and even developed ideas
which might be included to the model of collective security in terms
of peaceful change. But the limits of the process are quite obvious.
There is no basic agreement on the elements of é future collective
security system except on a very general level. The concepts of
security differ very much and the process 1s very much bound to state
sovereignty. One could also ask wether the loading of the CSCE -process
with these sensitive problems of military security actually prevent
progress 1in less-sensitive areas.

I have argued that there are tendencies in the European security
system which suggest that constraints to the use of force have been
developed and that the CSCE -process to some extent has propensities
which furnish the idea of collective security model of peaceful
change. But I do not wish to suggest that we are now heading towards
a new security system in the sense of qualitative tranformation.
Therefore the model of restructuring the existing order is even more
remore as an lideal situation.

For the ske of the future of the CSCE -progress the model of
restructuring should draw our special atention. If we aécept Martin
Wight's idea of a transformation from the quantity of order to the
quality of order (as I have done in this paper), this model is the
only really relevant one. It is associated to an idea of order where
the role of force is disappeared. Obviously this can take place only

grédually and by strengthening structures and processes which do not
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lean on the use of force or on the treat of force.
An appropriate theoretical framework for this type of development is
classical functionalism or Mitranian functionalism. Its major thecre-
tical contributions were made to sketch the new European order in the
post-war period. Mitranian ideas did not survive the results of the
war but as 1deas they still have relevance. part of them have been
realized in functionalist integration although practical results
have been less-favourable for the all-Eurcpean security. We may regard
the European Community as a security community between its members but
for outsiders it has remaid as a closed block.22
The basic 1dea of the classical Mitranian functionalism 1s that inter-
national cooperation should be based on needs: once there are obvious
needs for cooperation, they should be fullfilled and necessary institu-
tions should be established to make these processes workable., Mitrany
himself was very much bound to welfare issues: welfare is the motive
why nations are ready to give up their sovereign rights in a long run
and engage into cooperative efforts.
Says Mitrany:23

"The real sense of peaceful change, therefore, can only be

so to facilitate the necessary changes in eccnomic, soclal

and cultural relation by timely and continuous adjustments

that the need and desire for political-territorial changes

shall dwindle and vanish, A frontier is obnoxious 1n social

life because it 15 a frontier and 1t does not become less

obnoxious because 1t 1s moved ten or a hundred miles one

way or another",
It is obvious that the Mitranian definition of functionalism in 1its
basic meaning 1s not very accurate as a part of the CSCE -process.
The basic problem 1n Europe 1s not how to bring about welfare through
all-European cooperation but how to transform the military con-

frontation into a collective security along the lines which were

established 1in the Final Act. The principles of cooperation for
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instance stress the sovereign rights of the participant nations while
functionalism basically sees state sovereignty working against the
welfare interests of population.
Although we cannot apply classical functionalism as such to the future
development of the European security order, its basic logic 1s helpful.
Its logic can be described, in Chadwick Alger's wayza, as a process
where learning and institutionalization go hand in hand. The first
task is to identify the areas of cooperation which should be as
much free from high politics as possible: then establish permanent
procedures in these areas, wait for favourable results which demon-
strate the fruitfulness of the strateqgy adopted and finally, 1f the
model creates new functionalist processes in other issues, create methods
and institutions to concrete functional cooperation schemes.
What Wight called the transformation from the gquantity of order to the
quality of order is very close to what Mitrany said about collective
international security arrangements 1n 19&&:25

"All talk about a new organization for security 'with teeth in

it' is futile unless we follow one of the two possible lines of

action. We might set up an autonomous international authority

with power and means to keep the peace. Or we might develope

joint economic arrangements sufficiently comprehensive and

far-reaching to prevent a split between the participating

Powers".
Mitrany's idea simply is that instead of concentrating on establishing
international security institutions with autonomous powers,
the emphasis should be put to the create cooperative
efforts 1n economic matters 1in order to 1ncreése inter-
dependence and joint efforts between the powers
concerned

For the future development of the European security system this model 1s

workable and worth of interest. No doubt such elements can be seen 1n
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the CSCE -process. But at least up to now functionalist cooperation
measures have not developed to the extent that they add new blood to
the security concepts which prevail in Europe. Functional cooperation
1n an ideal mitranian sense could increase security in constraining
force because of economic and cultural interdependencies and in demon-
strating succes in areas where they have been applied, it may have a
model-effect.

If we study the CSCE -process since the Helsinki Final Act from a
functionalist perspective, we see astonishingly little achievements.
Cooperation in trade for instance is almost non-existing: only some

4 per cent of the foreign trade of the EC takes place with the CMEA
countries.26 In fact Cast-West economic relations have been subordinated
to crude cold war policies of the Reagan Administration. Among the forums
of the CSCE -process only environment 1s typically a functional attempt.
Functional cooperation could, however, in an important way strengthen
subjective elements in the emerging collective security system.

I defined the main problem of this paper in the following way: how the
stability and established norms in the Helsinki Final Act could be
transformed into a European order which is qualitatively more stable,
more egalitarian and less dependent on the quantitative order in terms
of arms. I would answer to that question by arquing that perhaps a
two-tier system should be developed where the core of security issues,
i.e. the questions of military security, should let to live its own
dynamics and functionalist cooperation should have more emphasis in the
future of the CSCE -process.

The reason for this is twofold. For the first, military security is so
much dependent on the still superior role of the Great Powers in Europe

that developments in that sector cannot be very much affected by the
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CSCE. i think that the CSCE should on the contrary be more disconnected
from the Great Power confrontation and be directed more towards purely
European problems. The other reason for this type of disengangement

is that in any way progress in Stocholm can only marginally affect the
central balance between the Great Powers. They may increase the stabi-
lity in Europe but hardly contribute to real disarmament. On the
contrary they add more emphasis to models of crisis management which
may even add military consideration and military logic to the security
policies of nations by convincing that the constraining force could be
done technically and on a level of high military capability.

Instead, I believe, we should strengthen the elements of the qualitative
order by setting constraints not only to the use of force but to the
role of force in security models and security thinking. Creating
functional interdependencies would at the same time add constraints

to the use of force and contribute new positive essense to the European
system. The major principle should be that the future development of
functionalist cooperation should start from areas where high politics
1s as much absent as possible: therefcre trade and regional measures
should have the priority. One should also carefully consider the
possibility to strengthen co—opérative trends with necessary and

appropriate institutional measures and international treaties.
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When appraising the present political situation
in the world, it is useful to start out from the as-
sumption that both the conflicts of interests in the
relations between the two world powers and to a small=
er extent the common interests and anxieties are pre=
sent simultaneously, which is one of the main causes
of the fluctuations in those relations.

Soviet-Amefican relations continue to be deter=
minant, particularly in the strategic and military
domain, but in the 1950s, and even in the 60s, it
would have been impossible for the relations between
the smell and medium=-gized European powers to differ
from the former, Today, on the basis of the strat-
egic and military bipolarity, there is a marked trend
towards diversification of power and re-evaluation of
the importance of economic gstrength. This trend must
be taken increasingly into accoﬁnt.

At pregent the relatively deep roots struck by
détente in Europe also show up in the fact that East=
West relations on this continent have not fully con-

formed to Soviet=US relations. Besides being a
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pogitive factor in the region itself, this circum=
stance has to some extent exerted an influence in
turn on Soviet~American relations, particularly in
the most recent period.

Fer more is involved than exploitation by the
European countries of their scope for manoeuvre the
elbow=room available to them. Stabilization of the
international situation is not merely in Europe’s
interest, and the stance the Eurcpean countries have
taken may in the long ruﬁ make a contribution to im=-
proving relations between the world powers them=
selved, or at least halting the deterioration of
theme Moreover, the maintenance of dialogue may in
the short term make it easier to eliminate misunder-
standings and avert or resolve local conflicts,

During the era of relative international politie
cal détente in the late 1960s and early 1970s, there
was no fundemental difference in the way the United
States and its western European allies appraised
Eagt=-West trade, but from the end of the 1970s, long
before the conflict over Afghanistan, the weakening
of the trend towards détente in the United States
led to & gsituation in which military and security
congiderations gained priority, whereas the western

European members of Nato have retained a better
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balance between security matters and economic con~
siderations.

The indications in this field are that despite
the recommencement of Soviet-American dialogue, in
late 1984 in Washington and in early 1985 in Geneva,
this is not a factor with a temporary influence. The
trend is linked closely to far=-reaching structural
changes, which in turmn are inseparsbly bound up with

President Reagan’s reeelection for a second term.

Consequences of the growing importance of the
Pacific region

A primary consideration is that the industrial
capacity and population growth of the United States
shows a southward and westward shifi, so that the
elections of 1982 gave these states a majority of
the seats in the House of Representatives for the
first time in American higtoxry.

In the economic sphere this process has been
accelerated because the southern and western states
of the United States are the centre &f the gravity
for modern fast-growth industries /and the concomitant
scientific research capacity/ as electronics and
aerogpacee. Meanwhile industries like steel, which

has been especially hard hit by the world economic
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¢ and grows fairly slowly even in times of
econom.c boom and the car industry, which has like=
wige had to combat meny problems, remain concen=
trated in the eastern states,

Thinking in these western and southern states,
which have a younger than average population, tends
strongly towards the economic policy of winding
.down welfare and social Darwinist social policye
Consequently, the trade unions are less influential,
which in turn weakens the Democratic Partye. To some
extent, America’s present foreign policy is an in=
termational aspect or reflection of this ideolcgye.

In this context one must also consider that
the western and southern states are lesa tied to
Europes in mentality and economically, than are the
eastern states, Incidentally, the top three American
trading partners are already Canada, Japan and
Mexicos West Germany only comes fourth, Britain
fifth, and France seventhe. In total too, the United
States’ trade with the Pacific in the past decade
has exceeded its trade with western Europe, and that
will clearly have growing, long=term political re=
percussions, Obviously the direction of American
foreign policy depends only in part on which party

ig in a majority. More important than that are the
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specific economic interests represented by the ad=-
ministration and by certain representatives and
senators in Congress.

In recent years this tendency has grown strong=-
er, along with the increase in the power of Congress
itself, which has allowed congressmen to represent
these interests more effectively than was the case
a few years ago. So specific economic interests
have Jjoined general ones in exerting an increasing
influence on US foreign policy.

Representatives of venture capital and risk
capital and those who are itrying to exploit the
economic potential of the fast-growing Pacific re=
gion have great weight in the business community of
the West Coaste This highly influential group prine-
cipally supports a foreign policy that will further
their ventures and in doing so relies where neces=
sary on military power, ‘

Incidentally, the outlines of a Pacific group-
ing of countries in the world economy are increag-
ingly clear. The highly industrialized countries
that belong to it are the United States, Canada
/whose economy, if on a different scale, has under-
gone a similar shift to the American one/, Japan,

Australia and New Zealand, A contributing factor



was Britain’s accession to the Common Market, which
has gravely affected Australia and New Zealand, and
to a lesser extent Canada, causing them to turn to
a greater extent towards the Pacific region. Among
the other countries in the grouping are Indonesisa,
Malaysia, the Philippines, Thailand, Singapore,
Taiwan, South Korea, Hong Kong and also China. In
the last case this is gtill indirect and partial,
but the degree to which it forms part of the group=
ing is growinge. Cf course, this process in the world
economy has consequences in world politicse In par=-
ticular, the process is one factor causing the di=-
vergification of power centres that is increasingly
perceptible in Europe as welle.

To take one example, Leopold Gratz, who is
Foreign Minister of Austria, a neutral country, em=
phasized in an interview with the Viennese daily
"Die Presse" that Austria would in future take as the
fixed points in its foreign policy orientation, the
group of states important to that small country,
not just the four great powers that gigned the
Austrian state treaty /the Soviet Union, the United
States, Britain and France/ but the five permanent
members of the UN Security Council., By that he also

sought to express that he considered the postewar
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situation already part of history, as the following
gentence of his showst "When Switzerland talks of
its neutrality todays it does not refer to the final
declaration of the Congress of Vienna."lf

Defining the extent ‘o which the Pacific re=
gion’s economic weight in the world is growing,
Prench prime minister Laurent Fabius, who was mine
ister for industyy and research at the time, said,
"The present electronic revolution is the first
technological revolution whiéh originated not from
Europe but from the Pacific region. Our countries
separately are too small to provide the financial
cover for the investments necessary to finance the
gigantic research projects involvedo"2/

Incidentally, the Pacific shift of the dynamism
of world economic growth asserts itself more widely
than has so far been indicated, While the movement
of the economic growth focuses towards the Pécific
shores and the south=western areas of the United
States and Canada is in part a long=term historic
process, the focus of dynamic growth in the Soviet
Union is increasingly shifting towards Siberia.

Clearly the Pacific region is the meeting

point of the United States, the Soviet Union, Japan,

China and the other states mentioned earlier which
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belong to the category known as threshold countries,
and that adds greatly to the importance of the Pa=
cific region in political terms. At the éame time
this dissolves to some extent the earlier ties
of international relations %o the European regione
This trend, which still oﬁly in its first
stage at present, has obviously contributed to en=-
suring that no country in western Europe is seriously -
considering freezing EasteWest relations. On the
contrary, the development of Eagt«~West relations
enjoys broader support in western BEurope now than
at any other time in the four decades since the end

of the Second World War.

Growing diversification of power
In this broader support a role is also played

by the European experience gathered in this period.
As Bruno Kreisky remarked in a lecture delivered

in Geneve in Merch 1984, "Détente has brought about
in Europe a process with huge consequences. As a
head of the government of Austria, who fulfilled
that pogition for over 13 years, I can guarantee
that not a single economic and political success in
that period would have been possible without détenteo
If the cold war had continued, capital and industry

would have fled from our countries, and we should
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never have reached the state of well-being which
today is so obvious in the streets of Vienna, Hele
sinki, Copenhagen, Stockholm and Berlino"B/

An important component in the western European
stance is the weakening of the political structure
of bipolarity caused by the existence of regional
groupings of s%ates. This is a trend which has led
to substantial changes in the present world order
based upon strategic and military bipolarity.

An increasing diversification of power ig ine
volved, the factors in which include, mainly in
Europe, the limits upon the use of military means
and the constraints on economic growthe. As a con=-
sequence, European countries are increasingly ip-
terested in developing the internmational division
of labour further, promoting economic growth, and
improving competitiveness. This phenomenon was de=
gcribed in an article by Dr Péter VArkonyi, Hunga-
ry’s Foreign Minister, as follows: "Two things can
already be establisheds One is that the most reac=
tionary forces, as hitherto, will not be in a po=
gition to risk unleashing a new world'war in the
foreseeable future." He went on to say: "Another
finding is that even in the most disquieting stages

at which tensions have been roused the possibility
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remained, and still remainsg, of returning to the
détente process."4/

Acknowledging that the application ¢of economic
power is decided to & decisive extent in the micro-
~gphere of companies, countries and their govern-
menté have increasingly supported the external econ=
omic sfrategy of the large corporations using the
means available in their internmational policy and
economic diplomacye. Consequently the mutual rela=
tions of the macro and micro spheres have increased
with growing speeds,

The enhanced importence of economic metters
played a decisive part in western Buropean countries
recently distancing themselves on certain metters
from American foreign policy. Dr Horst Ehmke, depu=-
ty chairmen of the Social Democratic members in the
West German Bundestag put it like this: "The narrow=~
ing down of security policy to its military dspects
is considered erroneous /in Western Europe/, and
attempts to gain military supremacy as the source
of a new arms race and consequently of new uncer=
tainties." He went on to explain, "Owing to this
gituation, one cannot be surpriged that the evaluaw
tion of Europe hag diminished in American thinking

in the course of the arguments within the /Atlantic/
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alliance."5/

Business Week, the premier US business weekly,
already noted this process in late 1981, when it
remarked that redefinition of US national defence\
interests, including the Persian Gulf and other re-
giong, had caused the importance of Nato to di=-
minish."G/

Clearly the diagnosis on both sides of the
Atlantic is similar, although the approach, of
course, differs. This difference in approach has
recently asserted itself more strongly in the ex-
ternal economic and foreign policy lines taken by
the western European countries, and one may expect
it to exert a certain influence on positions taken
up by the EEC as well., In this respect too, an in=
teraction of economic and polifical factors muat
sooner or later become manifest. However, this ten=
dency for this to happen has been hampered bj the
European Commission in Brussels, because the econ=
omic interests of the various member states are
not agserted directly in Common Market policys. The
stand taken by the Commission is greatly affected
by the numerous economic and political factors that
create a far-reaching differentiation among

European countries in this sphere as well.



A great contribution to the effectivenass of
the Common Market in the world, both politically
and economically is mede by the foreign policy sup=-
port member states give to economi.c growth and ex-
pansion, and conversely, the economic successes pro-
vide opportunities in foreign policye. This trend
again reflects the inereasing interaction between
economic and political factors in Euro?ean rela=
tionse.

One component in the process is the technical=
and scientific revolution which affects all areas
of life and is connected in turn with internation=-
alization of the economye. One might say that every
problem states and groups of states encounter these
days affects both economic and political interests
to an increasing extent, so that a strategy which
takes thege intercomnections into consideration is
demanded. Thus the Common lerket countries can bé
expected to exert their economic potential and their
international economic ties more directly and more
consciously than hitherto, in order to advance
their foreign policy objectives.

As a regult one can envisage in the latter
half of the 1980s that, foreign policy and external

economic constellations representing a further



distancing from the United Stateg will become posS~
gible on the basis of western Europe’s own economic
and political interests. Such a development would,

in the long run, place pan~European cooperation

back on the agenda, in other words bring about an
internationel divigion of labour in production and
infrastructure that would promote growth in the
countries of Europe and allow a strategy for meeting
the challenge of the dynemically growing Pacific re=
gion to be worked out and applied,

In the medium term, however, it may be that re=
gional cooperation aimed at economic and infrastruc-
tural development among European countries with dife-
fering social systems or between their provinces
bordering upon one another will be realized faster
than pan-~Eurcpean economic cooperation,

This seems the more justified alternative from
the economic engle, since utilizing the additional
benefits that can be derived from regional coopera=~
tion may increase the economic efficiency and come
petitiveness of small and medium=size European coun=
tries considerablye.

Obviously what is involved is merely the pos-~
sibility of a long=term trend, but gradual assertion

of it may be furthered by the fact that it would be
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in the mutual interest of European countries with
differing social systems. A new factor, if only a
future possibility, is that the political conditions
for continued development of East«West economic re=
lations have recently improved in Europe to & cer-
tain extent, despite efforts made against it by the
United Statese In this respect, the embargo pro=
claimed against participation in constructing the
gas pipeline from the Soviet Union, boomeranged to
some extent on the United States itself, and at the
seme time mede, apparent the current political and
economic limits within which American policy could
be asserted,

Gyula Horn, head of the Foreign Affairs Depaxrt-
ment of the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party Cen=
tral Committee, described this extremely noteworthy
new phenomenon in international affairs in a study

he wrote for the periodical Kiilpolitika: "When one

projects the new features in the economy onto the
socio=political arena, one witnesses & new pheno=
menone Esgentially, this consists of a certain inter-
action-that is developing between European countries
with differing social systems; their immunity to
processes occurring in the countries on the othér

gide is disgappearing. The socialist countries are



affected by negative tendencies appearing in the
capitalist world economy = the disturbances in pro-

duction, distribution and finances = and vice versa:

the domestic economic problems hefe and also the
economic reforms, exert an influence on the pan-
=Buropean situation and relations between the states
of the continent, Beyond the economic sphere, this
also applies in the domain of inter-state political
relations, The lessons of the Polish events in 1980
provide one good example for the new situations The
attitude of realistically minded leading political
circles in western European counfries at that time
differed substantially from the reactions made to
the events in Hungary in 1956 or in Czechoslovakis
in 1968, Their attitude to the Polish crisis was
different from the attitudes shown earlier in that
it was basically marked by a desire not to heighten
the tensions in and around Poland, and sporadically
even to cooperate in normalizing the situations”
"By contragt, the United States’ attitude from
the outset was marked by the use of every means
that might conceivably force a turn of events in
the Polish crisis that would favour the United
Stategses The difference in attitude was particularly

congpicuous when the emergency was introduced in
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December 1981, All over Europe, the protests lacked
the nature of a confrontation, whereas the United
States instituted drastic economic and political
reprisals that gravely impeded the prodéss of nor-
malization in Poland in the long run as well. The
majority of western European governments, on the
other hand, recognized Europe’é interest in the
existence of a stable Poland and the impossibility
of altering the existing social, political and mi=-

litary status quo by forcees In broader terms, the

interests of all Europe have been served and a beneg=
ficial contribution to stabilizing peaceful coexigt~
ence between the peoples of Europe has'been made by
the settled domestic conditions in the socialist
countries, the continued development of socialist
democracy, and the modernization of the system of
policy instruments.“7/
A favourable development for the stabilization
of the European situation came in 1984, parfiicularly
in the second half of the year, when gsome Nato mem=
ber countries gradually restored their political
relations with Poland., Again this indicates how the
political stand every state affected by East-West
relations takes has a determining function, and

that all states concerned share in the development
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of Eagi=West relations.

Here in particular the interaction between
economic and political factors asserts itsgelf. It
is obvious that this political stand taken by Furo-
pean states has both economic causes and. effects.

A further factor in these relations is that
Fagt=West trade today has an interest and effect
that is far from confined to business circles. To
an extent greater than ever before it has become
an instrument in the political struggle.

If one looks back on the embargoeg applied to
East~West trade, one notes a first stage dating
back to the end of the 19408, when the political
end security factors directly regulated, ices Tre=-
stricted, Eagst=West economic relations, which were
s8till on an extremely low levels This situation was
ingtitutionalized in 1949 by the establishment in
Paris of an organization called Cocom, undexr Nato
auspices, In the 19603 the mutual benefits from
the development of East=West economic relations
were recoghized by widening circles, and in this
period numerous long=-term bilateral inter=govern-
mental sgreements covering industry, technology
and science were concluded. Meanwhile the area of

embargo was reduced considerably, one sign of which
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was that Cocom in 1963 denied export permits to
only 85 million worth of goods.

Simultaneously the terms of the Berme Union
of 1958 were relaxed., Hitherto the signaetories had
undertaken not to grant member countries of the
CLHEA /Comecon/ credits with terms longer than five
years, and detailed regulations had governed the
conditions under which credits could be granted to
socialist countries at all,

In the late 1970s and early 1980s the United
States made increasing efforts to revive these re=-
strictionse. At & summit conference in Ottawa in
Spring 1981, which the major western industrial—
ized countries attended, the United States ende=~
avoured to dissuade its western Eurcopean partners
from concluding natural ges agreements with the
Soviet Unione It is well=known that what was in-
volved were gas deliveries to numerous westeﬁn
European countries through a 5,000 km pipeline from
Siberiase Intending to prevent construction of the
line, President Regagan announced economic sanctions
on participating companies at the end of 1981l.

Plainly, the Soviet Union disposes of the
largest known deposits of coal and natural gas in

the world, and exploitation of the gas fields has
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a priority role in the comprehensive developmental
programme for Siberia, which in turn is designed to
stimulate the growth of the whole Soviet economye
Obviously the embargo declared by the United States
wag designed to weeken the Soviet Union by impend-
ing the realization of this important project.

But the western European allies of the United
States took a united and determined stend against
the pipeline embargoc, end that led Washington to re=-
cognize the usefulness of adjusting its tacticse.

From the western Europeen point of view it was
not merely or even primarily a question of economic
relations with the socialist countries to some
furthering the future exploitation of certain
production capacities and so mitigating the problems
of employment in the process, Primarily it was that
East=West economic relations formed an integral part
of their room for foreign political and extermal econ-
omic menoeuvre which had expanded considersably dur-
ing the period of détente. Thus the pipeline affair
was just the tip 6f the iceberg, and beneath were
concealed not merely East-West economic end politi-
cal relations but the intermal power relations of

Nato itself.
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In the United States it is reckoned that the
increase in armaments not oniy modifies Eagi~Wegt
power relations, but at the same time provides a
motive force for technical progress, so helping
the United States to shorten the lead established
in some domains by Japan and westerm Europe, and
primarily buttress the supremacy it has established
in the most modern and researche-intensive sectors.
In this context, the question of limiting the ad=
vanced technologies that can be sold to CMEA member
countries represents another US weapon for reining
in its western European and Japanese corporate Iri=
vals,

This too plays a part in the continuous Ameri=
can endeavour to extend the scope of Cocome Cocom,
whicﬁ operates on the premises of the US Embassy
in Paris, already has a prohibition list of goods
that mey not be exported to sociaelist countries.
Since this list is shorter than the American pro=
hibition list, the United States has recently
pressed more strongly for extension of the Cocom
liste |

At least legaliy, these endeavours are im-
peded to some extent by the lack of any interna-

tional agreement on how Cocom should operates
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Cocom was originally based on a verbal accord, so
that legally at least, there is no way of applying
sanctions against those who contravene the Cocom
resolutionses Incidentally, in connection with the
activation of Cocom, the US government alsc exerts
export prohibitions on certain items including ad-
vanced technology under the framework of the CECD,
which is likewise domiciled in Paris but includes
some neutral European countries among its memberse.
In 1984, an American initiative led four or=
ganizations = Nato, the QECD, the Intermational
Energy‘Agency /IEA/, and Cocom =~ to conduct verious
studies and surveys on technology transfer within -
Eagst-West economic relations, and to apply an em=
bargo that would impede or slow down such transfers.
In all four organizations consgiderable differ=
ences continued to exist between the American and
the western European views While the socialist coun=
tries are relatively insignificant economically
from the United Statea’ point of view, so that the
US approach is overwhelmingly determined by politie
cal factors, "every member state of the Common
Market considers East=West irade a desirable aspect
of international trade and of its relations maine

8/

tained with the Soviet Union".
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It is further obvious that the CMEA is not
only a éood market for the western European steel
and machine=tool industries. "Energy imports from
the Soviet Union have demonstrably contributed to
the strengthening of western European security, by
reducing dependence on unreliable Opec éountries
and allowing diversification of the supplier coun=
tries."9/

Since the OECD also inclides the neutral Euro-
pean countries among its members, the arguments
here have tended to centre ocn credit terms instead.
The signs so far are that the United States has not
succeeded in aggerting its stand concerming sub=
gidized credits within the COECD.

Although the Intermational Energy Agency warn-
ed western Europe against becoming overly depende
ent on Soviet gas deliveries, it concluded that
this treshold had not yet been reached and that at
present thiere was an oversupply of gag in Europeo
Incidentally, altermatives to Soviet natural gas
were also discussed in the TEA but it was found |
they would probebly be more expensiveo

In view of the redical difference at present
between the American and western European approaches

to Eagt=West economic relations, it seems unlikely
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that these views will converge in the foreseeable

future, That means the United States would be able
to change the situation only by applying extremely
great pressure, and not even then would it be as=-

sured of success, as the pipeline case showed.

For the time being Cocom can be expected to be
the primary forum for further American efforts to
extend the prohibition listse Here the United States
recently succeeded in adding numerous new commodity
groups to the lists of embargoed goodse

At the same time, the United States strives in-
creasingly to militarize American commercial policy.
In May 1984, under pressure from President Reagan,
the Departments of Commerce and Defence signed a de=
claration of principle which gave the Pentagon un=
heard-of powers of licencing exports of modern tech=
nologies that might be qualified as militarily sensi-

tive.

Interdependence as a new Luropesan trend
A new feature has appeareds earlier the Pentagon

only interfered with the licencing of technology ex-
ports to the socialist countries, but its competency
has now been extended to western Europe, so that it
now plays a certain part in formulating American

commercial policy as welle As a consequence it has
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~become increesingly characteristic for European sube
sidiaries of American firms or for western European
firms using American licences only to be permitted
%o eprrt technology to the socialist countries if
the deal has been parmitted by the US administratione.

At the same time, there is a growing recogni=-
tion in western Europe that the embargo policy of
the 19508 caused damage so grave that it has yet to -
be completely made goods In this context it should
be pointed out that to some extent the embargo was also
responsible for the economic self=-sufficiency which
was asserted in the CMEA countries in the 1950s, both
in theory and in practices S0 there is some cause to
argue that the barriers to the intermational division
of labour date back to this period., In the subsequent
period of more than three decades it has only been
possible in part to overcome these problems by mutual
efforts. | '

But one can also attribute to these partial suc-
cesses that East-West economic relations have proved
the most stable element in Eagt-West relations as a
whole in the early 1980s, This indicates that East-
=est economic relations clearly correspond with the
needs of both sides, which was a factor in their

survival in the face of the political pressure that
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was brought to bear against them.

One must add that East~West economic relations
are not yet of sufficient weight and do not yet in=-
volve a degree of interdependence sufficient to
provide a substantial impulse to the development of
political relations. |

Yet this statement is not entirely or global=-
ly valid, since there ere very substantial regional -
differences in the degree to which it applies. In
the United States there is not at present any impori=
ant industrial interest group to provide impulses
for the development of political relations, and the
farming lobby there /which has managed to assert its
interests/ is primerily concermed with grain ex-
ports to the Soviet Union, the situation is very
different indeed in certain westerm European coun~
tries,

The factor involved is not solely or even pri-
marily the greater importance that exports to the
CIUEA countries have for industry in western Europe
than they do for industry in the United Statess. In
western Europe the economic and political interests
increasingly cbindide, because the development of
Eagt=West trade expresses both their external econ~

omic and their foreign policy interests.
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Another factor is that economic questions at
presenf play an increasing role in the making of
political decisions in western Europee. This at the
gsame time represents rising expectations of econ=
omic and foreign policy, which may contribute to
the elimination of the so-called dependences as

well, among other ways by diversification of the

various countries’ international economic relationsg.-

This is one of the major differences by comperison
with the period of international tensions in the
19508,

This policy is asserted in diffaerent ways in.
the various western European countries, West Ger=

mehy’s Ostpolitik already has long traditions, and

has formed a constant element in the policy of go=
vernments formed by various pariies.

In France there are signs of a revival, if on-
ly in part and in a weaker form, of the policy to=
wards the East that was initiated by President De
Gaulle and formed an integral part of French for=
eign policy under his succeasor, before becoming
eclipsed and in many respects even reversed in more
recent years, In this revival a role is obviously
played by the economic factor that in the formula-

tion of the strategies of the state-owned companies
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which have recently been playing a leading role in
France, company interests are bound up to a greater
extent than before with France’s external economic
and foreign policy ambitions. Additionally, there

igs the political factor that the French government
expects to strengthen its international position
again by reviving its policy towards the East, since
the years in which it departed from the policy of '
"European Europe", its position in the world economy
and in world politics was weakened.

A more active policy towards the East by Britain
is a new foreign policy tendencye. 4s early as April
1983, the British Secretary for Trade took a firm
stand against the pipeline embargo and recently the
British Prime Minister has repeatedly spoken in fa=
vour of developing diamlogue and East-West relations.

So the Buropean forces suppq;ting East-West
economic relations have expanded congiderably. It
igs especially noteworthy that changes of govermment
in western Europe in recent years have hardly af=-
fected the tendency to discuss the development of
economic relations with the socialist couptries
more intensgively and frequently. Everywhere the

national interest speaks against freezing them.
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The points of departure for Hungarian foreign
policy

Anothexr noteworthy new trend in Europe is to=

wards & change in the stand taken by the small coun=
tries, and this applies not only to the small neu-
tral European countries, but also to somé amall mem=
ber countries of Nato. Some part is played by the
feeling of being under threat.experienced by the
small states of Europe when intermational tension
increased considerably. In addition, these countries
are more dependent on the international division of
labour than are medium=sized and large countries,

80 that the tenden_cy towards interdependence exXerts it-
self to a greater extent.

The increasing weight of worli economic pro=
blems in determiﬁing political decisions shows up
more intengively still in the policy positions of
the small European countriess |

There has recently been some increase in the
‘political role played by the small neutral coun=-
tries in Europe, bolstered by their active, and for
the most part constructive role in various intere
national forums. Egsentially, the diplomacy of some
small neutral European countries has been an endegve

our to make use of the available opportunities to
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bring about partial international compromises, by
gtrengthening the multipolar factor in the diversi-
fication of power.

However, these opportunities are strongly lim=-
ited by the fact that the main line of force in
European politiecs is formed by the stateé that be-
long to the two alliances, Consequently, there has
been an increase recently in the diplomatic oppor-
tunities and tasks of European states which conduct
a dialogue as firm and loyal members of their al=
liance and seek opportunities for a modus vivendi.
The weight and diplomatic elbow=room of these coun=
tries is enhanced precisely by their loyalty to
their alliance.

Jénos KAddr, first secretary of the Hungarian
Socialiat Workers”’ Party Central Committee
mentioned this in Paris on October 16, 1984, at a
pregs conference he gave jointly with President
Prangois Mitterrand of France in the Elysée Palace:

"The determining factor in this policy is that
the Hungarian People’s Republic is a trustworthy,
responsible member of the Warsaw Treaty Organizetione
At the seme time we consider it necessary and important
to sustain the widest system of relations with the

various countries, including states which have a
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social gystem different from our own.“l°/

0f course Hungary, as a Warsaw Treaty countrys sub=-
stantially reconciles its foreign policy line with those
of the other Warsaw Treaty countries, but that does not
mean it is a good idea to handle each and every ques=
tion and case in full conformitye |

In this context, dre Matyds Sziirds, a secretary of the
CC of the HSWP, had this, among other things, to say in ane-
of his studies: "Higtorical treditions and contemporaxy
endowments can allow the relastions between certain so-
cialist or capitalist countries to develop even when the
general trend is towards & deterioration and narrowing
down of East=West relationse. Every socialist country must
take use of such special opportunities to assert simlta=
‘neously its own national interegts and-tﬂa.e.izrl:erestsscxfall.?'zur

Here Hungarien foreign policy sets out from
the premise both Hungary’s interest and the cause of peace
end security are indeed served by developing political,
economic, cultural, scientific and tourist ties with the
western European countries, and more widely, with the
developed market-economy.countries as a whole,

Since it is ane of the bagic tenets of Hungarian for-
eign policy that a deterioration of relations between the
two great powers does not automatically affect Hungary’s
international relations, it is Hungary’s task in

external economic and political relations, to
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make optimum use of the scope for developing inter=
~governmental relations. On this matter our nation-
al interest fully coincides with the interest of
her allies, particularly hecause the maintenance
and broadening of dialogue can help to prevent a
further heightening of the rhetorical war of words,
and may conceivably, in the longer term, promote a
convergence of views on some questions.

I{ is particulerly important to restrain any
further advance by elements of rhetforic, since
these have an unfavourable influence on public
opinion, so that a government may later find it=
gself the prisoner of 8 self=created unfavourable
atmosphere, even after certain compromise solu-~
tions have become possible. At the moment this
danger exists mainly in the United States, but
with western European countries too, one of the
purposes of dialogue is to encourage a8 climafe of
public opinion conducive to a stabilization of
Eagt=Viest relations. .

Moreover, & rhetorical atmosphere may detri=
mentally influence government decision-making,
gince it fosters a schematic approach 4o problemse.
Again the greatest danger of this has arisen in

in the United States, Clearly a schematic approach
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can produce situations of confrontation, whereas

& balanced, differentiated approach often reveals
how a weakening of the position of one great power
in a particular area does not necessarily imply
that the position of the other great power has
strengthened, That shows up clearly at the moment
in the Middle East situation.

The mark of the new state of affairg in west=
ern Burope is that the common platform of American
and western European interests which arose in the
late 19408 not least as g result}of the Mershall
Plan heas been considerably narrowed down, one cone=
giderable contributing factor being the effect on
Europe of American interest rate policy. It is in-
creasingly realized in western Europe that the
structural changes sometimes referred t¢o in the
press as the Californianization of America may
cauge Europe to become a peripheral sphere, unless
appropriaete measures are taken to prevent that
happening.

We are involved, of course, with the initial
stages of a trend and not with a completed processe.
The community of US and western European interests
may have been whittled down considerably, but it

still exists, not only politically and militarily
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but economically. One must also consider the means
available to & world power for exerting a degree
of pressure on its allies, although the embargo
igsue shows these means are limited when they

clash to any great extent with national interests.

The advance of realism in Europe
The United States continues to occupy a key

political and economic position in the world, but
it no longer has the might in all cases to fashion
world economic conditions without regard for its
partners’ interestse. In this new situation the
circle which has a stake in seeing a growth of
Eest=West economic relations extends far beyond
the economic sectors and companies directly affect=
ed becauge these relations increase the scope for
manoeuvre and may also provide impetus for higher
economic growth rates.

Thus for western Europe the old dogmatic for=
mula that an economic benefit for the East means
a military disadvantége for the West becomes ine
creasingly outdateds The position is quite the re-
verse, because one can experience a growing interw
est and stake on both sides in developing the in-
ternational division of labour, which also entails

a growing interest in seeing that the partners to
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it succeed economicallye. Thus western Europe at
present is setting out on the path of reformulating
Eagt=West interdependence,

In this area an important réle will certainly
be played by the perceptible encouragement td regal=
ism and even to a certain wisdom given by the ex~-
perience oi Europe following two world warge. In
recent years this has been apparent, for instance,
in the restoration of bourgeois democracy without
bloodshed in Portugal, Spain and Greece, in the
positive and constructive foreign policy role of
the Buropean neutral states, and in the marked ime
provement in inter=~German and jn Austro-Hungarian
relations, the latter being seen amidst the overall
world political situation as a model of relations
hetween countries with differing social systems.

This realism and wisdom asserted itself in the
European socialist countries, for instance, when
they refrained from abandoning their earlier policy
during the periocd of great tensions in the early
19803, & circumstance which also supports the con-
tention that they are reliable partners,

From Hungary’s point of view +this was ex-
pressed in an address to the jubilee session of

the Hungarian Academy of Sciences by Jdnos Berecz,
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‘who edits the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party

daily, Népgzabadsdg: "It is a modest but telling

factor in peaceful intermational relations that
Hungary has meintained its solvency on the inter=
-national money markets despite extremely difficult
circumstances, defended its positions in the inter=
national, economic division of labour, and adhered
to its previous line of domestic policye The sube
gstantial steps by which we continue to develop the
economic reform and enrich socialist democracy are
proof of this country’s interest in maintaining
the achievements of détente and promoting favour=
able processes in intermational politics.“lz/
A further opportunity and at the same time a
further requirement of the present situation in
Europe is to rethink the role and function of the
European Economic Community within the framework

of East-~West interdependence,

Integcration and interdepéndence
The Common Market that came into being with

the signing of the Treaty of Rome on March 25,

1957 sought to consolidate and dynamize the econ-
omy of western Burope through integratione. The at=
tempt began at a time when interest rates were ex=

tremely low in the United States but high in
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Europe.

The result was & flight of capital from
America and an investment boom in westexrm Europe,
even though the original desire of the Common Mare
ket countries had been to hold investment down by
keeping interest rates highe The United States
managed an annual average growth rate between 1955
and 1960 of a mere 2.6 %, one of the lowest for
any of the industrialized countries.l3/ i

Another encouragement to US investment in the
EEC wag a fagster than average rise in productivity,
achieved through economies of scale and specializa~
tion,

These turned the EEC into one of the major
factors in the world economy and a serious competi~-
tor with the United Statese. But in the early 1980s
the scope for integration narrowed and there was a
considerable fall in the growth rate. By March
1984 the Common Market countries had 12.8 million
unemployed, while the annually increasing EEC
budget deficits left less and less leeway for mu-
tual concessions and compromise between the member
countries., Aggravating these problems was an cx~
tremely high interest rate in the United States,

“which turned western Europe into an exporter of
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capital, causing in turn still slower growth and a
deterioration in western Europe’s competitive posi-
tion in the worlide.

In this altered gsituation, a rethinking of the
EEC’s international relations, including its rela=-
tions to the socialist countries, may become a fac=
tor in enhancing competitiveness on both sides.
Clearly, development of pan-European economic co=
operation would offer comparative advantages to all
concerned, end increase efficiency and competitive=
ness consideraﬁly.

The EEC at present is the most important part-
ner for the Third World, and it might, for example,
enhance its competitiveness through cooperation
with the socialist countries on the third markets,
which would allow the socialist couniries to expand
their exports for convertible currency more dynamicale
ly than hithertoe.

The starting point for an assessment of Hunga=
ry’s relations with the Common Market is that Hun-
gary has been a member of GATT since 1973+ In some
matters of detail such as steel and textile exports,

- Hungery already has agreements with the EEC,
Hungary’s view on how to develop these rela=

tions further was put clearly by Deputy Foreign
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Trade NMinister Dr Tibor Melega in a lecture he gave
to the Hungarian Economic Society, which was re=
printed in the journal Statisztikai Szemle /Statig=
tical Review/: "I wish to emphasize that Hungary
does not exclude the possibility of a future agree-~
nent with the European Economic Community. But this
will only make gense if the agreement takes two con=-
giderations into account:

"First, the European Economic Community must
recognize Hungary as an equal partner in the inter-
national division of labour and international trade.
We cammot renounce from this demand, because we
would otherwise have to operate on international
markets in the long term under burdens so great
that they would hinder the exploitation of the poge
8ible benefitsf

"The other consideration which must apply is
that the agreement should materially assist in re=
solving, or at least mitigating the problems with
the Common Market in the areas of protectionism
and tariff barriers in agriculture. One should note
recent observations from the parf of the Common Mar-
ket that an agreement with Hungary would be desire
able., Unfortunately, no substantial positive de=

claration has so far been made on the two
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congiderations mentioned. If such & declaration
were made, it would not be lost on us."lA/

Throdgh cooperation with the EEC, the wide
utilization of the intermational division of labour
and the opportunities for economic cooperation
would considerably increase the effective purchasing
power of the socialist countries, which in turn
would allow the western Buropean economies to expand’
and diversify their maxkets,

Obviously what we are considering here is a
long=term cooperation, and it is vital that the in=-
ternational division of labour should be insulatad
from the daily ups end downs of politicse If that
would be done, this policy could help considerably
to make the economic and social policy objectives
of the various European countries achievable,

There exists on the part of the European social=
ist countries a readiness to build up the inferna-
tional division of labour, since to do sc would con=
tribute politically to stabilizing the world politi=-
cal situation, and economically to improving the
efficiency and competitiveness upon which the econ=-
omic policy objectives of the European CMEA coun=-

tries are increasingly centred.
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It is also clear that the CMEA countries will
be able to realize their economic policy objectives
faster and more efficiently if they Jjoin more ine
tensively in the international division of labouT.
This by no means contradicts the division of la-
bour and integration within the CMEA itself. On the
contrary, successful realization of it may render
the European socialistncountries more interesting
and attractive partners than they would otherwise
have beens, In this conte;t it is useful to point out
that oncé the Complex Program of the CMEA had been
adopted, the member countries’ economic relations
with the countries of western Europe expanded con-
siderably.

Research into integration has in general ar-
rived at the conclusion thet after an initial "run=
ning=in" period, the orientation of the counﬁries
integrated again turns outwards to externmal part=
ners.,

The declaration adopted at the Moscow summit con=
ference of the CMEA countries again emphasized the
endeavour of the CMEA member countries to develop
"commercial, economic, scientific and technical re=
lations with all countries of the world hased on

mutual adventage, equality, non-interference in
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each other’s internal affairs and respect for ine
ternational obligations undertaken".

The declaration also states in this context:
"In the area of international ecohomic relations,
life demands the mutually advantageous and equal
participation by all countries, Without this, the
durable material foundation for stabilizing and in=
tengifying détente cannot be established".l5/

Some have expressed the view that economic co=
operation within the CMEA limits the capacity and
ability of member countries for economic cooperation
with outside countries. 1t is useful to point out,
however, that the proportion of "hard" goods, read-
ily saleable on convertible-currency markets is
higher among Soviet exports to other CMEA countries,
than among the exports of the small CMEA countries
to the Soviet Union, & considerable proportion of
which could only be sold outside the CMEA with dif=
ficulty and on unfavourable terms.

The view that imports from other CMEA coun~
tries exclude imports from outside cammot be sus=
tained either. In this context one must consider
that the smaller CMEA countries can only consider
genuine alternatives for action, so that they often

have to reckon that for the foreseeahle future they
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will be unable to raige their imports from within
the CMEA. Since it looks unlikely that this problem
can be resolved to any significent extent in the
next few years by, the only solution is to cover
import requirements from outside the CMEA by rais-
ing convertibleecurrency exportis.

This means that the maintenance and increase
of convertible currency imports iz to a certain ex-
tent inevitable in the smaller CMEA countries, even
though the patterm may vary from country to country.
Here one comes up against the most important econ=
omic problem of the CMEA countries, which is the
weakness of the commodity cover for competitive ex-
ports. This is a serious challenge to the smeller
CMEA countries, and can only be solved in a socially
acceptable way by increasing competitive exports, hew
cause further intensification of impoxt restrictions
would only aggravate the existing problems, |

S0 there appears a growing prominence in the
economic policies of the smaller CMEA countries of
measures aimed at increasing international competi-
tiveness., Among these have been Hungary’s accession
to the financial agencies of the United Nations, and
the development of inter=Germen economic relations,

which include cooperation and specializations As a
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result, elaboration of development concepts for the
latter half of the 1980s involves the CMEA coun=
tries considering to & greater or lesser extent the
significant link between their economic growth and
their ability to stand their ground on world markets
and take part intenaively in the internafional divie
. 8ion of laboure

The documents of the Moscow summit conference
of the CMEA also point out, "The participants at the
conference reconfirm their firm intention of devel=-
oping fruitful commercial, economic, scientific and
technical relations with all socialist, developing
and developed capitalist countries prepared to do smo0.
They consgider it useful for these relations to ex=
pend primarily on the basis of long=term programmes
and agreements, and for the various mutually advan=-
tageous forms of cooperation to be gpplied, include
ing cooperation on technically equipping and esta=
blishing projects, industrial cooperation, joint so=~
lution of scientific and technical problems, etco".16/

From the Hungarian point of view,'economic
growth at present depends primarily on the extent
to which the Hungarian economy is able to raise its
degree of adaptability to intermational requirements

and the volume and economic efficiency of its
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exportse So at the present stage it must conduct a
production policy in which adjustments to external
merket requirements determine the size, cémposition
and changes of oufput. Any return‘/even a partial
one/ to the ill=fated isolationism of the 1950s, to
autarky, would lead to recesgsion and for an inde=
finite period preclude the atvalnment of interma-~
tional competitiveness.

Here one must also take into consideration that
the Hungarian economy hes not fully been able to
overcome the consequences of the autarky practiged
in the 1950s even over a period of 30 years. Produce
tion capacity was established in numerous industries
which were totally uneconomic under Hungarian con=
ditions, Moreover these resources, which were tied
down in oversized or superflucus investments, af-
fected the standard of living and thus social sta=
bility for a long time;-

For Hungary’as part it is at present useful in
relation to the intermational division of labour to
get out from the circumstance that a number of com=-
parative advantages, such as the endowments stem-
ming from Hungary’s economic geography and the come
paratively low costs of highly qualified labour,

can primarily be esserted in full on the markets of
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the OECD countries. At the same time, a demand for
products whose price covers the additionai costs
caused by the individual nature, special finish and
modern design of industrial produc¢ts, also exists
primarily in the industrialized countries. So an im=
provement in the efficiency of the Hungarian manﬁ-
facturing industries is alsc linked to & large ex-
tent with the achievement of export expansibn on the-
demanding markets of the industrialized countries,
which posses the producing power to pay for such
products.

High=level economic diplomacy can play a big
role in supporting this policy, which is assisted in turn
by the rising intermational respect for Hungary and
foreign interest in the country. At the same time,
the contradiction between Hungarj’s open~economy
end the seclusion of the companies’ micro=sphere -
continues. To carry out export expansion,. 1t ig vie
tal to develop marketing activities further, and
this can mainly bs realized through joint ventures
with foreign firms. '
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A signal milestone in the CSCE process launched ten years ago
concerns the convening in January 1984 of the Stockholm Conference on
Confidence and Security Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe.

Its inauguration afforded expression to the general awareness of the
shortcomings in both the scope of and compliance with the modest Final
Act CBMs, and of the desirability of adopting new, concrete, militarily
significant, politically binding, and verifiable CSBMs applicable to

the whole of Europe. Although the Stockholm Conference has not generated
the same level of publicity attendant upon other East-West arms control
fora, its significance remains second to none. Because of its unique
focus on addressing the proximate paths to and causes of war, so as to
reduce the risks of crisis and conflict arising from accident, miscal-
culation, or failure of communication, and to diminish the opportunities
for surprise attack and political intimidation, the CDE represents both

a new approach to arms control and a vital dimension of European security
discourse. |

Although the first year of this historic meeting was largely
confined to gemeral exchanges of views and attempts by some delegations
to revise the carefully constructed CDE mandate and steer the work of
the Conference away from serious negotiation, it is encouraging to
note, as Ambassador Goodby observed at the close of Round V, that the
CDE "seems at least to have taken the road towards genuine negoﬁiations."l
Specifically, broad convergence appears to have emerged on the usefulness

of incorporating in a CSBM regime the elements of information exchange,

1. Plenary statement, March 22, 1985, p. 1.



enpanced notification, meaningful observation, adequate verification,
and rapid communications. During the next rounds, the United States
hopes that discussiéns can be further intensified on a series of issues
including: (1) the types of military activities to be notified; (2) the
threshold and unit of account for notifiable activities; (3) the use of
observers; and (4) verification. Although the precise content of a
concluding document cannot be predicted at this point, for much work
remains in the months remaining before the November 1986 Vienna CSCE
review conference, a CSBM regime that comprised these types of measures,
coupled with a recommitment to the general principle of refraining from
the threat or use of force, would seem to provide a satisfactory first
sfage agreement.

Certainly, it is in the interests of all participating napions
that in the next several rounds in Stockholm all delegations will be
firmly guided by the conﬁiétion, as expressed by Mr. Klaus Térnudd,
the Finnish Undersecretary of State, '"that it will be possible, within
this new dimension of the CSCE, to‘reach significant results serving
the security of all participants and the security of [the] continent
as a whole."2

Although there is a great deal to be said in connection with
the status of the five CSBM proposals currently under discussion in
Stockholm, the purpose here is to identify some potential future
directions for CSBMs. Some of these suggestions could be taken up
in future CDE phases, whereas others might be {udged acceptable for

negotiation in the nearer term. Specifically, four areas deserve

2. Plenary statement, March 15, 1985, p. 1.



special attention: verification; operational cénstraints; a consultative
commission; and air and naval CSBMs. In addition, ancther area that might
be considered as a separate agreement emerging from the Stockholm Conference
concerns an accord on accidental or umauthorized military intrusions in

Europe.

Verification

The CSBMs to be agreed upon must prove objectively verifiable. They
must be by their nature intrinsically verifiable, and they must be provided
with adequate forms of verification which correspond to their content.

The only CSBM proposal that addresses the verification requirement is

SC.1. The keys to the verification process in SC.l concern measure l--
information exchange--and measure 5--noninterference with national technical
means and on-site inspection of suspected activities,

Unfortunately, these measures have encountered resistance by way
of rather nonsemsical charges of unfairness, despite their applicability
to all CDE participating states in the whole of Europe. Nevertheless,
because {t may not prove possible at this time to reach agreement on a
truly effective verification regime that fully incorporates these
measures (which are in themselves rather limited), thought might be
given to supplementing a CSBM regime with a measure already accepted
in principle at the MBFR negotiations: declared exit/entry points with
permanent cbservers to monitor the exit and entry of ground and air force
personnel into or ouf of the territory of another European CDE participating
state, when, of course, such movements affect security in Europe and are
integrally related to a notifiable activity. Such a measure would not

supplant measures 1 and 5, but could provide an extra degree of reassurance



goncerning adversary intentions and build additiopal deterrence against
aggression and coercion.

Another dimension of confidence and security building that should be
studied carefully in the future concerns the implications of emerging
technologies for CSBM warning and verification functions. The observer -
pbsés mentioned above, for example, could take advantage of the evolution
in all-weather, real-time surveillance technology being developed for
NATO's new sub-concept of operations termed Follow-On Forces Attack (FOFA),
e.g., video, infrared, laser, millimeter radar, and electromagnetic devices.
The same systems that can help keep the order of battle at the central
front manageable in the event of war can also help make tactical and

APAG
strategicAimpossible, and allow for verification of more sophisticated

CSBMs.

Operational Constraints

Another area of concern involves operational constraints. The NATO
proposal does not call for constraints, but several delegations, including
some NATO European countries, have expressed interest in these measures
for inclusion in a Stockholm concluding document or in a follow-on agreement.

In approaching the constraint issue, the assumption here is that
geographic constraints, such as on forward-basing, and measures invelving
nuclear weapons do not satisfy the CDE mandate and would, moreover, prove
unacceptable to NATO in terms of forward defense and other well known
concerns. In addition, constraints must be fashioned so that they do not
interfere with training exercises, allow freedom of reaction to ambiguous
warning, send a clear warning signal if violated, not prove unilaterally
politically obstructive in crisis, and significantly complicate aggressive

preparations. This is no easy task, but one which, nevertheless, commands



more serious study because of the potentially extremely significant contri-
bution constraints could have in terms of both crisis prevention and crisis
management and defusion.

Although NATO has thus far not been able to formulate a constraint
méasure that affords equal security to all parties, one conceivable point
of departure would be to expand, say, SC.l measure 3 (45 days advance no-
tification) whereby the staging of notifiable activities would be prohibited
above the thresholds required for notification, but whereby temporary ex-
ceptions would be allowed to take into account activities such as Autumn
Forge provided they are notified in the annual calendar (measure 2}.

Alerts would be exempt, but might be subject tp a special inspection
regime to bé agreed upon beyond that currently envisaged for CSBM veri-
fication. A few years experience with such a constraint measure could
provide a reasonable foundation from which to examine measures of greater

constraining effect.

A European Security Commission

Another area of growing interest involves institutionalizing the
CSCE process. One such idea calls for a European Security Commission to
supervise CBMs/CSBMs. It could comprise several subsidiary bodies and
be vested with varying degrees of authority. For example, a fourfold
structure might encompass the following bodies:
-- A Technical Secretariat to receive, record, and distribute
the flow of information reguired by agreed CSBMs (an information
"elearinghouse," as it were).
-- A terminal for a multinational dedicated communication link for

urgent matters, should such a link prove desirable.



-- A Compliance Board, to which any participating State may resort
for purposes of resolving CSBM implementation gquestions. The
Board would lend its good offices to assist in resolving such
matters, and might even be empowered to order penalties for
violations. Such penalties might be relatively mild, e.qg.,
foregoing the right to conduct inspections for a given time
for failure to comply with another CS$BM, but might exert an
extra degree of deterrence against vioclation as well as
compensate to some degree for the lack of a legal imprimatur
upon the CSBMs to be agreed.

-- Most ambitiously, a European Security Council might be created
empowered to authorize measures of a much greater scope than
penalties. For instance, in a crisis it could order strict
adherence to constraints without exceptions, or conduct
inspections of a more intrusive nature than those currently
contained in SC.l. Failure by any participating State to
comply with an order of the Council would constitute material
"breach" and would suspend the obligations of the other parties

under the agreement.

Annex A contains a diagram of how the Euwropean Security Commission might

function in terms of crisis management.

Air and Naval CSBMs

A continuing area of disagreement in Stockholm jinvolves the geographic
and functional paramters of a CSBM regime. Although the NATO position,

which allows notification of naval and air activities only if they occur



in the adjoining sea and air space, constitute a part of a notifiable
land activity, and affect security in Europe, is not illogical, arguments
that it is perhaps toc narrow are not completely without merit. Although
some types of naval exercises that could give rise to misinterpretation
might be captured as CBMs under a strategic arms reduction regime, such
as the March-April 1984 Soviet SSBN flush into the Norwegian sea, from
the perspective of preventing surprise attack in Europe such activities
should also be captured by a CSBM regime. For instance, as Captain
William K. Sullivan has observed: "While a surprise attack against the
Central Front...could be launched with little warning, prudence would
dictate that such a move be accompanied by a massive movement of Soviet
naval forces to open seas, and particularly into the mid-Atlantic Ocean,
9-10 days in advance of the ground thrust," perhaps under the guise of

a massive Northern/Baltic fleet exercise.3 Because both side's air and
naval activities in preparation for war will hardly be confined to imme-
diately adjacent "ship-to-shore" gunnery and the like, attention should
be given to defining acceptable“air and naval CSBMs that would capture

the leading indicators of impending aggression.

An Agreement On Accidental Military Intrusions

Naval intrusions by submarines and stray cruise missiles under and over
sovereign territory are obviously a legitimate concern and one within
the scope of the CDE. As Swedish Coalition Party spokesman Carl Bildt

stated on May 7, 1984: "such violations...fundamentally conflict with the

3. "Soviet Strategy and NATO's Northern Flank," Naval War College Review
(Tune-July 1979), p. 33. Emphasis added.




very foundation of the Stockholm Conference's work.“4 The impact of

such incidents, especially during a period of tension, is rather self-
evident. Hence, to highlight the seriousness of such incidents in terms
of both avoiding political intimidation and misinterpretation, contained
in Annex B is a draft agreement on accidental and unauthorized military
intrusions in Europe. Such an accord should prove negotiable in the

near term, and would have as its precedents the 1971 U.S.-Soviet Accidents

Measures Agreement and the 1972 U.S.-Soviet Incidents at Sea accord.

Prognosis

Hopefully, whatever Stockholm Coriference concluding document may
emerge will contain meaningful CSBMs rather than cosmetic extensions of
the Final Act CBMs, and that successor agreements will build on that
foundation in concrete ways. The work of this semiﬁar, and others like
it, can significantly contribute towards intensifying the intellectual
effort to frame useable policy.

Even if, however, by the time of the Vienna review conference
a meaningful CSBM agreement is not at hand, the CDE process is likely
to endure. Perpetuation of the process itself would prove useful, even
if results may prove slow in emerging, in that for the first time security
negotiations will be institutionalized on a pan-European basis. Moreover,
as Nicole Gnesotto has observed, the fact that the CDE is taking place
"{s unquestionably an important diplomatic victory for Europe" as well
as "first and foremost an opportunity for cohesion and solidarity in

Europe."5

4. Quoted in the Arms Control Reporter 1984, p. 402.B.60.

5. "Conference on Disarmament in Europe Opens in Stockholm,” NATO Review
(No. 6 1983), p. 4.



Although the Stockholm Conference can go one of two ways--serious
negotiations or dilatory exercise, it at the very least presents an op-
portunity for 35 diverse NATO, Warsaw Pact, and NNA states with sometimes
quite conflicting visions of European security to negotiate functional
arms control in a forum of broad possibilities. The CDE can provide an
active chamnel of East-West communication, foster greater openness to
enhance the predictability of military activities, reduce the impact of
the military factor on incerstate relations, help reduce the threat of
crisis or conflict by addressing some of the precipitating causes, provide
a model for CSBM application to regions outside Europe, shed iight on
how the future European security order will emerge, and lay the groundwork
for efforts to scope out and shape more ambitiocus security arrangements

in the years and decades ahead.



Annex A

EUROPEAN CRISIS CONTROL SYSTEM
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Annex B

AGREEMENT ON ACCIDENTAL OR UNAUTHORIZED
MILITARY INTRUSIONS IN EUROPE

The participating. States of the Conference on Confidence and Security
Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe, hereinafter referred to as the
Parties;

Taking into account the risks of unintentional confrontation posed by
unexplained military incidents, and recognizing the need to exert every effort
to avert the risks of inadvertent conflict, including measures to guard against
accidental or unauthorized military acts that violate or threaten to violate
sovereignty;

Determined to strengthen confidence among them and thus to contribute
to increasing stability and security in Europe;

Reaffirming the inviolability of all one another's frontiers as well
as the frontiers of all States; .

Guided by the principles and rules of international law;
Have agreed as follows:
ARTICLE 1

Each Party undertakes to maintain and to improve its existing organizational
and technical arrangements to guard against accidental or unauthorized military
intrusions upon each other's sovereign land, sea- and airspace.

ARTICLE 2

In any such situation involving a possible military intrusion, the
Parties agree to provide such information and undertake other appropriate
measures as may be warranted by the interests of averting violations
against sovereign territory.

ARTICLE 3

For transmission of information, the Parties may use any communications
facilities, including the offices of their military attaches.

ARTICLE &

The Parties shall meet ( ) a year to review implementation of this
Agreement, as well as to discuss amendments thereto aimed at further imple-
mentation of the purposes of this Agreement.
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The Strategic Defense Initiative has presented the Europeans with yet another US
initiative that they have to react on, In the paper the SDI is analysed in terms of
the goals of the programme and the European reaction to it. The potential
consequences of the eventual deployment of the SDI are discussed, and the
initia*ive is claimed to involve increased European dependence on the US security
policy and security interests. The notion that Europe may solve its security
problem this way is critically examined.

Is independence of the superpowers the way in which Europe can achieve security?
Does the political quest for European security have any prospect of success or is
European security tied to and dependent upon the respective superpowers?

European security has since the conclusion of the Second World War in many
respects been a mere function of the relationship between East and West. To some
the European problem is in itseff a contributory cause of the adverse relationship
between East and West. The Second World War, whether by design or by default,
created a Europe divided between East and West, and in Germany created a symbol
of the new division. In this context European security was nothing but reflections
of policy and perceptions on either side of the superpower divide.

To the individual European states, security policy was based on a choice
between a non-aligned stance and superpower alignment. Non-alignment was
chosen by the non-combatants in World War II {Sweden, Switzerland) or by the
countries neutralised by the superpowers (Finland, Austria and to some extent
Jugoslavia). To the great majority of the European countries, superpower depend-
ence was the way to achieve security, In Western Europe massive arms ald and the
creation of the NATO alliance instituted this dependence, In the East, ideological
control secured the same objectives and later resulted in the creation of mirror
image institutions {Warsaw Pact, Comecon).

European security could not be achieved in isolation and the security policy of
the individual states revolved around the ensuing dilemma: How do you reduce
dependence (and increase your freedom of action and self-determination in security

policy) without jeopardising your security? The true irony of the situation is that

the same situation exists for the superpowers. The institution of the East-West
conflict in Europe meant that the superpowers became hostages to their own
clients. Confrontations and differences between European countries in East and
West immediately became objects of superpower conflict, and this automatic
escalation in itself endangered superpower sec:urit),r.l

Some fundamental questions arise from this dilemma and they appear in many
of the debates on changes in security policy. The latest example is the proposal for
a fundamental change of strategy as envisaged by President Ronald Reagan in the
Strategic Defense Initiative or otherwise known as 'Star Wars'. The proposal to
create a defensive system has once again brought up the issue of Europe's role in
the East-West relations and posed the question to European governments and

publics: Does dependence assure security?

L. THE QUEST FOR EUROPEAN SECURITY

How may the European states (East and West) individually and collectively provide
their own security? Around this fundamental question a number of security policy
debates have revolived since the institution of the fundamental division of Europe
between East and West.

Though many shades can be found in this debate, it is obvious that there are
two fundamentally different positions confronting each other: Some argue that
Europe needs the superpower commitment - European security is the superpower
guarantee. The security policy of the aligned states must try to uphold and
strengthen that commitment in the face of the other superpower's attenpt to
break it down and in the face of centrifugal factors created by the economic,
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technological and political development within the countries.” Others (the

independence movement) argue that the superpowers no longer provide security for



the European countries. On the contrary, they inject instability into the European
systemn. The superpowers are the ones that prevent East-West trade from develop-
ing 1ts natural course. They are the ones clamping down on internal movements
towards reforms that could produce tension-reducing changes in the individual
countries. And they are the ones to introduce new weapons into the already
overarmed Europe.

The fundamental threat to European security, it is argued, emanates from the
superpowers and their conflict. Europe must achieve independence in order to
increase its own sec:urity.3 These two views are so fundamental that they merit a

closer look.

Eurcpean security is the superpower guarantee

This school of thought argues that without the security guaraniee from the USA
and from the USSR, both Eastern and Western Europe would exist under the
constant threat of blackmail, intimidation and even invasion from the other
superpower. The US nuclear umbrella and its extension over the NATO members of
Western Europe is seen as a cornerstone in the security policy both of the Western
European countries and of the US. This 'coupling' between the USA and Western
Europe has consequently been a fundamental problem for the security policy
relationship between these countries.u

The nuclear guarantee fundamentally rests on the willingness of the US to
initiate a nuclear war with the Soviet Union over the defence of Western Europe,
This commitment cbviously is a worrisome policy both to the Europeans and to the
Americans. To the Americans it means, first, that the United States may be drawn
into a conflict with the Soviet Union that is not of its own_making, and,.second,
that the US puts its own population at risk in order to couple its security to that of
the NATO countries. To the Europeans it is a worrisome policy in that it has

required the introduction of US nuclear weapons on European soil. Coupling

requires the European countries to tie their security policy in with that of the US,
and consequently reduces their freedom of action.

The limitations have been accepted due to the perceived beneticial effects for
the European countries. The nuclear guarantee has introduced an element of
stability into the post-war world, and has hetped reduce the internal disagreements
between the various Western European countries by moving fundamental security
policy decisions out of Europe, The problem of German rearmament, for instance,
would have been a major conflict, had it not been for the US presence and
influence. European security dependence has also reduced .the pressure for con-
ventional armaments and made it possible for some of the NATO countries to keep
the superpowers' arms race at arm's length.5

The European policy choice to base security on the US nuclear guarantee,
however, has not been the result of a weighing of advantages and disadvantages of
coupling, but rather the result of a perceived lack of alternatives. In the face of an
aggressive and powerful Soviet Union, the Western European nations have not
considered themselves capable of providing their own defence. In the immediate
postwar years the American guarantee was neceded to counter the powerful Red
Army, which never demobilised to the same extent as it was done in the West.
Following the development of the Soviet nuclear capabilities, the nuclear
guarantee was needed to prevent the Soviet Union from using their power to put
pressure on the Western European countries. With the advent of nuclear parity
between the superpowers, new nuclear weapons are perceived to be needed in
Europe. The new INF-weapons threaten the Soviet Union directly from European
soil. Thus the Soviet Union is prevented from driving a wedge between the US and
her Western allies due to the reduced credibility of the US-based strategic forces.
In this argument for coupling between the US and Western Europe lies the rationale

of introducing the new INF systems into Europe: the Pershing Il and the (}LCM.6



The fundamental political rationale of introducing these weapons was based on
the necessity of providing a coupling between the strategic American forces and
the European theatre. To the proponents of the INF decision, that is also what has
been achieved. The alliance is now claimed to be in better shape than ever, and the
INF decision and its Implementation are seen as contributing to the present
favourable state of affairs within the alliance.7

This school of thought argues that to Western Europe there is no viable
alternative to the dependence on the US nuclear guarantee, and despite the costs
associated with this guarantee, coupling is necessary and provides Western Europe
with a security that it would be difficult, costly and maybe even impassible to
achieve in any other way. These arguments have increasingly been challenged by

the movement for a more independent Europe.

Eurcpean security: The independence movement

Concurrently with the development of the NATQ alliance and the reinforcement of
the US commitment to Europe, the inherent tensions and costs associated with
being dependent on US security policy and interests created the motivation for the
growth of support for a more independent European security policy. Moreover, the
existence ol the non-aligned Europe (Sweden, Finland, Austria, Switzerland and
Yugoslavia) meant that an independent security policy was present as an alterna-
tive. To a number of the European countries, the choice was between alliance with
“the US and some sort of independence, either alone or together with others. The
negotiations over a Scandinavian defence pact in 1948-49 is a case in point. But
even after the individual European countries made their choice of alignment {our
discussion is limited to Western Europe - the situation of the Eastern European
countries is quite different and will not be discussed here), the impetus was present
for a more independent European role in providing for their own security.
The construction of the Brussels treaty (and the spbsequent transformation of

it into the Western European Union (WEU)) was to some of the participating

countr-ies one of the first vehicles for the expression of an independent European
security policy. The plans for a European Detence Community (EDC) (1951-54)
were ambitious attempts to create an independent security forum corresponding to
the economic forum created through the European Coal and 5teel Union. However,
the plans for the EDC fell, first and foremost because of the reluctance of the
major European countries to relinquish national control (especially France, but also
Great Britain). Later attempts to reinvigorate the security cooperation within
Europe proved no more successfyl than the failed epc.®

None of these policy attempts had much success in creating independent
European security policies untit the advent and consoclidation of détente
strengthened the Europeans' feeling of increased freedom of manceuvre vis-a-vis
the US. Détente, US involvement in Vietnam, Watergate and US economic decline
reduced the US hegemony and allowed the growth of an independent European
security policy in embryo. The breakdown of détente from the end of the 1970s
increased the pressure for an independently formulated European policy. The US
demands for alliance solidarity clashed with the interest created in Europe during
détente for a more peaceful relationship with the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe.
The foreign policy differences aver Iran, the Middle East, Afghanistan and Poland
occurred together with the difficulties created by the INF decision and created
strong and consistent demands from both left and right of the European political
spectrum for an independent European security policy. The political consultations
under the European Political Cooperation (EPC) were used by the European
countries as a mechanism for voicing their collective cc;ncern with developments in
US policy deemed detrimental to European interests. The revival of the WELU and
increased bilateral contacts between West Germany and France are current
examples of this tendency, Finally the growth of the peace movements in many of

the Western European countries, and the involvement of new groups in the security



debate meant that an independent European security policy was a constant and
major demand in the re-vitalised national security debate.

Fearful of this new tendency, the European governments in the allied countries
have made demands for Increased consultation between the US and her European
allies, for increased participation of the European defer“lce, industries in NATO
procurement, and for an independent European voice in dealings with the Soviet
Union. Despite agreement on this, the difficulty in achieving European agreement
on matters of substance means that a European security policy is still a dream,
Nevertheless European security independence is a powerful dream, and the political
forces supporting policies aimed at making the dream come true seem to be
growing in strength.

There are several different versions of independence within what I have here
labelled 'the independence moveinent'. Independence in the least radical form is to
sce Europe as unified within an Atlantic framework. Europe has to be one pillar of
the alltance, and the USA the other. In order to achieve true interdependence
between Eurocpe and the USA, Europe needs to be more unified than it is today.
This conception of independence is one that conforms easily to American plans of
reducing European reliance on the US, thus alleviating some of the burden that the
USA is carrying today.

The other version is to see an independent Europe as a counter to superpower
control and deminance. This version has been a long concern of the French, and
also a driving force behind many European integrationists.

Finally soime regard and independent Europe as a delinked, all-European
system where Western Europe is detached from NATO and Eastern Europe from the
USSR, This Europe has been enjoying widespread support among the peace
movements, and among politicians, but has had less support on the state level.

In terms of the debate on single issues like the debate on the SDI, these

different versions of independence become mixed. Here I snall concentrate mostly

on the state, as the 5Dl debate is a debate on the policies of the various European
states, either one by one or coordinated in common policies.

Central to many of the proposals aired for an independent European secyrity
policy, is the notion of Europe as a Third Force in the antagonistic relationship
hetween the USA and the USSR, Europe has to play the role as a balancer that can
reduce the antagonism between East and West and create an all European security
5ystem.9

According to some, Europe has become a battlefield of the hegemonial
conflicts of the superpowers. Consequently the allies have to reconsider their
policy of 'subordinance to American supremacy'. This subordinance no longet
guarantees European security, either to the allies or to the non-aligned. Western
Europe has to play the role of the mediator, both in political terms and in
developing a different defence posture in Europe through a non-provocative
conventional defence. The goal is an all European security system based on
cooperation and mutual acceptance of the adversaries' right to exist.l'0

A number of institutional suggestions and proposals have been aired. Some
argue for the reconstitution of the EPC and others think that the WEU is the best
forum. Finally, some regard the German-French cooperation as the best possibility
of increased European cooperation,

In all of the issues that form the substance of the present security debate in
Europe, the parameters of the debate are determined by the discussion between the
proponents of relying on the guarantee of the superpowers and the independence
movement. The differing views on the Geneva arms control negotiations, on the
CSCE negotiations and even on trade and technology policy are reflections of the
different views on how European security is best achieved. This debate takes place
between the different states in Europe, but, perhaps more importantly, within the
various states. This interpal and external debate over the costs and benefits

associated with dependence and independence in the European context is very



clearly visible in the debate over the proposed new Strategic Defense Initiative
(SDI). This new programme will fundamentally affect the debate on the costs and
benefits associated with European security dependence. Two questions need to be
raised here: How does the SDI affect the European security dependence, and does

the SDI enhance or reduce European security?

2. SDI: WHAT IS 1T?

President Reagan's speech on defence spending and defensive technology of 23
March 1983, introduced a new initiative into the strategic discussion. The Strategic
Defense Initiative {SDI) has since then grown in importance both in the priorities of
the Reagan administration itself and consequently also in the international security
debate.

When the SDI was introduced it was as much of a surprise as the feared 'bolt
from the bluel. Very few in the administration was aware of the initiative before
they saw the President on TV, and experts, allies and adversaries alike were taken
by s.urprise.12

Certainly the SDI had antecedents, but they were of little importance and
virtually unnoiiced both by the strategic community and by the public at large.
Research into Anti-Ballistic Missile {ABM) technology had been going on in the US
for quite soine time. In the Joint Chief of Staff’s United States Military Posture for
FY 1983, the ASAT (Antisatellite} programme was described as 'vigorously
pursued'. The Ballistic Missile Defense was described as heading toward a decision
on providing options for the defence of ICBMs through "Low Altitude Defence
{LoAD), future systems and overlay defence". The research was claimed to be

conducted within existing treaties and purported to be a hedge against Soviet
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treaty abrogation and as a counter to specific Soviet threats {e.g. against US-
satellites).”

Lobby groups existed whe tried to argue for an increased use of space and
high-energy technology to create a 'High Frontier' that could give the USA a
strategic advantage in the competition with the USSR.M

Very few, however, took any of this seriously. The potential economic and
political costs and the technical difficulties associated with the schemes marketed
in Washington, together with the failure of the previous ABM scheme (the
Safeguard ABM system was dismantled in 1976 due to cost effectiveness consider-
ations) meant that very few anticipated that strategic defense would be the new
focus of the strategic debate.

Yet, that is exactly what Ronald Reagan proposed in his March 2‘3 speech.
Reagan in his own words ™aunched an effort which holds the promise of changing
the course of human history, There will be risks, and results take time. But |
believe we can do i.t".15

What is it that is to change the course of human history, one may ask. What

are the goals of this new initiative and what are the envisaged means to achieve it?

The SDI goals

The goals as they were seen by President Reagan and explained to the public in his
March 1983 speech, were all ultimately directed towards rendering nuclear
weapons "impotent and obsolete", and this should be done by "eliminating the
threat posed by strategic nuclear missiles. In his inaugural speech in 1983 he had
the further goal of totally eliminating the threat of nuclear war. Considering the
important roles played by nuclear weapons, ICBMs and nuclear war planning in
present US policy, this certainly is an ambitious goal. However, the mere utterance
of long-term goals of this type would probably not in and of itself have produced a

major reaction, since it might be regarded as yet another example of political



11 -

hyperbole and hypocracy when at the same time more nuclear weapons were
constructed, deployed and used as threats.

But the SDI contained other goals. The goal was also to do away with offensive
weapons, As the technology for the new defensive systems is developed and
deployed, the offensive nuclear weapons may be dismantied so a stable balance is
maintained between offensive and defensive weapons with a final goal of removing
all offensive \.\.'eapcms.16

Secretary of Defense Casper Weinberger was even more explicit and presumed
that a move in the direction of defence on the part of the US would create a
corresponding move in the US3R: "I would hope and assume that the Soviets with
all ‘the work they have done and are doing in this field, would develop a similar
defense, which would have the effect of totally and completely removing these
missiles from the face of the earthn. 1’

In the later statements on the SDI, the removal of offensive weapons has,
however, been stressed less and mentioned only as a result of potential arms
control, arms reduction talks between the two :‘-uperl:)cw.'ers.18

This reinterpretation of original goals is in the process of radically trans-
forming the SDI from what it was originally conceived as and into something quite
different, This is especially evident in the overall goal that the President raised of
doing away with deterrence as the basis for US and allied security. The President in
his speech stressed that it is necessary to break out of a futurc that relies solely on
offensive retaliation. "Wouldn't it be better to save lives than to avenge them?®",
asked Ronald Reagan, and a number of his senior counsellors and advisers echoed
that question in speeches and staternents of their own since his speech. Secretary
of Defense Casper Weinberger expressed it very clearly when he said that the SDI

*, .. is an attempt to devise a system that protects our people instead of avenging

them", {speech to Pittsburg World Affairs Council, October 30th, 1984),
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A lot of his advisers, however, have also begun to question this assumption of
their President. Undersecretary of Defense Fred Ikié, for example, has asserted
that blaming the SDI for overturning the existing policy of strategic nuclear
deterrence, is just ptain wrong. The SDI would not scrap a policy of deterrence, on
the contrary, it would enhance deterrence by making it harder for the Soviet Union
to reach its goal. To prevent the split between the different views of the role of
deterrence within the SDI, the argument has been developed that by destroying
attacking missiles the deterrent (e.g. US' own ICBMs) is protected and at the same
time the population is protected because a Soviet first strike becomes impossible.
The protection of the US is of course the central goal of the 5DL

Protection is the ultimate goal of the 5Dl, but also a very elusive goal. What is
it that is going to be protected? To the President it is "our own socil and that of our
allies". it is the goal of total defence apgainst strategic ballistic missiles, since the
removal of fear in the population is the underlying politicat -object'n.'e.19 Techno-
logy should be developed that would make it feasible to achieve a high degree of
defence against the threat of a nuclear strike from the Soviet Union or anybody
else. The ultimate goal, is a 100 per cent effective defence. "The defensive
systems the President is talking about are not designed to be partial. What we want
to try to get is a system . ... that is thoroughly reliable and total. I don't see any
reason why that can't be done", said Casper Weinberger, ((NBC's 'Meet the Press',
March 27th, 1983).

Even as a goal this is not realistic, The perfect defence is not possible. Even
disregarding the problem of circumvention, the SDI system as presently imagined
would not be capable of shooting down all the missiles directed at the West.
Director of the SDI office, Lieutenant General James Abrahamson have stated
several times that a perfect astrodome defence is "not a realistic thing", {Science,
August 10th, 1984). But a defence which is less than perfect (e.g. 90 per cent

success rate) would all the same be beneficial, it is argued, compared to the
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situation that we are in now where there is no defence except through deterrence
by the posing of counter-threats. The sheer fact that a 100 per cent population
defence is an unrealistic goal, however, distracts considerably from the political
benefits associated with the original vision of the President. As critics have
pointed out, a system with a 90 per cent success rate would still leave enough
missiles coming through to inflict unacceptable damage on the US (e.g. the
destruction of the [0 major US cities).z0

Consequently, more attention has focussed on the ability of the proposed
systems to achieve point defence. The objective here is to defend the US ICBMs or
other essential military targets from incoming missiles, and thus it is a continua-
tion of the already ongoing research on BMD, Achieving this goal is technically
more realistic, it is argued, and it would restore the credibility of the land-based
ICBM-deterrent. Especially it is argued, that it is necessary to protect the
Minuteinan 3 with the mark 12 A warhead due to its capability of destroying
hardened Soviet targets {hoth missiles and leadership bunkers). Even this goal is
probably difficult to achieve due to the foreseen Soviet countermeasure {over-
whelming the defence etc.). But, it is argued, the defence will be beneficial anyway
by complicating Soviet planning and making a Soviet first strike more diificuit to
achieve.21 The defensive system would ‘complicate and frustrate aggression' and
would thereby enhance the US deterrent, The "window of vulnerability” would be
closed by this combination of offensive and defensive forces.22

Edward Teller illustrates this argument clearly in outlining the necessity for a

cambination of affense and defence,

" ... Their {the US and the USSR} armaments at present include only swords.
" A combination of swords and shields represents a considerable improvement,
which would increase with the proliferation of shields., Such a situation does
not make it possible to throw away swords, but if shields are much less

expensive than swords, peace will tend to become more si:able“.23
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Disregarding the cost considerations - on which there is considerable uncertain-
ty - this is a far cry from the President's goal of changing the course of human
history.

Goals of a less ambitious nature include considerations on creating a thin
defence against small attacks. An ABM defence constructed to handle nuclear
missiles launched by accident from the USSR or missiles launched by one of the
smaller nuclear capable states. The construction of a 'thin' defence either in the
terminal or in the boost phase would, however, require the same technology needed
to de\.felop a full system and therefore be very cost inefficient. Furthermore,
tercorist nuclear attacks through other means of transporting nuclear bombs
(suitcases, freightships, etc.} could not be prevented with such a system. The
problem of dealing with accidental launching could be solved much simpler in other
ways. The goal of a thin defence has, however, not been a central one for the
administration even though it does figure In certain arguments advanced for the
current research expenditure.zu

Apparently, a central goal of the SDI has been to ensure that the allies should
also be covered by the new defensive system. The protection should cover also
their soil. Even though the concern for the allies was added on in small sentences in
the original drafts of the President's speech it does nevertheless figure in there,
and a wmajor preoccupation of the administration since the launching of the
initiative has been to calm allied fears of this new initiative. The President
underlined that: "Proceeding boldly with these new technologies, we can signifi-
cantly reduce any incentive that the Soviet Union may have to treaten attack
against the United States or its allies." The protection envisaged for the allies is
based partly on a protective shield and partly on reducing Soviet ability to threaten
with the use of nuclear weapons. S5DI is supposed to develop a capability to provide

a shield against theater weapons like the 85 20,
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But more important than the theﬁretical ability to defend against the 55 20, is
the postulated effect the SDI will have on increasing Soviet uncertainties in
planning an ICBM attack on the US, If the USS5R is no longer certain that it can
penetrate US defences, the credibility of the US deterrent force is enhanced. This
should then increase the credibility of the extended deterrent. This, it is argued, is
in the interest of the allies.zj

As the SDI has developed and been elaborated, other goals have evolved, and
more are sure to come. Most of these are arguments constructed to support the
development of the SDI and are not central goals to the programme. It is argued,
for instance, that the advent of the powerful peace movements underlines the npeed
to find an alternative to deterrence. Policy cannot be executed unless there is
some element of public support. "Policies have to be in harmony with what is
commonly held as proper behavior."2® If nothing is done to ensure greater harmony,
unilateral disarmament may present itself as a solution, and that, it is argued,
should be avoided. Others have stressed that even though the SDI could not provide
a perfect cllefence, it could ensure that the number of nuclear explosions in a
nuclear exchange could be reduced down to a number that would not trigger the
climatic catastrophes associated with the socalled nuclear winter. In any case, it is
argued, darnage lirnitation is in itself a more incral goal than the threat to
retaliate.27

All of the goals of the SDI program are present in the ongoing discussion in a
highly confused and mixed manner, and the inherent contradictions between many
of these goals are papered over by claims that what appears as contradictions are
merely differences between short-range and long-range objectives. By claims that
there are mutiple objectives, or by saying that so far it is only research and nobody
will be able to foresee what is going to be discovered tomorrow, the inconsistencies

are disregarded.
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The debate over the various goals of the SDI has been going on within the US
administration and has created confusion and uncertainty as to what the SDI
constitutes, SDI seems to exist in at least four different versions within the
administration:

The first stresses that the SDI is only a research programme. The "object is to
provide the basis for an informed decision, sometime in the next decade, as to the
feasibility of providing for a defense of the United States and our allies against
ballistic missile attack.”, (Paul H. Nitze, Special Advisor to the President, Speech
to the IISS, London, March 28th, 1985). According to this view, deterrence is and
will continue to be the basis of US-USSR strategic relations for the foreseeable
future, and the preservation of the ABM treaty is very important according to this
point of view,

The second also underlines that the SDI is a research programme, but here the
goal is to create the perfect defence. The Defensive Technelogy Study under the
chairmanship of James Fletcher concluded in their first study that "the scientific
community may indeed give the United States "the means of rendering’ the ballistic
missile threat 'impotent and obsolete™. Thorugh a 10-20 year research programme
with emphasis on detection programmes and boost-phase programmes, the study
foresees a final, low-leakage systemn <:rt-‘:at<-:d.28 This conception of the SDI is
supported by i.a. George Keyworth, the President's Science Advisor, and by Ronald
Rc-:agan.29 This plan will only involve testing permitted by the ABM treaty, and the
decisions on complience and deployment are pushed into the future. The
demonstration test necessary will of course, despite what the advocates of this
form of 5DI say, subject the ABM regime to severe challenges.

The third type of SDI enjoying support within the present administration places
the emphasis on intermediate defences. The idea is that research is conducted on
all aspectrs and that deployment is undertaken as you go along and discover new

possibilities in the various phases of defence. The fundamental assumption is that
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some defence is better than none. Deployment of an intermediate defensive system
is useful because it will solve the security problem while full systems are being
developed. This argument is presented in the so-called 'Hoffmann Report on
Ballistic Missile Defenses and U.S. National Security', This study was undertaken at
the request of the President to assess the role of defensive systems in security
strategy. [t thus complemented the Fletcher report that reviewed the technological
feasibility of the SDI programme. The study advocated concentrating on the ABM
option, the development of sensors (CONUS) and a limited boost-phase intercept
option. These options if chosen and persued now will "contribute to reducing the
prefaunch vulnerability of our offensive fc:rces“.30

The final version of the SDI1 presently discussed sees SDI as a programme o
protect missile silos, and reduce the vulnerability of the ICBM. Consequently
terminal defences that may intercept incoming warheads should be deployed now.
Either under the ABM treaty ceiling of a hundred launchers, or through a reneging
on the ABM treaty, Neither Casper Weinberger nor Richard Perle is ABM
supporter, and through stressing Soviet non—complience with the treaty some
observers see the administration as gearing up for termination of the ABM regime.
"l am sorry to say it (i.e. the ABM treaty) does not expire. That is one of its many
defects”, (Richard Perle, House Armed Services Committee Hearings,
February 23&1, 1982). According to reports, this option of deployment of terminal
defences is now supported especially in the US arm).f.z'l

With all of these differing versions of the SDI being advocated by different
branches of the administration, the confusion was complete. Everybody had their
own favorite version of the S, and a need was [elt for a central unifying strategic
concept that could tie all these many versions together in one formula.

Formulated by Poul H. Nitze, four sentences summarised the common 5Dl

concept:

1% -

The Strategic Concept

"During the next ten years, the US objective is a radical reduction in the
power of existing and planned offensive nuclear arms, as well as the
stabilization of the relationship between offensive and defensive nuclear arms,
whether on earth or in space.

We are even now looking forward to a period of transition to a more stable
world, with greatly reduced levels of nuclear arms and an enhanced ability to
deter war based upon an increasing contribution of non-nuclear defenses
against offensive nuclear arms.

This period of transition could lead to the eventual elimination of all nuclear
arms, both offensive and defensive.

A world free of nuclear arms is an ultimate objective to which we, the Soviet
Union, and all other nations can agree."”

As a result of this strategic concept, three criteria were developed that have
become fundamental criteria for the administration when outlining the case for the
SDI. The defensive technologies must be effective, they must be survivable (the
Soviets can not easily shoot them down or render them ineffective in some other
manner}, and finally they must be cost-effective at the margins. As Nitze put it in
his speech to the Philadelphia WOrld Affairs Council: . . . that is, it must be cheap
enough to add defensive capability so that the other side has no incentive to add
additional offensive capability to overcome the d(-:fense".37

According to Nitze, these criteria are demanding and deployment is condi-

tioned upon meeting these standards,

SDI: How to do it

The SDI programme is premised on the technological ability to destroy ballistic
missiles before they reach their target. The flightpath of the ballistic missiles may
be divided into four phases: The boost phase where the first and the second stages
of the engines are burning. In the post-boost phase the'bus' (the projectile of the

missile, containing guiding systems, fuel and MRV (individual nuclear warheads
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called multiple reentry vehicles (MRV))) has separated from the engines and
launches the MRY on their se[.)arate tlight paths. The midcourse phase describes the
now individual flight paths of the warheads. The final phase is the terminal phase
where the warheads and decoys along with then reenter the atmosphere.

The SDMI is designed to engage missiles in all phases of its flight (a four layer
defence). Attacking the missiles in the final phases of the flight involved well-
known technology and corresponds to existing ABM technology. The new aspects of
the SDI have primarily to do with the capability to hit missiles in the boost and
postboost phases. However, technological development have been underway for
some time that may enable the development of new systems in all of the phases.33

The SD! programs require global full-time surveillance (the increased
importance of satéllites has put ASAT programmes on the 3DI agenda) and
defensive technologies of its own to prevent the new battle stations from being hit.
Furthermore the program also aims for defence against shorter range ballistic
missiles whether ground or submarine launched.

The development of a defensive system should produce an incentive for states
to do away with nuclear weapons presently in their arsenals, It should also make it
possible for arms control to succeed because the threat of destruction is reduced in
importance. In presenting this argument (during the election campaign), Ronald
Reagan proposed that the US should share the result of the development of these
ne'w technologies with the Soviet Union so that they, too, would do away with the
offensive weapons.

Obviously, in a situation with no offensive weapons and no threat, there is no
need for or basis for a nuclear deterrence policy, However, this situation is
certainly not right arocund the corner, the technology is not even developed yet, the
Soviet Union has not accepted the idea and the costs of getting there are

unknown.;"l‘t
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The interim period is therefore of more immediate importance. This was also

underscored in the President's 5Dl speech:

"As we proceed we must remain censtant in preserving the nuclear deterrent

and maintaining a solid capacity for flexible response,”

This, according to the President, requires continuing modernisation of the present
offensive strategic forces, both balilistic missiles and bombers and other missiles. In
Europe in particular it requires an increase in conventional armaments. In terms of
arms control policy it means that negotiations from a position of strength is still
the US favored arms control approach.

Apart from some of the more esoteric technology, the SDI does not in the
foreseeable future change the present arms, defence, and strategic policy of the
US nor of the alliance. The original version of the President was at best futuristic,
and even he saw no change in the short or medium term. The subsequent
presentation of the problem underscores that the SDI is more an expanded and
updated ABM program than a fundamental revision of Mutual Assured Destruction
{MAD). Even in terms of funding, the $ 26 billion requested for SDI for the period
1985-1989 is only an increase of $ 9.5 billion of what the outlay for this research
would have been anyway, (Report to Congress, 1985, p. 77).

Why then spend so rmuch time discussing the SDI as if it was something totally
revolutionary, and why bother with the importance that these changes may have on
the US-European relations? The SDI shows the fundamental problem in the security
dependence of Western Europe on the US in that the SDI is internally generated,
but with strong external effects, The mere fact that the US proposes as system like
this has political and strategic effects. It changes the arms control negotiation
situation between the US and the USSR and it changes the situation between the
US and its Western European aliies.

The question is how.
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3. 5DI AND EUROPE

The presentation of the SDI was certainly also to the allies a bolt from the blue.
Nobody had been informed beforehand, they were not even given the usual advance
notices that the President was going to present a major new policy, The
presentation of the 3Dl decision was a clear example of what is usually a major
gripe from the Europeans: The US does not treat the rest of the NATO alliance as
equals, Tt expects support for US policies, but does not bother to consult with the
allies before making major decisions that affect their security. As Helmuth Smith
expres;sed it once: A major problem in US-European relations is that the Americans
understanding of ceonsultation is to say to the Europeans: "Do as we ask - and
please do it within the next two days".Bs

The President's speech mentioned the need for closer consultation with the
allies, but also said that "L am directing an effort ...” This is what the Europeans
resent. Asking the Europeans to back something they had not been part of
conceiving is to create scepticism and resentrment in Europe at the outset. Some
argue, as indeed administration officials have done, that this new initiative is 'a
generous offer'. The President offered a new programme to achieve the protection
of not only the US but also the soil of the allies from Lendon to Tokyo. The
research programme is offered with no demands for allied financing and no
demands that the allies should do anything active to receive this generous ofter
from the US, Their safety and ours are one, the President said, and hoped
presumably to alleviate any fears that the US was retreating into a fortress

Armerica position.36
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The way the President presented the SDI created questions and fears among
allies that the concern for allied safety was an add-on more than an integral part
of the initiative. The President said that he wanted to eliminate the threat posed
by strategic nuclear missiles, thereby excluding tactical, theatre, cruise missiles
and bombers. These are the types of weapons which are of primary concern to the
Europeans. How is the President going to render nuclear weapons obsolete, if the
programme concentrates on the strategic missiles?

In the period following the President's speech, his advisers had tried to explain
these contradictions in two ways: One argument is that the 3Dl system -
concentrating on boost-phase defence - would offer global protection against
strategic missiles. There is no way to detect the target of a launched missile, and
consequently all launched missiles would be shot down. His advisers have turther
said that in reality the President meant that all ballistic missiles would be covered,
and through this, improved air defence and terininal defences in Europe, the SDI
could offer protection of European soil too. This is, however, far beyond the scope
of the SDI, and would for sure involve huge European costs.

The other main argument used is that if the US [CBM force is protected,
deterrence is enhanced because the US threat to use them becomes credible. The
reduction of the vulnerability of the land-based leg of the strategic triad will itself
increase strategic stability because, the administration argues, the risk of being
pushed into a 'lose-them-ar-use-them dilemma' is reduced. According to ikle, SDI
‘envisages and would include deterrence against theatre-range :nissiles targeted on
Europe’. Arms control negotiator Max Kampelinann argued that a two-tier
strategic defence capability would protect the US missiles, thereby making the US
counter-threats more credible to the Soviets. Thus, the credibility of the
deterrence would be enhanced, which would be of value to the Europeans.37 Even if
we regard the goal of providing population defence both for the US and for the

allies as unrealistic, the SDI could, according to administration arguments, increase
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the security of Europe by reducing the counter-force threat and by making the US
capable of retaliating by protecting their ICBM force from a Soviet first-strike,

An unstated, but it seems increasingly important goal of the SDI vis-a-vis the
alliance is to strengthen the alliance by demonstrating unity on the 5DI. The
'‘generous' offer from the President to the allies becomes a symbol of alliance
cohesion and solidarity. As the programme matures and develops in the American
system the arguments for costsharing, for sharing of responsibility and the sharing
of political obligations will undoubtedly be raised on both sides of the Atlantic. in
Europe by the ones that fear the effects any differences in view between the US
and Europe may have on the alliance. In the US demands for solidarity may be
raised both by the right wing advocates of strong leadership and strong military,
but certainly also by the isolationist liberals that accept commitments unwillingly
and have a low tolerance for upholding US commitments and programmes that are
unwanted, The Nun, Glen, Roth and Warner amendment to the FY-86 defense bill is
a case in point. The amendment provides incentives for cooperative research and
development projects between Europe and the US on defence equipment. As part of
this incentive, Senator Nun stressed that it is required that "the Europeans are
prepared to cooperate with us using their own iunds".:"'8

It has been argued that the SDI is being narketed with so much fervour and
commitinent that it is turning into an implicit alliance-loyalty test. Allied
governments are becoming obliged to pledge their support to the initiative since
any expression of doubt connotes contempt. Terence A. Todman, U.S. Ambassador
to Denrmnark expressed it in terms of coupling. He referred to the European
ceiticisin of the SDi prograinme for decoupling the US from Europe, and said that
when invited to participate in the research some of the European countries refuse.
"Noting soine of the allied reaction one might ask who is decoupling from

whc:m?".39 The presentation of the 5DI, furthermore, came in the midst of the

deployment of the INF missiles in Europe. That decision also had turned into a test
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of alliance solidarity and mutual purpose. The decision is of course still in the
process of being implemented, but the difficulty in getting everyone - or at least
alinost everyone - in the alliance to back this decision, means that the absorptive
capacities within the alliance for disagreement and disunity have been spent to the
limit. The US demands for new symbols of solidarity through the SDI present the
alliance with new and grave challenges at a tiine when it is not very well equipped
to handle them. European reactions should be seen in this light.

A central argument in presenting the SDI to the Europeans has been that the
SDI at its present stage is a guard against Soviet breakout from the provisions in
the ABM treaty. The treaty allows {Article V1) modernisation and research on ABM
systems, and as such the new US programmes are presented as hedges against
sudden Soviet breakthroughs in technology that would present the West with a fait
accompli. The SDI is claimed to be consistent with the obligations contained in the
ABM treaty, and even though this is disputed by some with reference to violations
on both sides, the central problem with the SDI in relation te the ABM treaty is
that the envisaged deployments certainly will undermine the ABM regime and
possibly create an offensive-defensive race among the superpowers.qo

1t is this possibility that itself is the basis of the other argument that the 5Dl
is useful because it provides the allies with leverage over the USSR in arms control
negotiations. The present ABM treaty was not concluded, despite USA offers to
negotiate ABM systems in the sixties, before the LS started developing its own
ABM systems, In the same way, it is argued, is the 3DI today a major force behind
the Soviet willingness to negotiate in Geneva. The SDI is then presented as a
bargaining chip that may eventually be negotiated away in the Geneva talks
between USA and USSR. Even though the bargaining chip argument certainly is
disputed - among the critics you find Ronald Reagan - it is used especially in the
American marketing effort in Europe. The statement that Casper Weinberger made

to the Christian Science Monitor, October 29th, 1984, European is illustrative: "It's
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not a bargaining chip. If we can get it, we would want to have it, and we're working
very hard to get it, It is not a chimerical thing out there on the margins to try to
influence them to make reductions in offensive systems". Compare this with the
statement made by Abrahamson the same day: "We may even do soine trading. We
might say, OK, we won't put something up for three years if you take out 500
warheads". 1 European support for the prograinme is becomning a priority US
concern, and consequently the US has offered the Europeans participation in the
research programmes under SDI. Cooperation will assume the form of cooperative
scientific research and allied bidding on 3DI contracts and political consultations
through existing mechanisms.*?

The 5Di would, it is argued by the proponents, increase coupling between the
US and Europe, The gradual reduction of American strategic vulnerability would
make the US threat of nucliear retaliation more credible, because strategic defence
would solve the problem of choosing between Boston and Bonn. The USSR would be
deterred froin attacking the US by the existence of the defensive systeimns, and the
threat to answer any Soviet attack on Europe with a blow against the USSR would
be more credible,

Some have argued that the SDI might eventually require some sort of basing in
Europe {Lasar ground stations etc.), which would in itself be an expression of
conmitinent to Europe parallel to the basing of intermediate range nuclear
offensive systems, To provide the needed protection for Europe, the deployment of
a modernised air defence system (the Patriot) to defend missiles stationed in
Europe has been mentioned, but the costs and effectiveness of this system is still
unknawn,*3 Stationing of modernised versions of air defence rnissiles to hit
incoming missiles is, however, a likely furture prospect. This will reopen the entire
debate on Europe's defensive-offensive role and the debate on the coupling between
Europe and the US. The SDI proposals have already stirred a controversy both

within Europe and between Europe and the US. So much so that an observer has
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argued that the political costs associated with getting the 3SDI accepted and
bnplemented by far would outweigh the military and strategic benefits that it may
eventually produce.l‘u

The SD1 as a new ftransatlantic strategic concept has created yet another
discussion over the relative costs and merits of equating basing NATQ policy with
US policy and US conception of interests.

The SDI programme may potentialtly further increase Europe’s dependence on
US policy. The technology of the programme would have to rely heavily on US
developments, and the strategic rationale and even the arms control policy use of

this new programme would underline European dependence.

4. EUROPEAN REACTIONS: SHOULD DEPENDENCY BE WELCOMED?

When the Strategic Defense Initiative was presented to the world on March 23,
1983, the initial European reaction was one of disbelief. The traditional US
supporters maintained an embarrassed silence and maintained that the SDI was just
soinething for domestic US consumption and had nothing to do with strategy
between East and West. The Soviets reacted immediately and denounced the U5
initiative. Because it would violate the ABM treaty they argued it would lead to a
new arms race. It reflected the US ambition to achieve superiority through a first
strike capability. The USSR followed on with a series of proposals for bans on
weapons in space, and a declaration of no-first-deployment on the part of the
USSR, August 18, 1983 Andropov said that the USSR would not place ASAT
weapons in outer space before the US did so, and he also proposed a mutual ban on
deployment and testing of all space based weapons.“s

The superpower public negotiation game was regarded as yet another indi-

cation that the 5Dl was a propaganda ploy, and there was no need to take it
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seriously. German newspapers called it "Ein Traum - kein wirkliches Programm".
Other papers warned that this would complicate the arms control negotiations and
make it more difficult to get public support for NATO's ongoing modernisation.
Others, however, evaluated the US initiative on its moral goals and expressed
approval of the underlying ambition to do away with MAD and the preference for
defensive technologies. Furthermore, it was seen as a counter to perceived Soviet
dominance in ABM and ASAT research and technology. The first reactions from
Europe were in toto based more on pavlovian reactions and there were few that
considered it necessary to enter into more reflective analysis of the new
1:.vropcbsal.46

The US, however, slowly began detailing the prograrn and began pressuring the
Europeans for political support., When the NATO nuclear planning group snet in
Cesme on April 3, 1984, Casper Weinburger asked the Europeans for some sort of
political support for the program, but was met with opposition from several
countries, including the Federal Republic of Germany. The communique from the
meeting registered allied agreement, but later in public both Defence Minister
Wérner and Kansler Kohl voiced their opposition. At a series of meetings in 19385,
the United States tried to get allied endorsement, but except for the NATO
defence nimister meeting in Luxembourg in March, cornmon endorsement was
forthcoming.

The criticisin also camne from the German opposition where both the SPD ;md
the Greens voiced strong resistance to the plans. Towards the end of 1984 and in
the beginning of 1985 the US launched, as a consequence of this criticism from the
allies, a major effort to convince the Europeans about the merits of the U3
proposal and added a carrot to the package: Eurcpean participation in the 5D
research programme.w

The results were increased awareness on the European side of the priority that

the US accorded this programme and also that the Europeans began to give their
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reluctant support - upport that was filled with fine print and double meanings, but
these could and were disregarded by the US administration. The S programme
began acquiring a major role in Western discussions.

The European reaction can be exemplified through an analysis of the four
points agreed upon by Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher at their Camp David
meeting in December 1984. The égreed points were:

One: The purpose of the West is to maintain balance. It is not to achieve
superiority. Two: The new strategic defences cannot be deployed without negotia-
tion in view of existing treaty obligations (i.a. the ABM treaty). Three: The overall
aim is to enhance and not to undermine deterrence. Four: The aim of negotiations
between East and West is to reduce the arsenal of offensive arms on both sides.

In presenting the agreement Thatcher stressed that she supported the SDI plan,
that is as a research plan and not as a deployment plan, and that it is a long-range
programme.t'L8 The support is qualified with a lot of fine print, and the four points
of 'agreement’ reflect some of -the fundamental worries that the Western European
governments have.

The first point reflects the worry that the US will use tl;e defensive systeins to
press for superiority as indeed some US commentators have been arguing that the
US should.*? The SDI as an ABM defense plan to protect the ICBMs will increase
the Soviet fears that the US is planning a first strike and therefore induce them to
either increase their offensive arms or create their own ABM and we would have a
new arms race as a result.so

The second point illustrates the fear that the 5DI would increase the already
existing pressure for abbrogating the ABM treaty. The research and the testing will
in itself create pressures for Soviet actions that will be taken to constitute
violations of the treaty and there will be a race in order to prevent the other part

from breaking out.
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The third of the agreed points was that the purpose is to enhance deterrence,
and the underlining of this reflects the European fear that the research on SDI will
destroy deterrence. People will be deluded into believing that we are moving away
from MAD and into a situation of MAS (mutual assured security). In the transition
period, first strike is a very likely policy - indeed perhaps the only possible one.
Furthermore, the French and the British deterrent will be reduced in effectiveness.
The flexible response strategy of NATO would be impaired in that the nuclear
deterrent would be incredible against a conventional Soviet attack.

Finally, the building up of defence increases the incentive to increase offenses
and the fourth point of the agreement, that offensive armaments should be
reduced, reflect this. The Soviets have already made clear that they will increase
their offeasive weapons as a result of the proposed plans. Since no limitations on
offensive nuclear arms are in place in Europe they may do so inost easily here.
Furtherinore, the SD1 would create a race between creating new space systeins and
systeins to hit these systems, and systems to defend the défensi\'e systems etc.,
etc.51

Underlying the presentation of these 'agreed' four points were fears that arms
control will be impaired rather than helped by this new plan, and that the economic
consequences will be so great that the Europeans will be left in the cold because
they cannot afford it. The costs will also increase the already existing domestic
pressure in the US to reduce its military presence in Eurcpe.

Behind the agreement between the US and the allies, serious and wide-spread
concern about the proposal linger on. Sir Geoffrey Howe, the British Foreign
Secretary, in a speech to the Royal United Services Institute, March 15, 1985
outlined the concerns quite explicitly. He said that the concerns about not fuelling
a new aris race should be brought into consideration during the research stage,

rather than after. He also voiced concern over the defensability of these new
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systems, and the ability of politicians‘to maintain control over important peace and
war decisions.>?

Finally, he said, as member‘s of the Atlantic Alliance, we must consider the
potential consequences of this unique relationship. "We must be sure that the
United States' nuclear gurantee to Europe will indeed be enhanced not at the end of
the process, but from its very inv::eption."s3

The misgivings and fears presented by the British reflect wide-spread senti-
ments in Western Europe and are with minor differences also present in France and
West Germany. The French have worried in particular over the credibility of their
own deterrent, and*have been working on the possibility of developing their own
space defence. Either developed alone, or in cooperation with other European
nations, Mitterand explicitly spoke about a European space community as the best
answer to tomorrows demands and military realities. >

The French have reacted negatively to the American 5Dl proposal. Due to the
enticing effect that the promise of participation in a high technology prograinme
might have on the European states, France has proposed a cooperation programme
designed to strengthen E.urc;pean technological capability in the areas where SDI
will also concentrate. The programme named Eureka {ironically also the motto of
California) has met with support both from Britain and from the Federal Republic.
Owing to the strong pressures in Europe and especially among the WEU countries
for a common Eurcpean position on the SDi offer, the French proposal has met with
general approval, The US has recognised this and is trying to stress the compatibili-
ty between the SDI and the Eureka programmes, 5o far, however, the Eureka
proposal seeins to be doing what the French intended it to: reinforcing the strong
scepticism against the 3Dl in Europe. The French have been very outspokenin their
cirticism of the SDI proposal. Defence Minister Charles Hernu called it dangerously
destabilising, and France proposed to the Committee on Disarmament that a treaty

banning the militarisation of space should be adopted. This should limit ASAT
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systems, prevent energy weapons, whether deployed in space or on land, and
guarantee that each state may use and orbit satellites without fear of them being
taken csut.“r’5

it could have been expected that the West Germans would react more
favourably than Britain and France since they do not have a deterrent of their own
to protect. And indeed the Federal Republic has expressed support with the SDI
plans on several occasions. Defence Minister Manfred W&rner has said that “Wir
unterstiitzen das SDI-Forschungsprograrmm®, and Chancetlor Keohl has on several
occasions expressed support for the SDI programme. He has stressed that Western
Europe should not be "technologically decoupled” from the United States. At the
saine time, reservations are expressed by Hans Dietrich Genscher and his
spokesimen. Jirgen Méllmann (State Secretary in the Foreign Ministry) has said that
"Die Bundesregierung nimmt eine abwartende Haltung ein".56 Despite the obvious
differences in view within the present CDU-FDP government, even the CDU has
qualified its support for the SDI programme with a number of provisions: SDIf
research should be seen as an atteinpt to deter a new research coinpetition
between USA and USSR. The research should not replace deterrence. Europe must
have full insight and full participation in the programme, and the effects on the
ABM treaty must be carefully considered. Given the fact that these considerations
coine fraom the CDU caucus, they highlight the widespread scepticism aginst the
SN in the Federal Republic.57 Defence Minister Manfred Wa3rner said as an early
comment to the SDI plan: "Schutzschirm oder Falle fiir Europa. Das ist das Thema
der ndchsten Jahre. Dadurch sei eine Destabilisierung des Ost-West-
Gleichgewichts, eine Abkopplung Westeuropas von den USA und sogar eine Spaltung
der westlichen Allianzen zu befﬁrchten."js

Despite the present ideological compatibility between West Germany and the
USA, and despite the fact that nobody wants to create another INF-débicle within

the Alliance, the Kohl government has in fact reacted quite reluctantly to all but
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the suggestion that mutual research is done. The reluctantly favourable response to
the U3 research proposal may be explained by pointing to the fact that this is the
only way to gain some influence over the programme. Since research in itself may
create potential benefits for Europe economically or technologically, the Euro-
peans have satisfied the US demands for solidarity by giving a positive response to
the research cooperation prcppo::nsal.59

It does not mean, however, that the SDI prograinme is supported. The West
German government fears public reaction to this new proposal, and they fear that
detente between East and West will be destroyed as a consequence of this new
initiative. It may also lead to decoupling as Worner pointed out. Both in the sense
of the nuclear guarantee but also in the sense that economic and research
competition between Europe and the US would be intensified as a result of the 5DI.

The European reaction has been critical, and even on the proposals for
research cooperation sceptical voices now appear, in part from some of the smaller
European countries: Norway, Holland, Denmark, but also from groups within the
major European powers. Who is going to cooperate on this new research -
corporations, scientists or governments? (The United States rejected an offer froin
the Soviet Union to have a team of scientists from both countries work out the
potential consequences of the new technologies by arguing that such an evaluation
had to be done through governmental negotiation.) What sort of influence will the
Eurcpeans be accorc;ed if they enter into this research? Does this mean that they
will have an independent voice in the determination of strategy?60

What will it all cost, and how is it to be financed? If through public financing,
is the money going to be diverted from other arms programmes or are additional
funds needed? Finally, some Europeans worry whether the cooperation would
actually involve any transfer of knowledge. The cooperation between Europe and

the US on the Colombus project have lead many to regard US offers about mutual

research with a high degree of suspicion. ! The critical voices have, however, so
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far not prevented the Europeans from entering into agreements with the USA on
space research projects. The Germans and the Italians have conciuded agreements
with the US on the Columbus project, and have left the French standing in the cold
with their proposal for a common European effori. Some French commentators
have speculated that this is a case of the losers of the Second World War trying to
gain influence over nuclear weapons through the backdoor and without the
participation of France and Great Britain.62

F-ar-fetched as this inay be, it does reflect the divisive influence that the 5DI
initiative already has had on the Europeans. The differences in relationship of these
countries to the US and their differences in national security policy seem to be
exacerbated through the SDI proposal and the US research offer.

This in and of itself has made it increasingly difficult to reach the compati-
hility in goals which is the substance of coupling between the US and Western
Europe. The SDI proposal has increased and sharpened the debate in Europe on
whether to follow along with the American initiative in order to reduce its
negative effect and to ensure political coupling, or to Light the SDI plans since they
will endanger European security.

By highlighting the European dependence on the US in the field of security
policy, the SDI proposal has strengthened the wish for an independent European
policy. Independence as a set-off to increased dependence, as a counter-attempt to
reduce the divisive influence that the SDI has on the inter-European relations, as a
necessary foundation for a domestic consensus on security policy in Europe, and in
order to prevent the SDI from placing further obstacles to the development of a

better relationship between East and West.

T

5. 5.D.L.: SECURITY - DEPENDENCE OR INDEPENDENCE?

The 3DI fundamentally focuses on defensive weapons. The object of the research
programme, the interallied consultations, and the long range vision of the US
President: All focus on defensive weapons. Simultaneously the US is modernising its
offensive weapons: The MX is, in the President's own words, "a long overdue
modernisation. We are sitting here with our land-based missiles out-dated by
anything and any comparison with the Soviet Union."

We are in a situation where the US and the Soviet Union are modernising their
offensive rissiles and other types of offensive weapons (the cruise missiles, the
stealth bomber etc.), and a future consisting of a mix between offensive and
defensive systems .resulting from the new research seem the nost likely prospect.
Ronald Reagan obviously envisages this situation too. In an interview with News-

week, March 18, 19335, he was asked:

"Is there anything that suggests to you that the Soviets will not try to build up
offensively while we are researching Star Wars, or that they will not try to inatch
the program?"

He answered: "Oh, 1 think they're trying to match it, and as | say, | think they
started ahead of us. If we're right in our suspicions that they are expansicnist and
they already outnumber us greatly in the offensive weapons, and then they alone
developed a defensive weapon before us, then they wouldn't have to worry about
our deterrent--a retaliatory strike. Then they could issue the ultimatum to the
world., 5o if there's any thought of that, then it would make it all the more

necessary that we have a defensive weapon, too,”

Obviously the Soviets will have an identical view of US intentions behind the
SDI and consequently we are likely to enter into a defensive - offensive armsrace.

What are the consequences for Europe of this situation? What happens if defensive
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systems are developed at different paces in the different countries? Four scenarios
are imaginable: Defence is developed 1) enly in the USA; 2) only in the USA and
Europe; 3) only in the superpowers, but not covering either of the allies; %) only in

the USSR,

Defence only in the USA:
Development of the defensive systems to cover the US alone (not giving total
security but at least enough to make the leaders feel more confident about the
ability to withstand an all-out nuclear attack) is in essence for what the 5Dl is first
and foremaost designed, and the political add-ons about extending it to cover Europe
and sharing it with the Soviets are political commitments that may change from
one situation to the next.
if the defensive systemns protected the United States, two situations might
occur: One is that the US would decouple itself from the European scene. Their
interests, economically, politically and strategically, in preventing others from
dominating Europe would naturally be the same as they are today. But with the
existence of a defensive shield, the Soviets would have only Europe to direct a
retaliatory blow against in a situation of nuclear exchange between the super-
powers. However unlikely this situation may seem in military terms, the political
realities of foreseeing such a situation are more than enough to preduce strategic
. instability and alliance insecurity. European governments will worry in such a
situation that the US may be more prone to reckless behaviour vis-a-vis t.he Soviet
Union, because of its own feeling of security against att:ack.(’3

The opposing argument is that since the risk to the US of fighting a war in
Europe is reduced as the American homeland is protected, the threat to retaliate
with offensive nuclear weapons against the USSR becomes more credible. As a
result, deterrence is enhanced. Consequently, one could argue that increased
strategic stability will result. This situation, besides assuming perfect defenses and

political leaders willing to risk their populations to achieve political ends, also
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foresees limiting war to Europe - which, of course, is completely contrary to any

definition of European security, and therefore no marketable alternative in Europe.

Defence only in the USA and in Europe:

The SDI Initiative contained from the start a stated commitment to extend the
'shield’ to cover the allies. in Europe this will involve a combination of boost-phase
defenses from the overall systemns and a series of terminal defenses based in
Europe. The political coupling problem that besets the present relationship between
the US and Europe will remain the same, The European reliance on US decisions
will even increase. The employment of the defensive systems would involve a US
decision, and the US may be reluctant to nake this decision in a situation where
the attack is directed only against Europe. Furthermore, the European feeling of
security under the defensive shield, however unrealistic, may itself create prob-
lems in the relations between the US and Europe. The final element keeping
European and US security interests on line has been the conmon threat from the
Soviet Union. Furthermore, internal differences within the European countries will
resurface, and we are already seeing the beginning of this in the French fears of

German and ltalian participation in the SDI research.

Defence covering only the superpowers

A scenario that brings out fear, insecurity and political anxiety is the prospect of
both of the superpowers having some sort of defensive shield covering themnselves
but nobody else. In this situation deterrence between the superpowers is devoid of
meaning, British and French nuclear deterrence will be useless against the Soviet
Union and the demands for conventional deterrence will increase dramatically.
Security in Europe will be tied to the possibility of Europe to defend itself against
conventional attacks, and it will be impossible to do anything about a nuclear
threat. Europe will in this situation become a hostage to the superpowers’

differences, and will be the true theatre for confrontation. The superpowers will
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feel secure and accordingly play out policy differences openly in the European
scene. The situation will be highly unstable and will involve strong pressure towards
an independent European security policy and probably European attempts to devise

their own defensive systemns.

Defence only in the US5R;

Finally, one could imagine the unlikely, but possible situation that only the Soviet
Union possessed a defensive system. Obviously this scenario is-part of the
motivation behind the present American effort. In this situation the relationship
between Europe and US will be under strong pressure for change. The present U3
guarantee and escalation dominance will be reduced, and Europe will have to
provide for its security more independently. The situation will be highly unstable.
Given the composition ~f the strategic forces, a Soviet capability to destroy
incoming 1CBMs would be less of a threat to the US nuclear force than the US
threat is to the USSR strategic force, The USSR strategic forces have 70 per cent
of their warheads on ICBMs whereas the corresponding US figure is 21 per cent.
The possihility of the West placing Eastern Europe at risk and the possibility of
circumvention plus the vulnerability of the USSR to embargo means that a Soviet
defensive systein would not in itself give the security background for achieving
political goals through intimidation. The demands for substantial rearmament in
Europe would, however, present themselves very strongly, Furthermore, the devise
effects on the NATO alliance would probably be very serious.

These scenarios are relevant to the present discussion in so far as they explain
the fear that inotivates discussions between the Europeans and between Europe and
the US. A defensive scenario with the continuing existence of offensive weapons is
inore unstable than any other scenario imaginable including one where offensive
weapons are continously developed and deployed.f’u

Evaluating the effect of the SDI on European security would include an

assessment of the effect the SDI proposal has on the present East-West climate.
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How does the SDI affect the arms control negotiations and, the mutual attitudes
between the superpowers? How does the 5Dl proposal affect the European
perceptions; of US interests and commitments vis-a-vis Europe, and what is the
reaction froin the public at large in the face of these prospects?

The research program that is started will have effects on the direction of
research. The research funds allocated for other purposes will decrease or other
governmenta) expenditures will suffer. The research program and the discussion of
the SDI plans in itself also affects the relationship between different groups
internally in the different states. The internal discussion within the US e.g.
between the various branches of the armed services over the 5DI proposals is a
case in point. Similar cleavages will develep in Europe. Finally, the costs of the 5[
proposal has already presented itself in terms of putting strain on the domestic
consensus that was slowly being rebuilt inside the European countries, and between
the US and Europe. The potential benefits are at present more iinaginable than
real, seen from a European perspective. It is possible that the SDI proposal induced
the Soviet Union to return to the negotiation table in Geneva, but it will not induce
them to arms control agreement when the SDI is non-negotiable. The political costs
of the 5Dl are clearly seen. The benefits are hard to find. The 5DI has already
made Europe more dependent on the US and that in and of itself is part of the
problem with the proposal.

Is, as many Europeans are now arguing, Eurcpean independence an alternative
to this situation?

It may appear more attractive to opt for European independence than it
actually is. In the present situation the possibility for the Europeans to influence
the direction of the strategic development between East and West is very small.
The increase of European independence may further decrease European possibilities
to influence the East-West debate. There is not a third way, and there is no such

thing as regional European security in an insecure world.
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However labourcus and difficult the process may be, the only true solution to
the European security problemn is through cominon global security. The only
definition of Eurcpean security interest which will in the end be able to increase
European security, is a definition building on global security. Europe can not
achieve its security without invelving itself directly in the security of other regions
and first and foremost in the East-West relationship.

One of the possible ways that Europe may follow is the assertion of pressure
that reduces superpower confrontation, and such a possibility may exist in firmly
rejecting the SDI offer. The rejection itself will be difficult in that it runs counter
to a long tradition. But acceptance will, as pointed out, increase Europe's
dependence and increase strategic instability. The offensive-defensive race is not
on yet, and nay be stopped. Europe has a responsibility to the security of other
regions, to the security of the global systemn to help stop a new arms race, The
Nordic countries rmay be the place to start such an initiative due to the different
affiliation of the Nordic countries. Since f)art of the rejection of the SDI obviously
involves refraining the USSR from persuing a similar type of research and
development, the Nordic countries may also present a bridge between East and
West. The SDI at present is a stumbling block for arms control and confidence-
building discussions, and if Europe removed itself froin the SDI, the enthusiasin in
both of the superpowers for an encrmously expensive and probably ineffective
space defensive system would probably wane.

What Europe should not do is to choose dependence once again. Dependence
does not assure security, but neither does isolated independence in a strategically

interdependent world.
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1 1Introduction

Since the third phase of the Conference on Security and Coop-
eration in Europe in 1975, considerable changes have taken
place in the relations between the participating states. The
Final Act of the CSCE was signed in an atmosphere in which the
high point of détente between the greatpowers had already been
passed. A cooling of greutpower relations was already dis-
cernible at the follow-up meeting in Belgrade in 1977 and was
clearly visible after the events in Afghanistan, when the
United States refused to ratify the SALT II treaty.

The cooling of greatpower relations has placed the European
states in a complicated position. Détente, which opened up
new prospects for European security and cooperation, has been
sorely tested by the events in Afghanistan and Poland and the
deployment of new weapons systems in Europe. Both economic
interests and public opinion in many Western European coun-
tries call for a cqntinuation of the policy of detente, how-
ever. For the European states, the CSCE process has also
involved a psychological factor. On the one hand the meagre-
ness of results and dependence on the greatpowers has caused
frustration, but on the other hand the CSCE has kept alive

hope in the possibility of finding a European security solution.

During the past ten years the CSCE has changed. In the ini-
tial phase of the conference, the most important issue for the
European states concerned the approval of principles and rules
concerning the recognition of the contemporary situation in
Europe. The issue of human rights and "human contacts" played
a central role at the Belgrade follow-up meeting. At the
Madrid meeting the focus appeared to shift once again to
"basket 1" matters, but with emphasis being placed on confi-

dence-building measures and disarmament.



This paper attempts to find methodological points of reference
for an examination of the entity formed by the states partici-
pating in the CSCE, particularly in the field of security.
Issues include methods for controlling conflicts and coopera-
tion. Another issue concerns institutions linked to European
security in the broad sense and their creation and develOpment'
during the CSCE process. The paper is more a theoretical angd

methodological exercise on the basis of existing research than
a study based on empirical data.

2 The international system, Europe and détente

2.1 The term system

The term system is part of the standard vocabulary of politi-
cal research, although its meaning varies from one study to
another. Singer distinguishes two predominant approaches to
the system concept. One of these Singer calls the "system of
action" school and the other the "system of entities” school.l
In the former case the "social system” is defined on the basis
of interaction between the entities (beings) which comprise
it, while in the latter case the "social system" is defined on
the basis of these entities. In the system of action approach,
the units of analysis are action, behaviour, interaction, rel-
ation or role. 1In the system of entities approach, the units

are the social beings comprising the system.2

Singer's division can be made clearer by noting that the
system of entities comes gquite clear to equating the concepts
of system and structure. In this case the system equals its
structure. The system of action, on the other hand, empha-
sizes the system's structural properties. Following Giddens's
theory of structuration, it can be said that the system of
action provides an opportunity to study the structuration of
the international system. Attention is drawn to how the

international system is created and reproduced in interaction
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between states by the application of developing rules and
available means in circumstances shaped by unforeseen results.
The structure of the international system is not only a

barrier to action, but also its outcome and medium.3

In international political research the system of action
focuses on interaction between states. Through its modes and
means, phenomena linked to the international system and their
background causes are studied. Tension reflects the state of
affairs based on perceptions which exists between states in
the i1nternational system. Tension grows out of threat per-
ceptions involving other states' actions, intended actions or
goals. Détente and the CSCE as part of this process are
studied as a series of events as a result of which states'
comprehension of one anothers' actions weakens as a tension-
creating factor. Détente includes a learning process which
cannot be directly reduced to the state's capability to pro-
mote its interests.4 Tension and détente are factors linked

to states' actions.

The system of entities focuses research on states' foreign and
security policy, studying states' goals and capability to
carry out these goals. Research objects include national

interest and military, political and economic power .2 Tension

is a result of different states' contradictory intentions and
ends, whose achievement is influenced by available means.
Tension arises between states to the extent that they expect
conflict behaviour from one another.® Tension is directly
proportional to the contradiction between states' goals and
power resources. Détente signifies a process which reduces
tension. It consists of an adjustment of states' ends and
power resources in such a way that expectations concerning the
opponent's conflict behaviour are reduced, mistrust involving

actions is lessened and predictability is increased.



The division based on the different meaning of the term system
concerns the emphasis of research. While the system of action
focuses on communication and power relations, the system of
.entities focuses on goals and power relations. In the system
of action the basis for communication and power is the state's
power resources. Similarly the system of entities requires
communication and interaction for the utilization of power
resources to promote goals. Examination of détente from the
system of action viewpoint appears fruitful. It points to a
change in the international system which is deeper than the
change in any single state's goals and power resources.
Changes in interaction indicate structural changes in the
international system.7

2.2 The term power

The definition of power advanced by the realist school leads
to an examination of the attributes of power. The basis Ffor
power 1is regarded as being the state's population, natural
resources, geographical position, level of development etc.
Power is expressed in military, political and economic forms.
One of the characteristics of power is its manifestation in
different power relations, e.g. in relationships of submission

and dependence or in some type of hierar;chy.8

When the point of departure is the system formed by states'
actions, it is not fruitful to examine the basis of power or
the power of some particular actor. Instead, the use of power
can be viewed as a way in which certain actions direct other
actions, which may arise in the present or the future. Power
exists only when it is put in action. The relationship of
power is not the difference between the power resources of the
actors. A relationship of power is a form of action which is
not directly aimed at others. Instead it is aimed at others'

actions, either presently in progress or liable to occur
immediately or in the future.9



A relationship of power can be articulated only when two
necessary conditions exist: 1) the subject of power is and
remains free to act, 2) the field of responses, reactiors,
results and possible inventions remains open.l0 The first
condition refers to the experiencing of the use of power as
legitimate, which means an acceptance of the relationship of
power and submission to it, but not its justification. Mili-
tary occupation and slavery, for example, do not include a
relationship of power; the attitude of the subject of con-
straint has no significance. The second condition refers to
both the legitimacy of the use of power and its generality.
Legitimacy requires that the use of power allows the subject
opportunities for action. In order for the use of power to
direct other actors' actions, it must be generalized, i.e. it

cannot be based on the threat of just one type of punishment.ll
2.3 Power in the international system

Anarchy in the international system is generally defined as
the absence of any dominating power holder among states.l2
Each state is on the basis of sovereignty free to protect its
own interests. Sovereignty and anarchy constitute the oppo-
site sides of the same political phenomenon, since each demand

for sovereignty expressed by states automatically defines
their relations as anarchistic.l3

According to the realist school, power constitutes an organiz-
ing principle in the area of international relations. Power
relations determine the state's position in the international
system. Power relations are created as a result of states'
actions toward one another. The international system involves
a decentralized political order in which the actors belonging
to the system have little authority. An anarchic system can
vary in terms of characteristics from rough and conflicting to

developed and stable.l4
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In the system of entities. the examination of power directs
attention to the distribution of power within the system and
the dynamics of the system. According to the realist school's
definition, the structure of the international system is equal
to the distribution of power within the system.l5 The dynam-
ics of relations between states is determined from the point
of view of the totality of international relations.l® The

dynamics of relations between states includes, for example,

the maintenance of the balance of power.

" In the system of action, power relations arising from interac-
tion between states crystallize to form a power structure.

All the states in the international system are the subjects of
the system in that the system's power structure directs their
actions. Within this power structure they nevertheless have
different opportunities for action, which can lead to a change

in the power structure and the international system.

The examination of power can be linked to three different
elements or the network of relations in interaction between
states. Firstly, relationships of communication transfer
information by means of language or some other symbolic
medium. Relationships of communication refer to actors' per-
ceptions concerning their environment, more precisely foreign
policy leaders' perceptions concerning the state's operating
environment. Secondly, objective capability is associated
with real objects such as military and economic potential.
Objects influencing the security of the international system
include weapons systems, for example. Thirdly, relationships
of power represent control through actions aimed at others, by
means of inequality or constraint. In the international sys-
tem, relationships of power are represented by alliance rela-
tions and the relationships between alliances, for example.
The above-mentioned elements are in practice intermeshed and

use each other as methods to achieve ends.l7



The crystallized form of power relations arising from states'
interaction, the power structure, contains the international
system's means and techniques of control. Military threat and
armament to maintain it are the most important techniques for
controlling the international system. Weapons ensure the
maintenance of order. Different ways of using political and
economical rewards and sanctions and even prestige can serve

as techniques for controlling the international system.
2.4 Europe and the international system

The point of departure is the international system created
after the Second World War with regard to the European states
as well as the United States, the Soviet Union and Canada.
After the war most of the world's states Jjoined alliances led
by the United States and the Soviet Union. Order in the
international system was based on military threat and arma-
ment. This arrangement was called the bipolar international
system. In the case of the European states, the dynamics of
the international system has been studied a great deal by
examining the tightening of alliance contacts or polarization
and the position of neutral states in this framework.l8 This
definition in the international system has been regarded not

only as a theory, but also as a world view or paradigm whose
rise is linked to the Cold War period.19

After the Second World War the victors determined the rules
for forming the international system. The grouping of Euro-
pean states into alliances and neutral and non-aligned coun-
tries represented the crystallized power structure of the
post-war international system. An essential question for
research is whether détente and particularly the CSCE process
represent a type of interaction between states leading to a
change in the international system. If this is the case, does
this change mean only a replacement of a technique of control

based on military threat with some other method or does it
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also affect the system's units, alliances and states?

The operationalizations required for research can be made with
the help of the following questions: In what way are states
differentiated in the field of détente and European security?
What types of goals have states had with regard to détente and
security? What means of producing power relations have states
used in connection with détente? What forms of institution-
alization have European security questions in the broad sense
produced during détente? What is the degree of rationaliza-

tion of the manifestations of power relations?
3 Operationalization options
3.1 Modes of differentiation between states

Modes of differentiation between states refer to states' hier-
archy in the international system at a given moment. Modes of
differentiation describe the power structure and relationships
of power which determine the order of importance of issues to
be decided. In the case of European security questions, this
brings up interaction between states which determines forums
and methods of solution. Issue areas under study include
political and military détente. Forums in the area of pol-
itical détente include negotiations and measures aimed at
increasing security. 1In the field of military détente, forums
include arms limitation, arms control and disarmament negotia-

tions and efforts to arrange negotiations.

Breslauer has noted that the success of détente was based on
the following facts: 1) matters concerning European security
were not located in the area of great power rivalry or coopera-
tion, 2) Europe and arms control were matters which did not
question the grealpowers' equal position, 3) European arms
control had high priority, 4) European security and trade had

a rather stable framework, 5) the greatpowers' control over
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the European states was much greater than monitoring aimed at
the Third World, 6) agreements were not as "binding" as Third
World conflicts and they focused on the easiest component of
matters.20 Breslauer divides states into two groups, with the
Soviet Union and the United States in the first group and
other states in the second. The power structure of the inter-
national system is formed on the basis of the relation between
the superpowers. The greatpowers decide methods and forums

for solving issues and the order of importance of issues.
3.2 The goals of states' actions

The goals of states' actions can refer to their explicitly
stated foreign policy objectives or states' "real" goals as
revealed by research. Détente has been studied from both
points of view. Frei and Ruloff bégin with the assumption
that the important thing is what the actors involved think is
real. This leads to an examination of states' actions as
their leadership sees them without prior theory concerning the
goals of states' actions.2l Goldmann, on the other hand,
examines states' goals as revealed by research. The setting
of goals is also influenced by domestic factors on which

foreign pelicy is based. 22

A change in states' "identity" may affect their goals and
strategy for achieving them. A changing concept of states'
role in international relations leads to changes in foreign
affairs. According to Goldmann, domestic factors may act as
stabilizers of détente in such cases as the FRG and the Soviet
Union. 1In the United States détente was seen as a stronger
negator of fundamental beliefs and values and détente did not
achieve an established position.23 1In George's view as well,
foreign policy ;eaders must obtain legitimacy for their ac-
tions in order to achieve goals. Policy must be in harmony
with citizens' basic values. Leaders must show that they

understand the world situation sufficiently well in order to
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be able to influence the course of events within the framework
of available resources. Legitimacy has both a normative and a
cognitive basis. George considers the break-down of détente

to be due to a loss of legitimacy as a result of the Soviet
Union's actions.24

Research can seek references to changes in states' "identity"”
from such texts insofar as their existence can be judged from
changes in states' actions. In this case it is also possible
to'clarify the nature of the goals on which these actions are
based, i.e. whether actions are based on fundamental goals or

goals linked to a desired state of affairs.
3.3 Means of producing power relations

The most typical means of producing power relations is mili-
tary threat. Manifestations of the existence of military
threat include the division of states into alliances, but also
alliances' internal division into different types of states
with regard to dependency relations. 1In East-West relatiOns,
military threat produces power relations in the form of par-
ticipation in armament and military cooperation as well as
arms control and disarmament. With regard to European secur-
ity, one can ask what role the new weapons systems deployed in
Europe play in the formation of power relations between
states. One can also ask whether confidence-building measures
influence power relations in a crystallizing manner by making
military threat "safer".2d

Another means of producing power relations is'economic in
nature. After the Second World wWar the European states formed
alliances economically as well as politically. The integra-—
tion race led to institutional forms represented by the EEC
and the CMEA.26 yith détente, states' contacts in the econ-
omic area have changed their form. Both Western European

integration and the CMEA countries' desire to increase econ-
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omic ties with the West are signs of new interaction between

‘states in the economic field.27 One example of actions crys-
tallizing the power structure is the economic sanctions which
the nations of the Western Alliance placed on the Soviet Union
after the events in Afghanistan and the declaration of marLial
law in Poland.

Neutral and non-aligned countries have few means of changing
power relations. One can nevertheless think that they strive
by means of international agreements and multilateral diplom-
acy to influence power relations. This idea is supported by
the observation that the neutral and non-aligned countries’

point of view during the CSCE process has strongly emphasized

the issues of disarmament, security, conflicts and peace.28
3.4 The institutionalization of power relations

An historical example of the institutionalization of power
relations is the United Nations Security Council, in which
permament membership belongs to the former and current great
powers with the exception of Germany and Japan. Both military
alliances and economic associations represent the institution-
alization of power relations. In addition to various types of

alliances and organizations, power relations can take the form
of law or be manifested in established habits, be crystallized

in agreements or organizations or form looser frameworks of

action.

The CSCE as an institution constitutes one form of the insti-
tutionalization of power relations. Although the era of
détente has given way to an era of international tension, the
CSCE still goes on. An essential question is whether the CSCE
constitutes a code ©of guiding and directing actions which can

be considered an attempt to remodel power relations.2?

The concept of a regime is close to a code of guiding and
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directing. 1In American research a regime is defined as "sets
of implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules and decision-
making procedures around which actors' expectations converge

in a given area of international relations",30

Seen from the viewpoint of the system of action, a regime
represents one form of the institutionalization of action
which includes aspirations with regard to power. One can
imagine that the regularity, discipline, authority and purpose
signified by a regime are based on something else besides
military threat. A regime would thus represent a new method
of control in the international system. Furthermore, a regime
includes the crystallized power relations resulting from the
interaction aimed at forming it. In this respect a regime
implies not only voluntary cooperation, but expediency in the
maintenance of power relations.

With regard to détente and the CSCE it is of interest whether
states' interaction implies the creation of a regime for

handling matters related to European security. Are there any
apparatuses, forms of cooperation, methods of observation, verification
agreements etc. on the basis of which a control system or

systems would appear to exist?
3.5 Degrees of rationalization of power relations

Détente is often explained by saying that high-level tension
and the Cold War system became irrational for one reason or
another. The slipping of the §gréalpowers toward nuclear war,
the maintenance and development of enormous military potential
etc. are often regarded as reasons for the fact that the costs
of maintaining the international system in a state of rigid
confrontation became excessive for the greatpower blocs. Dif-
ferent explanation models strive to show that détente is

advantageous either for the socialist countries or for the

Western Alliance nations.3l
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The degree of rationalization of power relations refers to the
action necessary to achieve relationships of power. The ra-
tionalization of power relations depends on the effectiveness
of the means of power and the reliability of the results of
action and their relation to possible costs. In brief the
rationalization of power relations depends on the relation
between the costs of achieving and maintaining power relations
and the benefits to be gained from them. From the point of
view of research it is of interest whether expectations in-
volved in détente concerning a change in power relations in a

more rational direction have proved t0o be correct.
4 European security: forums and regimes

The following section examines, on the basis of the litera-
ture, how the European states differ from one another in
certain forums of détente and how the institutional 'solutions
included in détente can be analytically described from the

point of view of changes in power relations.
4.1 Europe and forums of détente

As a result of interaction between states, the international
power structure and power relations subject to constant change

determine states' significance and weight in the international
system at any moment. The totality comprising states' foreign
and security policies determines each state's position in
relation to other actors. The hierarchy of states in the
international system thus describes different states' relation
to the international system's communication events, its real

objects and power relations at a given time.

Action between states includes not only bilateral interaction
but also coordinated forms of interaction which are usually

called multilateral diplomacy. Multilateral negotiation pro-
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cesses developing on the basis of different issues compose
forums. Usually forums are seen merely as negotiation pro-
cesses. On the other hand, forums are both signs of a change
in the international system and elements in this change,
Forums are more than just negotiation processes. They include
forms of social action between states which by regulating
communication events, influencing real objects such as weapons

systems and being reflecting both within alliances and between
them help determine change in the international system.

Forums included in détente, under the concept of security,
include the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT I and II},
the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START), the Mutual Force
Reduction (MFR) negotiations in Vienna and the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) in its different
stages. European security gquestions are also discussed at
regional forums such as talks concerning a Nordic nuclear-free

zone and negotiations concerning a Balkan nuclear-free zone,

In individual forums differentiation between states takes
place on the basis of 1) the right of participation, 2) the choice
of issues to be settled and 3) methods of solution. These can
also be examined from the point of view of the intermeshing of
forums. Evaluation focuses on a) the order of forums with
relation to each other and b) the formation of forums in the

areas of political, military and economic détente.

The right of participaltions not only describe states' legal position
in relation to forums, but also determine more broadly states'
possibility to participate in interaction shaping the power
structure of the international system. In this sense partici-
pation rights manifest power relations between states. In the
literature participation rights are often studied from this
point of view. The basis for talks aimed at limiting and
controlling strategic weapons is generally considered the

establishment of strategic nuclear balance between the Soviet
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Union and the United States in the 1960s. The greatpowers'
bilateral SALT talks differentiated the basic dimension of the
power structure of this system from other interaction between
states. At the same time the greatpowers recognized each

other's equality in the area of strategic nuclear weapons.32

The right to participate in the Mutual Force Reduction talks
is based on military presence in Central Europe, i.e. in the
area of the Benelux nations and the Federal Republic of Ger-
many among NATO countries and the German Democratic Republic,
Poland and Czechoslovakia among the countries of the Warsaw
Pact. A total of nineteen states have participated in these
talks. Parficipation rights are based on the military power
of the NATO Alliance and the Warsaw Pact but are also con-

nected to concepts of security interests within the alliances.33

The right to participate in the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe is based on the principle of equality
between states. All thirty-five participants were, at least
formally, willing to respect the idea of a conference of
individual equal states. Within détente the CSCE is an excep-
tional forum because it offers all European states an oppor-
tunity to bring up matters regarding security and cooperation

from their own point of view. According to the literature,
differentiation between states goes on within the CSCE and is

influenced by different issue areas and the way they are
treated at different stages of the CSCE process. One might
ask in what way the principle of states' equal participation
has influenced the shaping of the different stages of the CSCE

and the emphasizing of different issue areas at the conference.34

The right to participate in solutions involving nuclear-free
zones 1s regarded as being determined either on the basis of
joining the zone or on the basis of repercussions which the
zone has on the security interests of other states. The

latter approach links the formation of the zone and joining it
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with other disarmament, arms limitation and control soclutions
decided at other forums.35

The selection of issues to be settled and agreement on the way
they will be handled includes three elements: A) a communica-
tion structure which provides a common language and on this
basis an understanding as to the issues to be settled, B) real
objects of discussion and associated issues and C) issues to
be left out of discussions and associated real objects. These
are intermeshed with one another in the political and diplo-

matic practice assocliated with the creation of forums.

The choice of'iSSues settled in the CSCE Final Act was guided
by the bilateral agreements reflecting the lessening of ten-
sion in Europe which preceded it. The choice of issues to be
settled was guided by problems inherited from the final solu-
tion of the Second World War, the settling of which made it
possible to draw up principles guiding relations between
states in a final document.3® As far as the CSCE is con-
cerned, it remains to be seen how the participating states
will implement the Final Act and what development will take
place in the area of confidence-building measures.37 Research
findings concerning speeches made during the CSCE process
support the idea that relations between states have retained

their central role on the conference agenda.38

In contrast with the CSCE, the Strategic Ar@s Limitation Talks
emphasize the significance of creating a closed communication
structure. The tight isolation of the talks has made flexi-
bility and compromises possible.39 1In connection with SALT I
the greatpowers' communication contacts were institutionalized
by establishing a permanent consultative committee to decide
disagreements and seek new means of limiting strategic weapons.
The problem of forward based systems (FBS) illustrate the
selection of issues to be settled when it comes to objects to

be included in and left out of talks.40 The question of for-
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ward based systems in connection with SALT appears to demon-—
strate not only the United States' desire to coordinate its
negotiation policy with its allies but also its wish to keep

power relations within NATO as before.

The deadlocking of the MFR talks over the quantity of forces
in Central Europe is seen in the literature as a sign of the
difficulty in harmonizing differing concepts of military bal-
ance. This is due to the alliances' different deterrence
warfare strateqgy, which is manifested in different military

systems.41

Methods of settling issues link forums to means of producing
power relations and the institutionalization of power rela-
tions. The view has been presented, for example, that the
United States has attempted to tie strategic nuclear armament
talks to the Soviet Union's policy in the Third World.42 on
the other hand the United States is regarded as having striven
to abandon institutionalized solutions agreed durihg the era |
of détente and revert to control of the international system
based on military superiority.43 Both views emphasize the
possession of nuclear weapons as a means of producing a power

structure in the international system.

In the case of the CSCE solution methods were initially con-
centrated on determining principles of action between
states.44 After the Madrid follow-up meeting the CSCE has
entered a new phase in which the emphasis has shifted from
principles of actibn to the achievement of gradual change
through confidence-building measures and in this way progress
toward disarmament in Europe. Both aligned and-non—aligned
states are participating in the solution of security issues at
the Conference on Disarmament in Europe (CDE), so a larger
number of special security policy interests are brought out.
The CDE also serves as a forum for discussing national issues

within military alliances which could not be brought up in
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bilateral contacts.%3

The right of participating, the choice of issues to be settled and
the way in which decisions are made can also be examined from
the point of view of links between forums. The point of
departure for evaluation is détente as a coherent phenomenon
which creates a series of negotiation procésses, a kind of
network of forums, in which individual forums are related not
only to events in international politics but also to one
another. The order of forums and its formation illustrate

change in power relations between states.,

The formation of forums dealing with European security has
been affected by the development of weapons systems, e.g.
intermediate-range nuclear missiles and the increase in the
destructive power of conventional weapons, which for their
part are reflected in pressures for change in military doc-
trines. Discussion has brought out the need to link different
forums, such as those involving strategic nuclear weapons,
1ntermediate—rangg nuclear weapons and conventional weapons.
In addition, proposals for individual political solutions such
as refraining from the first use of nuclear and conventional
weapons and collective security solutions involving Europe as

a whole have been presented.46

The examination of the network of forums also draws attention
to links between different areas of détente, i.e. pelitical,
military and economic détente. One can for example ask whether
political détente is a precondition for military détente and
whether increased cooperation in the economic area is tied to

political and military tension in Europe.
4.2 Regimes as a mode of institutionalizing power relations

The view has been presented that détente reflects both con-

flict and cooperation between East and West. During the era
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of détente a body of rules and principles took shape to guide
practical politics. Expectations and disappointments concern-
ing détente are based on the interpretation of these rules and
principles in evaluating the actioné of other states. The
drawing up of norms formulated in different forums and bilat-
eral interaction makes them a measure of states' goals.
States' foreign policy leaders evaluated political goals in
relation to rules of conduct approved in the international

system.47

The totality formed by the above-mentioned principles and
rules is called a code of conduct in the literature. The
rules it contains are political or law-like in nature. The
formulation of a code of conduct calls for a consensus between
actors. Mutual understanding is based on states' foreign
policy leaders' observations concerning the environment.
According to this approach, the totality of principles and
rules only tells what lines of action the actors have agreed
on through negotiations or implicitly. Different action
strategies affect the formation of the code more than the

structural characteristics of the international system.48

The concept of a regime has also been used as an analytical

concept for explaining states' actions. A regime is defined
as a set of principles and norms from which rules and decision-

making procedures can be deduced in certain areas of interna-
tional relations.49 The creation of a regime is linked to
actors' observations concerning their environment. The crea-
tion of security regimes first of all requires the greatpowers'
willingness to form a regime and secondly confidence in common
values in the areas of security and cooperation.30 The
dynamics of regimes is tied to actors' observations concerning
the environment, on which mutual understanding concerning goals

and means of achieving them are based.b5l

According to Keohane, cooperation between states maintains
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regimes although their creation may depend on the hegemony of
one state in the international system. A change in the struc-
ture of the system does not lead to the end of cooperation
efforts; instead, states strive to adjust their conflicting
interests by means of Joint institutions. Regimes are created
to overcome the difficulties which otherwise would prevent
useful solutions between states. At the same times regimes
decrease insecurity and limit asymmetry associated with the
availability of information. For this reason regimes are also
persistent. States find it worthwhile to reshape existing

regimes instead of rejecting unsatisfactory ones, 22

From the viewpoint of the power structure of the international
system, a regime forms an intermediate concept between deci-
sion makers' observations and the systems' structural proper-
ties.53 Regimes are man-made arrangements, social institu-
tions, whose purpose is to regulate conflicts in a framework
of interdependence. The purpose of regimes is to create
orders of rank among actors. The order refers to the benefits
which the regime produces. The system is the totality in
which action toward order takes place.34 One can thus think
of regimes as being linked to the power structure of the

international system, as being methods and techniqus for its
control,

The formation of regimes connected with European security can
be examined on the basis of two different questions. First of
all one can ask whether the era of détente produced a set of
principles and norms as well as rules and decision-making
forms based on them which create one or more regimes. Another
gquestion is connected to the relation between efforts to form
regimes and the power structure. Do the solutions included in
détente demonstrate an effort toward new types of methods and

techniques of control to ensure the security of the states of

Europe?
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One can find signs of the development of principles and norms
and also rules and decision-making forms in détente between
the greatpowers. Among the former is the Basic Principles
Agreement between the Soviet Union and the United States which
was signed in 1972. This agreement does not, however, include
rules for its practical implementation.3> 1In practice the
SALT I treaty recorded the principle of equality between the
greatPowers, since it confirmed the existence of nuclear bal-
ance. SALT aléo included rules concerning verification of
nuclear weapons systems covered by the treaty and the inter-
pretation of agreements. On the other hand, SALT left open
the gquestion of the continuation of armament qualitatively

through the development of weapons systems.56

In the Mutual Force Reduction negotiations the original start-
ing point of both alliances was the reduction of forces in
Central Europe by maintaining the status quo at the minimum
level of military force. The main problem in the negotiations
has been a disagreement concerning the definition of military
balance.57 The dispute concerning the principle of main-
taining balance has taken concrete form in the question of the
strength of forces in Central Europe. The principle of bal-
ance is also connected to disagreement concerning the pro-

cedure for monitoring force reductions and movements in the
area covered by the negotiations. The development of weapons

systems is undermining efforts to define balance in the MFR
talks. -The introduction of new nuclear weapons systems and
the increase in the range and destructive power of conven-

tional weapons change the content of the concept of balance
and the military doctrines on the basis of wpich balance is

defined.

The Final Act of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe is regarded as including a plan concerning how the
principle of refraining from the use of force can in practice

be changed in international dealings into positive actions and
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rules to determine approved constraints.58 The three baskets
of the Final Act and the principles and recommendations they
include are seen as modes of applying the principle of refrain-
ing from the use of force. There is little research concerning
how the principles of the CSCE and the rules based on them act
in relations between staﬁes. According to Goldmann, in crisis
situations, such as in connection with the events in Poland, it
is of conseguence whether or not détente has become established
in the sides' policies in the same way.>? The formation of a
regime would thus be linked to the shift from emphasis on

military force to political or economic sanctions, for example.

From the point of view of a regime, the evolution of the CSCE
includes the question of the European power structure which
the signing of the Final Act de facto confirmed and the pro-
cesses of change which influence European security. The prin-
ciples of the CSCE Final Act are by nature political and law-
like, and monitoring of their implementation takes place at
follow-up meetings. On the other hand the confidence-building
measures discussed at the European Disarmament Conference
(CDE) are to be directly implemented and are binding on the
parties. In the case of confidence-building measures the
Final Act also includes a so-called evolution clause according
to which measures will - voluntarily - be developed and ex-
panded later on. From the point of view of the institution-
alization of the solution of European security problems, it is
a matter of importance what type of position the disarmament
conference receives in the CSCE process and how it is linked

to the arms reduction talks in Vienna, for example.60
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THE GLO3BAL PERSPECTIVES OF EUROPEAN SECURITY

In this paper we shall present and examine briefly
only a few points of the complex problem of linkage between
European and world security. In particular we shall exanine
the following aspects of the problem: 1/ The world-wide sip-
anificance of European securlty, 2/ Outside threats to European

security, 3/ Nonalignment and European security.

Before passing on to the exanination of these speci-
fic points, it must be clarified that for the purpose of this
exanination Europe is unaerstood, or rather European security
is understood, including all those countries which participated
in the Helsinkli Conference which then led to the signing of the
Final Act in 1975, At the same time we do not forget that the
area on the European continent lying inbetween the two major
world powers is a distinct region and represents Europe im the

morIe narrow sense.

Hence we are obliged in examining the 1ssues of secu-
rity to apply in the same argument both defiritions of Europe.
This will introduce some complications, but they are unavoidable
in the present situation of close links and interdependence in
the world as a whole, and in particular in those parts of the
world which are closely coannected with EuroPe; as it was known
in the last few .centuries, that is, as a contineant attached to

Asia and surrounded by high seas on all other sides.

.
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We must, however, also not forget that Lurope was |
and still is, the centre and birthplace of a civilization whiech
has spread far beyond its boundarlies and deeply iafluenced the
rest of the world. This role of Europe appears to be in =2 deep

crisis as well es its sccurity and general role in world politics.

As 1t was said, we must exarine European problems of
peace and security ln the wider framework of the membership of
thé Helsinki Conference. 7This means, including all of the Sov-
iet Unlon in tke Fast, and North America in the West. The speci-
fication in some srreements arrived at during the Helsinki P:o-'
ccss, specifying that they apply opnly to the Eurppean parts of
the Soviet Union, do not contradict this assumption. In fact
it only proves that such limitations were necessary sinte normal-
ly an agreement with a government covers the whole territory of

the given country.

The extension of the boundaries of Lurope for the
purpose of examining and safeguarding its security are the re-
sults of the Second VWorld War. The two meJor world povers
gained a so thourough and durable inflﬁence over Europe, that
it became unthinkable to discuss problems of cooperation and se-
curity in Surope without including them in the debate and in the
agreenents resulting from the debate. We can see‘ﬁithout diffi-
culty that by the elimination of either of the two, The United
States of America, or the Soviet Union, tﬁe equation becomes

unbalanced.

The overwhelming military might of these world powers

is an essential component of whatever precarious equilibrium is

.
-
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thinkable in and around Europe. Their presence im Luropc is not
only & strategic fact, made visible by the presence of their
troops in some of the countries of the area lying between them,
but they are also linked with key states of Eufope by the two
alliances, In these alliances, they play the role of lcading
partners and their military potential ekceeds several times the
total potential of all the other zllies.

On the other hand, by the elimination from the equa-
tion of both of them, no balance can be attainmec eitler. -In
Zurope, as it stands between the two world powers, the western
part is in e11 respects, superioir. This 1s so, even if we
ignore that within Europe in the narrower secnse, there are also
two nuclear poers, and both in the West. In other words, the
western part of Lurope 1s more developed, and has a larger po-
pulation, and is militarily superior, even if we do not count

the nuclear arsenals of Britain and France.

Europe must therefore be regarded, for strategic pur-
poses, &s one whole and indivisible area including the North
Anerican Continent, and extending in the ﬁast to include the
Soviet Union. This had been fully recognized when the Helsinki
Conference was finally couvened, Earlier objections by the Sov-
iet Union to a full participatioﬁ br'therUnited States and Cana-
da were dropped, and'they both became full membérs of the Hel-

sinki process.

-

- The conveaning of the Helsinki Conference reflected

thus the-understanding and general achptgnce of two important



foundations of European security. First, the recognition that
the wider framework, including both of the major world povers,
was the only sound basis for securing a reliable pesce within
Euiope. Secondly, the realization that the d&estructive power
of the nuclear arsenals on both sidos could in war lead ouly

to a total devastation and no victory of either pouer.

The Conference, however, was not only the reflection
of the realities in Europe and in the World, but also an attenpt
of influencing these realities., If a major nuclear military con-
flict in the future was to be ruled out, there gtill remainecd
the necessity of organizing peace so as not to produce revivals
of tensions that might lead again to the dangerous threshold of
war, Hence the mailn concern was the_strengthening of security
and cooperation in Europe, of course; Europe in the wider frame-

work'includiﬁg all states which participated in the Conference.

1/ The world-wide significance of European security

e e e e G e —— S, — — —————

In the Final Act, in several places, the coanccrn vwas
expressed ?f applying the prinéiplés and agreements agreed in
Helsinki also to relations with other countries in the world.

The linkage with peace and security outside the enlarged European
zone was in the Conference fully understood. This was in thosel
years reflected also iam bilateral agreements between the Uhited
States and,thgrSoviet Union. Briefly, there was no doubt at the
time of the debates in Helsinki and in Geneva, during the draft- '
ing stage of the Conference, that stability in Europe should no¥
lead to exporting the rivalry and gostillty to'otﬁe: pa{ts of
the World.



There were two ways of striving for the nzin object-
ive of securing peace and cooperation in Europc itself., One
wes bllateral agreement between the two alliances, or rather
the two major world powers. The other, advanced by the lleutrals
and the Honaligned of urope, was a strictly ané fully rmultila-
teral approach, a truly collective agreeement among all stotes
participating in Helsinki. TFormally, the Final Act was con-
ceived as a multilateral document and an understandins reached

among all participating states individually.

Under this cover of multilaterality, however, the bi-
polarity could be clearly scen in a great number of comprozise
solutions., This character comes out still more clearly in the
records of the Geneva phase, where bilateral controversies were
dominant, and solutions frequently attained on the basis of con-
pronises betwecen the two sides., In the praxis after the Confercnce
this was still more prominent, both in the t:eatment of the Con-
fercence and the Final Act in the medie and im statezeants of po-

liticians and statesmen on both sides,

The alternative view of the group of the lieutrals and
the licnaligned, was in fact not taken as the basis for security
and cooperaticn, because of the internal divisions in the Zurop-
ean security.zone. Yet, the increasingly single-handed actions
of the majdr pouers, affected gradually also the cohesions with-
in the two alliances, although this process did not develop sym-
metrically on bofh sides, The most lmportant consequence was the
bilateral treatment of practically all important problems that

came up between the two major powers,



The recognition of the dangers of continulns the Cold
Wer, es an unrestained confrontation, however induced them to
scek agreenent or noderation in all controversial situatiouns.
In Europe the detente wes the outcoze of this restraint. Europé
became thus the most stable region im the world., This stabilli-
ty in the very centre of controversy, where the Cold Var origi-
nated, d4id however no¥ préfent aggresslive policies in other parts
of the‘world. The fact remains that bilateral agreements regard-
ing other areas were duriﬁg the Seventies increasingly disregard-
ed. Tensions and clashes in different parts of the world pro-
duced retroactively ever more hostile relations between the two

major powers and in East-West relations in Europe.

The stabilization in Europe did not lead to the ex-
tention of the European deténte to areas outside LEurope. In fact
the European stabilization deﬁeloped soon into a controversy,
restrained only by the fear of a nuclear holocaust, to which
night easily develop cut of any war between the two sides in
Lurope.

This same restraint did not work inm the Third World,
where already in the past numerous wars where fought without
the use of nuclear weapons; The stabilization in Europe, based
on the fear of 2 nuclear wae, in fact, reinforced the belief
that it was likely that nuclear weapons would not be used in a
war in the Third liorld. Hence, the Helsinkl Conference, in
spite of all efforts made in the forculation of the Final act,
414 not durably influence conditions in the Third VWorld.



' The strategic significance of the arca coverod by the
Helsinkl agreecent, in particular the overwhelrming power of ar-
maments deployed there and the involvemecnt of the two major pow-
ers in problems ir all regions of the world, give it nevertheless
a dominant significance for peace @nd sccurity. The Holsinki Fi-
nal Act, by the importance of the contracting partics, the mem-
bers of the Helsinki Conference, and the continuing follow-up |
procesr and negotiations, 1is éfill crucially important for pcace

and security in. the world.

It is most 1likely that in the future also, lelsinki
will, as long as the process started there is allive ir Europe,
play an important role restraining the major powers in all as-
pects and on all places where they confront one another. The de-
termination to avold an open breakdown and clash in Europe will
continually induce them to refrain from rush actions in other
regions, They will, however, hardly discontinue efforts of da-
maging the positibns of the opfonent and enchancing their own
influence in different parts of the world.

The significance of Helsinki, as much as it may be
decisive for the maintenance of peace in Euﬁope and the prevent-
ion of a general war, can hardly be expected preventing region-
al clashes, including those in which states belonging to the
Helsinki process participate. Most of all it cannot preveat the
urge of najor powers to be involved in &ll critical situations

wvhereever they may develop.



The widening of the,bodndaries of Eufope has tied
Zurope inseparably with the rest of the yorld in a way unimnown
in the earlier Burobean historﬁ. whilst Europe used to be the
centre of the world, and the breedirg ground of world powers,
it vecame now an object of conteﬁtion of the two rajor world
povers and greatly dependent on thex, Iurope in the mnore narrow
sense, tecame also vulnerable in many respect: to developments

in the outside world.

e have seen how the area covered by the'Helsinki Con-

ference influences conditions in the world, ﬂow we nmust turn

to the reverse flow of influence, Current developments and ex-
perience of the past lnduced the major powers to modify thkeir
relations in and outside Europe. The incrcasingly tense rela-
tions produced by conflicts in the Third Vorld, affected nege-~
tively also the behaviour of those two powers in Europe. In

the first place it destroyed temporarily the dialogue on stra-
tegic arms, Thén, it affected elso other negbtiations and con-

tacts between East and West in Europe.

Briefly, the exacerbation of American - Soviet rela-
tions in vafious arecas of confrontation in the Third VWorld were
grodually trénsferred into the European region. This becane
- soon visible when thé Belgrade follow-up meeting failed to attain
any substantial results, and furthermore, when the Madrid neet-
ing hovered for almosf two years over the abyss oflcomplete '

collapse, Yet, the spirlt of Helsinki, based on the essential



‘necessity of preserviné peace in Europe, saved tkc aituation
from deterriorating beyond control, The result was a continu-
ous conflict between the tendency of abardoning *the aevecte al-
togethér and disfegarding the Final Act, and thc rezllzztion
that there wzs no altcrnative indeed to the continuntion of the

detate opened in Helsinki,

The dominant form of confrontation betucen the two
najor powers could no longer be directed to the effort of inti-
ridating the rival bj the destructive capability of nuclear
veapons, This had té be eliminated because of the mutually re-
cocnized inability of winning a mejor nuclear war, but also be-
causc of the parity in practically all forms and types of stra-

tegic and tactical weapons.

The post-Cold-¥War and post-Detente f;rm.of confronta-
tion between the two major powers turned into attcapts of erod-
ing the opponents alllance, The most conspiclous example of this
new type of strife is the controversy over the build-up of nu-
clear weapons in Europe. They were presented to the public as
‘military threats, although it is an undeniable fact that the de-
ployments were politically imspired, and that they could not be
rut into action without csusing irresparable and uncontrolable
damage to the whole of Europe by direct, and st111 more ny se-
condary effects of radiation and fall-out.

The deployment on both sides produced instability
within the one and the other alliance, moreover serious divi-

sions and strife within individual notions emerged. In the



process the controversy affected negotively also »clations te-
tween the two major powers and stopped temporarily tlic process

of cooperation and Jeopardized security in Europe.

As a ..atter of fact,_negatifc impulses, introduccd
into the intra-Europecan process from outside by mzans of the
two major pouwers, could not destroy the historiccl significance
and the durability of the early pcriod of the detsnic and of the
Helsinki spirit. We arc now again witnesses of significant effort:
to overcome the damage done durling the late Sevcentiec and the

carly Cightics,

. Another way in which Europcan security was ond is in-
fluenced from outside 1s the dependence of Turope on supplics
from the Third VWorld. In particular on the supplics of crude
0il from sourcee sltuated in regions rife with conflicts and
mﬁjof power clashes of Europe's ec&nomy developed in the past
relying greatly on secure supplies from dependencies of Lurop-
ean colonizl powers. With the loss of the colonies gnd also
loosing the power of influencing events in critical areas, the
Luropeen countries became aependent on sifuations and develop-

pents which they could not control,

However, irrespective of direct European interests
andé their direct relations, major powecr coatroversics in the:
Third Horld affoct decisevely the stability in'Europe in a most
immediate way. Both major powefs are so deeply and inextiricab-
ly involved in a series of conflicts and tense situations in

.various continents, that serious military clashes could break



out at any time involving théir milifary forces. As a matter
of fact one-sided direct involvements have already occurrcd ia
pore than one casa, and 1t is realistically possible to think

of direct clashcs also,.

In the case of 'a direct involvenmeant of units of both
major powers in whatever place inm the world, it would still be
possible to kecep this clash in a regional frameworl:. Hevcfthe-
less, the sccurity inm Europe would thereby always bes sffected. |
Furthermore, developments 6: this kind are likely to affect in-
ternal relations in'EurOPe, as well as inside the two alliances

and within individual countries,

Fipnally, it should be made clear that destabilization
within the two alliances, and divisions within individual coun-
tries, are not necessarily leading towards a diminishing role
of the alliances and a harmoaization of relations across the
political divide in Europe. In fact, we could observe the con-
trary in connsction with the divisions caused by the deployuent
of Euro-ﬁissileé, and by other develdﬁment creating intra-azll-

iance frictions.

3/ HNonalignment and European security

So far, only.the alined countries of Europe were
mentioned, Thelr role regarding problems of sccurity is rost
inportant, and they pléyed leading rcles in most of the develo?—
nents after the war. Yet, evern in the divided gohtinent of

Europe the division is not absolute. Neutral countries of past



conflicts contfaued their neutralistic policy, and ncw oncs
joilned thems The real novelty for the Zuropean pattern is

the formation of a.group of nonalipned nountries in Zurope.

‘Thus, a zone was formed in Zurope which stood out-
side the pgreat confrontation between the two alliances. It
assumed the more structured character of a spccial pgroup only
in connection with the Helsinkl Conference. Already in the
early étagea of the almost two years long debate of the comnit-
tee phase of the Conference in Geneva, the Ni-i Group was form- _
ed, comprising the Keutrals and the lconaligned, This group |
pPlayed a rather important role during that long debate and help-
ed substantinlly the attainment of consensus on the text of
the Final Act of Helsinki, They continuedAto Be an important
elezent in all the follow-up meetings end are still functioning
as an independent actor producing original ideas and proposals,
as well as helping bridging of differences between the two

allisnces,

The role of those countries should not be uanderesti-
mated, but they still cannot be taken as a decisive factor of
European security. As much as these countries can help to
achleve consensus whenever the two opposed sides are ready and
willing to do so, they cannot prevent a clash, or even serious
tensions, in periods of déteriorating relations between the
East and the Westy Hence, they are mostly importznt in periods
of detente and efforts to control the conflict,

Fortunately the realization of catastrophic and uan-



controllable rcsults of an open conflict within Luropc r.akes
the task of the N-N countries easier and more effcctivc.
Furthernore, the danger to peace in Europe comes primarily, if
not exclusively, from conflicts and clashes in the world out-
side the Zuropean security zone. Hence the role of the non-
aligned countries assembled in the liovement of the l'onaligned
Countries has also an important role in regard of Luropcan se-

curity.

A strictly realistic appraisal of the curreht gitua-
tior in the world, would indicate that the spreading of regional
conflicts to Europe, Or:th?ir development into world-wide con-
flicts, is not an immediate threat, but it cannot be exluded
either. There have been tense moments during the long conflicts
in the Middle_East, but at no time 4id the danger of sprcading
become really acute. The most tense incident including real
dauger occurred however in the final stape of the Arab-Israeli
war of 1973.. The United States declarcd an alert for a large
part of its armed forces in reply to certain reported movemeuts
of Soviet units which could be brought to the battlefield at

the Suez Canal.

Another form of extending war to Europe would be a
more or less direct involvement of the two major powers in con-
flicts or situations in the Third World. There are more examples
of extremely dangerous tensions which could have led to serious
armed conflicts. Korea, Cuba and Vietnam are only some of the
best known instances. Therefofe the danger of conflicts origi-

nating in the Third World for peace and securify in the world,



and that means also in Europe, cannot be takend lishtly. Yeb,
one can assume.that the inhibitions rcferred to earlier

would function also in the future,

The main tosk of this paper is in fact the exanina-
tlon of the real and possible roles of the Konalirned acting
against this threat. Quite obviously, the nonalirned couatries
.in the world outside the European zone do not possess material
forces which could restrain or convrol the activities of major
" powers if inhibitions against war should fail, It might;there—
fore, appear that their role could not be more inportant than
the role of the L-N Group within Europe. ¥We shall see¢ that this
is partly true, but that there are still important differences

between the two cases.

First of éll we nust dafiné wore preciscly whaf is
Nonalignment and what is the aim and the .methods of acting of
the-movement of the Nonaligned. Frequently the gathering of the
Konaligned in the lMovement is understood as an agreement to con-
duct certain current féreign policies, such as not Joining the.
one or the other slliance., This is indeed a requirenent for ad-
mission, although not the most important one and certainly it is
not enforced very strictly. Furthermore the laxity in regard of
associations of Members with the one or the other major power

is not a recent development, as many observers wish us to believe.

Already at the first Summit of the Nonaligned in Bel-
grade in 1961 Cube was present, although Eavana had then as

close relations with Moscow as she has now. On the other hand



we can find anong the statesmen assenbled in Selgrade in 1OC

also some close friends of the Unilted States, for instznce the
representatives of Saudl Arebia. The records of this first Lumnmit
glive ué a so0lid basis for the understanding of the aims and in-
tentions of the countries there assembled., This fundamental

aims d1d not change, and efforts made to tihat effect in Iliavana

in 1979, failed.

In the first place the lovement i1s an associetion of
the Third World countries, The presence of Yugoslavia is the
.result of the experience of that country in the early post-war
years., Yugoslavia came into a bitter conflict with the Soviet .
Union and at the same time had very bad relations with the iest-
ern powers over the Trieste problem. On a more durable basis,
1t turned out that Yugoslavia although a socialist country could
in principle not accept a close associatioa with the East, and
remained unwilling to join the Western associations. The other
two nonaligned European countries are Cyprus and Malta. They
are also exceptional cases, politically as well as geographical-
1y. '

The Third Vorld character‘of Nonaligament should
however not be taken as a2 geographical definition of the liove-
ment. The two essential elements of the platform, on which Kon-
alignment stands is, first, the striving for a more rapid de--
velopment of the more or less underdeveloped socleties, The
other 1s joininé efforts with the aim of changing conditions‘
in the world so as to make it easier to overcome the handicap

under which they are labouring on the world scene, to secure



their autonomy and identity as new nations.

Hence a more or less openlﬁ expressed and pursued
friendship or affinity towards one or thec other major powers
can be tolerated as long as the country in question rcoains
ready to act Jjointly with other nonnligned countrics towards
the attainment of the main aims. The critical moment in Ilavanza,
regarding Cuba, was not her closeness to the Soviet Union, in-
portant was her readiness at the end of the Conference toc ac-~
cept the final doéument although it was purged of the pro-Soviet
bias included by Cuba in the draft. The acceptance of the final
document, re-iterating the main principles and ains of the liove-

nent, was the decisive test.

The main ways and means of the Nonaligned is massive
actions in the United Nations and in speciaiized meetings. The
aim is usually the strengtbening of the position of Third liorld
countries as a whole or checking actions, interventions or
other forms of undue interference from outside withithe rights
or intercsts of Third World countries, The main way of acting

is moral pressure and influencing public opiniorn in the world.

All this may sound rather irrelevent in conparison
with forceful actions based on military or economic might.How-
ever, the morallpower of the Third World, incorporated in the
Movement,Ahas until now produced quite remarkable results. Iet
us only mention the fact that in most conflicts of Third World
cpuntries with industrialized powvers, inciuding wars'fought
with impressive arﬁed'forces end equipment, the Third VWorld



countries heve won their goals. The result was the disappecarance
of colonial enmpires and the withdrawel of foreign forces which

were introduced to impbse certain solutions.

These results, one may object, were not the result
of specific actions of the lovement of the lonaligned, and many
of them happened even before it came into being. This is, of
coﬁrse, correct. The liovement. does not claim %o be, nor would
it ﬁake sense of interpreting it as e separate entity, as an
independent actor in current affairs. The ilovemeant has not an
gutonomous will, it 1s in fact the expression of the collective
will and aspirations of the awakened Third Yorld nations. Thig
explains also its ability to survive setbacks and internal con-
flicts about current national interests, and even wars betwcen

lembers.,

As can be seeﬁ, we do not speak of the Hovement.pre-
venting this or another violent action or threat to peoce and
security, but of creating a general atmosphcre and conditions
which nmake it more Qifficult for any péwer, which might wish
to disturdb the peace in the world.

- In conclusion, we must accept that Europe snd its
problems do no longer determine the future of the world, but
glso face the fact that there is an inevitable linkage between
European and world security. Europe, élthough no looger a gene-
rator of peace or war in the whole world, is & scnsitive re-
gion and is in the centre of the major contention between the
two moét powverful statea'of the world. It can ﬁlay a construct-
ive role in world affairs only inasmuch as ti 6au assert its
owvn will and.intere§ps; mollifying the rigidity of the con—

troversy of the major powers. ZIZurope can thus lower the ten=:



sions in the centre of the field of controversy.

The Nonaligned in the Third World on the other hand
have no Qay of influencing directly relétions in Turope, but
they can in the long run strengthen pcece and sccurity in the
Third wérld. As a matter of fact they did so in the post alrecdy.
If not by other mecans, this was done by denyirng the zmajor powers
8till more spreadiang the military alliances in the Taird vorld.
A zone of nonalignment covering most of the Third orld certain-
ly can be called an important contribution to thc control of
tcnsions between the two major powers. Thus, sccurity in Zurope
had the indirect benefit of the activities of the Lonaligned in
the Third Vorld. '



The Finnish Institute : ' Dags"p'f’({é'}'éﬁ"ﬁ :Iscj:“ﬁ
of Intemational Affairs

& 98 97-3 T 90-44 11 88

May 1985

THE POLITICAL ROLE OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY

Dr. Philippe Moreau Defarges

Ten years after Helsinki
EUROPEAN SECURITY - A NEW BEGINNING
Haikko Manor - Helsinki 10-13 June 1985



/.”"‘ A
an

institut francais des relations internationales

THE FINNISH INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

TEN YEARS AFTER HELSINKI EUROPEAN SECURITY

A NEW BEGINNING ?

10-13 June 1985

THE POLITICAL ROLE OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY

Philippe MOREAI DEFARGES

sosfene

6 rue Ferrus (F) 75683 PARIS Cedex 14. T. (33-1') 5809108 Téiex 201.680F

- - [



A the Conference omn Security and Co-Operation in Europe, the European
Community was able to assert itself internationally for the first time as a
"distinct entity with a common security. policy”(l). Both the Economic Community
(second basket) and Europe of Nine with its humanitarian goals would it seemed,
Becqme a political force which would be able to mediate between East and West.
Eight years later, after the meetings in Belgrade (June 1977 - March 1978) and
Madrid (November 1980 ~ September'1983) and before that of Vienna {Rovember 4th,
1986), Europe of Ten seems generally to have lost its particular character.
Could it be that the meeting at Helsinki was just an exceptional, limited

effort, the result only of special circumstances ?

The change in East/West relations since 1975, the questioning of
detente, the 1979-83 crises (Afghanistan, Euromissiles, Poland, the South Korean
plane disaster) were very revealing. They pinpointed the Community's weaknesses

and its only partial unity, a unity constantly questioned by member states.

THE INITIAL FACTOR : THE EMERGENCE AT HELSINKI OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY |
AS A SEPARATE FORCE (JULY 1973 - AUGUST 1975)

The Helsinki counference came at a specific historical and political
time. Detente was at its height, albeit brief and precarious. The US’was going
through “years of upheaval™ as Kissinger put it. The Vietnam war which had fi-
nished with the fall of Saigon in the Sprinmg of 1975, the Waterga;e affair and
the resignation of President Nixon (August 8th, 1975) all threw doubt on the
ability of the US to lead the Western world. At the same time the EC found 1it-
self faced with contradictioms. On the one hand, Europe at this time seemed to
be a real success, almost a model of its kind. Since 1970, political cooperationmn
- a system of diplomatic consultation - 1ncrea§éd and reinforced economic inte-
gratioa, although it was not itself part of this integration. In 1971 and 1972
the first steps were taken towards an economic and monetary union. Finally on
January lst 1973, the Fbmmunity welcomed into its ranks Great Britair, Denmark
and Ireland. In short, the Community, the biggest commercial union in the world
bringing together three of the oldest nations (France, Germany and Great
Britain), might then have been a third force in the world, becoming, in the con-
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frontation between the Super Powers, "a force for peace, reason and freedom”
(André Fontaine). In the early 1970's, talks with the Eastern bloc developed and
expanded regularly, first through Gaullist diplomacy and then through Chancellor

Willy Brandt's Ostpolitik.

And yet in 1973, a key year in every respect, this unity was in fact
flawed. Henry Kissinger, who became Secretary of State on August 22nd 1973,
launched his “year of Europe” : "While recognising the structure of Europe, the
US does not consider it to be an end in itself but rather a means of strengthe-
ning the West as a whole, a basic element in a wider Atlantic association”.
(speech on December 12th, 1973) In fact Kissinger's vision of a tlered system,
encompassing the Community, met with reservations from the French and general

indifference from the rest of BEurope.

However if Kissinger met with partial failure, Europe itself proved to
have neither unity nor willpower. This was clearly revealed during the Yom Kip-
pur war with restrictions in petrol supplies from the Organfization of the Arab
011 Exporters. Unity was shattered. France, protected from the worst effects
through {ts Arab poliecy, was accused of being selfish. But above all, the lack
of unity was evident in Washington in front of Kissinger at the Energy Conferen-
ce (11th - 13th February 1974) when eight member-states of the Communiéy decided
to adopt a joint energy policy (the Internatiounal Energy Agency) with France

alone refusing to join.

Even towards the Eastern bloec, 1in particular the USSR, the EC found 1t-
self in a8 dilemma. The USSR rejected the idea of official conmtacts with what it
considered to be an “imperialist war machine”. And yet “"both politically and
economically the EEC is a major factor in Europe... At the end of the 1970's the
European centre of the capitalist nations was becoming increasingly independent

of the other centre i.e. the United States” (N.N. Inozemtsev){2).

The existence of the EEC was at least accepted as a fact and several

East European countries - Rumania, Hungary... - set up specific agreements with

the Community.
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These political events throw some light on the particular nature of the
EC at the time of the Helsinki conference. At Helsinki the discussions were
mainly on statements and principles. The interests of the individual nations we-
re not challenged. Similarly visg—3-vis the Israeli-Arab conflict - the second
field about which FEurope adopted a common political stand in the
years 1977-80 -, it was a q&estion of setting up guidelines, of adopting
resolutions, and not of negotiating. In the first half of 1970, it seemed that
responsabilities were divided in Europe of Nine between bi~lateral and nulti-
lateral diplomacies ; the nations, first Federal Germany, worked out their indi-

vidual problems with the Eastern bloc, while the EC as such set out general

policy.

THE TWO PECULIARITIES OF EUROPE AT THE HELSINKI CONFERENCE

- In fact the Nine were present in two forms. On political questiouns
(first and second baskets), it was the Europe of political co-operation and
joint diplomatic action. The EC as an economic organisation was ounly coucerned

with the second basket.

- Since the EC was not legally recognised by certain participants (in
particular the USSR), its views were put forward through ome of the national
delegations, that of the Community's president(3). On economic matters the Com—
mission within the president's own national delegation became the spokesman. Cn
political questions the President's national delegation expressed-the opinions
of the Nine after, of course, having discussed the questions together
previously : “"The convenient division of subjects within the framework of the
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) into political and eco-
nomic "baskets™, each serviced by separate working groups, fitted this organiza-
tional division fairly well ; although there were occasions, during the
Community's first discussions about contacts with Comecon and a concerted policy
towards the East European countries, when Council comnittees consisting of re-
presentatives from national foreign'ministties economic directorates came close

to conceding points which were being held firm as bargaining counters in Helsin-—
ki or Geneva"(4).
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Finally, at Helsinki, since the US was only there as an observer, the
Nine emerged as an independent body. There was some friction between the United
Kingdom, Federal Germany and France. The last one systematically supported Euro—
pean independence. However, "Instead of dividing the'Nine, as some had feared, -
the CSCE managed to bring them together in one very important area of foreign
policy. The signing of the Final Document of the CSCE by the Italian Prime Mi-
nister in his role as President of the Council of the European Community must
also be considered to be the actual recognition of the Community by the East.
Cooperation between the Nine and the USA has considerably revitalized within the

West"(5).
This was soon to appear as a rather overoptimistic view.

THE BASIC SITUATION CHANGES COMPLETELY

Unity at Helsinki was in a way overestimated. It had come about through
a set of circumstances which, already at the time of the conference, were about

to change radically.

Obviously the greatest change was in the disintegration of detente - the
arrival of the "cool war” (Brejnev) - in the second half of the 70's. The Commu~

nity room for manoeuver and self assertion was restricted.

On the one hand, tension between the EC ( jofned by Greece.in 1981) and
the United States meant that the European entity hesitated between support for
the West and its own désite for independence. The crises in Afghanistan, Iran
and Poland showed a US firm in i{ts resolve and a Europe anxious to compromise.
The US viewed detente as nothing but a stratagem to the advantage of the USSR
whereas Europe wanted to keep alive talks with the Eastern bloc.

In addition, faced with these stumbling blocks to 1improvement in East/West
relations, the European nations reacted nationally. The member nations in their
relations with the Commuﬁist bloc "opted in varying degrees for bi-lateral com-
petitlon rather than more effective means of co-operation, or even a delegation

of their powers to the Commission. It would appear that whenever governments ha-
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ve to face urgent internal or external problems they have less and less confi-

dence in institutional machinery™(6).

Afghanigtan, (Warsaw meeting between BREJNEV and GISCARD d'ESTAING,
May 19th 1980), or the question of Furomissiles (Chamcellor SCEMIDT's visit to
Moscow, July 1980) showed just how deeply the bi-lateral reflex was ingrained.
The EC'S ability to mediate throuﬁh parliamentary-type conferences seems to dis-

solve in a crisis, especially when crises come in rapid succession.

Finally the growing recognition of the Community which Helsinki seemed
to have established did not continue to develop or was indeed perhaps just an
111lusion. De facto recognition did not translate ftself into law.

At the same time, talks parallel to those of the CSCE began between the
EEC and the Comecon (CMEA, Council for Mutual Economic Assistance) 1n
August 1973 and became official im 1976 (the Comecon proposed agreement with the
EEC on general terms of trade and co—operation)(7). Although the setting up of
links between the two economic organisations was the logical outcome of detente
between the two sides of Europe and of the CSCE, fundamental differences existed
between the two institutions. The EC was the concrete.symbol of a Western Euro-
pean force distinct from, and sometimes opposed to, the US and which w;uld beco~
me the basis -of future confederation, whereas the Comecon, dominéted by the
USSR, was an integral part of the Eastern bloc. )
Furthermore, the commercial and'economic integration of the EC was complete and
irreversible whereas the Comecon was only reluctantly supported by most of the
Eastern European nations {trade is three times as great within the EEC as in the
Comecon). So the nature of the EEC/Comecon talks was distorted from the start.
The EEC wanted to encourage and support Eastern Europe's hopes for independencé
whereas the very fact of mutual recognition between the EEC and the Comecon
reinforced the idea that there were two separate identities and therefore two
separate Europes. There have been occasional talks between the two organisatiouns

but as yet there have been no results...(8).

The impossibility of reaching an agreement throws light on the ambiguity
which lay at the heart of the EC's action at Helsinki. The objective was the re-
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cognition of Europe as a plurality of nations and the key to this lay with the
USSR. The stand taken by Europe as a whole, as well as individual nations, was
marked by the tension between the pressures of power politics and the desire to

reconstitute a Furopean space of freedom.

As for Buropean political cooperation, the Nine, then the Ten, showed
their unity over certain principleé concerning Afghanistan and Poland but had to
face Moscow's refusal of recognition. The Carrington proposals for a European
gsunmit conference on Afghanistan made in the name of the Community in July 1981
were rejected. An attempt to send a European emissary to Poland at the height of

tension (the “state of war" proclamation on December 13th 1981) was aborted.

Finally, between Helsinki and Belgrade, then between Belgrade and
Madrid, Madrid and Stockholm, the basic situation changed, forcing the European
group to reexamine fts position. At Helsinki the question of deteante and the
passive participation of the US aside, questioans dealt with the second and the
third basiets encouraged European initiatives. The Nine, then the Ten, were uni~
ted on practical measures concerning individual rights (persoﬁal and professio-
nal contacts, family visits, etc.). In Belgrade, because of stiffening
attitudes, the Mediterranean problem (a subject already ralsed at Helsinki where
several non-European nations, such as Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, ngﬁt, Syria
and Lebanon were present as observers) was one of the few questions that gave
rise to some debate. Only France put forward the idea that there should be a
meeting of only those countries bordering the Mediterranean (Mediteéranean Wor-
king group, November 1977). But more significantly, the question of security in
Madrid became so important that it considerably reduced the role of European
concertation as distinct from that of the Atlantic natious. Im Stockholn
(Eufbpean Disarmament Conference, January 17th 1984), the question of disarma-
ment and its military implications in particular, was left to member states, po-—
litical cooperation being concernmed only with regard to “certain important
foreign policy questions relating to aspects of security policies”(9).
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THE ROLE AND CONTRADICTIONS OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY
IN HELSINKI PROCESS

The deterioration in international relations, the East bloc's recogni-
tion de facto but not de jure of the EC and a change in prospects, all altered
the EC's position in Helsinki process. Between Helsinki and Belgrade and then
between Belgrade and Madrid the Nine then the Ten showed just how weak and in-

complete their unity was.

Of course the fnstitutions themselves, the infrastructure of the coordi-
pation between the Community matters and Political Cooperation improved and uni-
fied between Helsinki and Belgrade. Within the Permanent Representative
Committee in Brussels, a CSCE group covering the second basket was set up to
prepare the Belgrade meeting. Thanks in particular to the Commission members,
links between this group and that of political co-operation were strengthened.
But the basic obstacles were not administrative but political. The CSCE process
was just one factor in East/West relations. What detente had never dealt with,

the renewed tension emphasised this.

The UK continued its close relationship with the US while France consi-
dered 1t esseatial to maintain and to be seen to maintain its indepen&ence. Ho—
wever there was then a change of events : in May 1981 France elected as
president, Frangois MITTERRAND who was very concerned with Human Rights aud,
even more Iimportant, gave his support to the installation of US missiles in re-—
taliation to the {nstallation of Russian 5520's. Federal .Germany could not con-
sider to withdraw from talks begun with the East, particularly with Democratic
Germany. But the changing nature of European unity was most apparent after Gree—
ce joined the EEC in 1981 and refused to condemn thé USSR (This was very obvious
after the South Korean plane was brought down by a Soviet fighter on
August 31lst 1983)(10). National interests did not disappear despite the links
between the Ten ; and the chain of events after 1979 seemed only to harden na—
tional attitudes. The crisis management guidelines set up by the London report
(October 13th, 1981) made no difference. Following the “"State of war” in Polaﬁd,

several EC nations opposed setting the crisis machinery in action. In Belgrade
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the balance of power had changed. The US through their representative Arthur
Goldberg was ready for confrontation. Within the EC, France tried in vain to me~
diate (on February l7th 1978, the French proposal for a final document was dis-
missed summarily by the Soviet delegation). Indeed, France's partners prefered
to stress solidarity with the US. At Belgrade links were forged between coun-
tries of similar culture. Denmark became the intermediary for the EC and Scandi-
navia and an informal Geman-spéaking group made up of the two Germanies,
Austria, Switzerland and Lichtenstein, supervised on documents linguistic

exactitude.

In Madrid, although the Then remained united in their position on Human
rights and over what practical measures to adopt, they were separated by chan-
ging international events. After the “state of war” in Poland, Italy and the UK
together with the US felt that any agreement in Madrid was impossible whereas
France and Federal Germany thought negotiations should continue. This is fact
what happened. The'Ten characteristically compromised, Europe does not know how
to say no ! Above all the importance of military questions (the French proposal
for a European Disarmament Conference) switched the centre of concerted action

to the Atlantic group.

- -

So increasingly it is the neutral and non-aligned nations who play the

role of mediator.

THE CONFERENCE ON DISARMEMENT IN EUROPE

The Stockholm conference on security and safety measures and European

disarmament, which began on January 17th 1984, was the result of a French

proposal. At no time it became a proposal made by the Nine. Thus, on
November 20th 1979, the Nine gave their support to the guidelines which inspired
the proposals made by the Ffench in May 1978 to the 35 signatories of the Hel-
sinki agreement. In Stockholm the generally united approach adopted by the West
at the opening of the conference was remarkable. The identity of views held by
the Atlantic Alliance seemed complete. After one week's work the 16 NATO member—
states put forward an official six point proposal subsequently referred to as a

~package deal” in conference jargon(ll).

seefeae



In the CSCE process as in other areas of diplomacy (the Israeli-Arab
conflict, relations with the US), the EC was soon confronted with bdasic
proilems. Its aim remains the establishment of a political body. But at present
i1 1s still only an assoclation of sovereign nations which changes with every
crisis and round of negotiations. Thus it will remain until Europe takes a major

step forward which will transform it into a real power.

The ambiguity which appeared between Helsinki and Madrid can oaly
persist. With twelve member states in 1986, there will be even more differences
and more contradictions. The Western summit fn Bonn (May 2nd - 4th 1985), while
emphasising "tHe CSCE in which so much hope was invested for the improvement of
Human Rights, should strengthen mutual trust, co-operation and security in
Europe”, underlined all the divisions of the Ten when faced with the US
(particularly about the opening of the new trade negotiations inside the GATT
and the Strategic Defence Initiative).

But, in the eyes of the EC, the CSCE process (even if the aumber of
East/West meetings 4ncreases wup to the plenary session in Vienna
November 4th 1986) is only of secondary importance. The debate on Western
Europe/US relations, postponed‘after the Euromissile crisis, was again renewed
over the questions of trade and of starwars. The arrival of Gorbatchev and his
team at the head of the USSR will also result in some hard thinking within the
Ten (then the Twelve) sabout the Soviet Union and the possibility of a
European/Soviet dialogue. ‘
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NOTES I

(1) Karl KAISER, Cesare MERLINI, Thierry de MONTBRIAL, William WALLACE, Edmond

WELLENSTEIN - "The European Community : Progress or Decline” - Royal Institute
of International Affairs, Institut Frangais des Relations Internationales, 1983.

(2) N.N. INOZEMTSEV =~ The International Relations in Europe in the
1970's -Europe 1980, Institut Universitaire des Hautes Etudes Internationales de
Gendve, 1972, page 129.

(3) First semester 1973
Second semester 1973 : Denmark,
Federal Republic of Germany,

LL]

Belgium,

First semester 1974

Second semester 1974 : France,

First semester 1975 Ireland,

LL]

Second semester 1975 : Italy,

(4) William WALLACE - Natiomal inputs into European Political Cooperation in
"European Political Cooperation”, ed. by David ALLEN, Rheinhardt RUMMEL,
Wolfgang WESSELS - Butterworths European Studies, 1982, page 47.

(5) Gotz Von GROLL - "The Ninme at the Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe™ - quoted in(4), pages 67-68.

(6) Plerre HASSNER ~ Les politiques envers 1'Est, rivalités et convergences dans
“les politiques extérieures européennes dans la crise” (Policles towards Eastern
Europe, Unity and Rivalry in “European Foreign Policies during the
crisis”) -Fondation Nationale des Sciences Politiques, Paris, 1976, page 74.

(7) As from January lst 1975, the negotiation and signing of trade agreements

comes under the authority of the EEC. However all agreements on co-operation and

particularly industrial agreements remain under the control of member states.
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(8) At présent only Rumania among the Comecon nations has signed‘ an agreement

with the EEC.

(9) Extract from the London report, October i3th 1981.

(10) Similarly after the declaration of “state of war™ in Poland on
December 13th 1981, the European Council in its déclaration on March 30th 1982
pointed out “that the situation in Poland continues in influence Rast/West rela-
tions and therefore affects the relations of the Ten with Poland and the USSR
which 1s responsible for the situation™. In another paragraph of the
declarstion, "the Bellenic delegation made a reservation concernipg that part of
the first sentence which states that the relationship between the Tem and the
USSR 1s influenced by events in Poland”.

(11) Victor - Yves GHEBALI - The Stockholm Conference - Preliminary
Perspectives, Défense Nationale, juin 1984, page 58.
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THE CSCE PROCESS AND EUROPEAN SECURITY

I. The Introductory Remarks

.

Europe is growing more and more aware of the necessity to
work out mechanisms of comsultation and cooperation to eliminate
in practice the posaibility of coantredictory interests and ten-
sions turninz into open hostility and prevent tho out break of
a nuclear war in BEurope. |
Meanwhile, Easte-West relations have for several years been
deteriorating and recently dnterad into the phase of an acute
crisis embracing practiecally &ll areas of international coopera.
tion and contactss politica and economics, military and goclal
relations, scientific and cultursal cooperation; and eien gphere:
remote from politice, such as sport and tourism,

The causes of this state of affairs are seen differently in
the East and in the Weat: It would however be & gross simplifi-
cation to believe that appraisals and opinions are determined
solely by membership in politicoe-military groupings or by other
ties of alliance of various statea. Apart from considerable
differentiation of views on the causes of problems and diffie
culties in East-West relations, there are some comrmon elements
in the presented evaluations. N0 one questions the general
thesis that the Eurvpean reality 1s determined by both the rela
tions between states as well as rsletions within individual sta
tes and groupings. Nor is the thesis disputed that militariga-
tion and ideologization of international relations are the main

source of tension and aggravation of the present situastion. How

L 4
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sver, fundamental differences exist in the interpretation of
these ganeﬁﬁl theses, in identification of the sources of
phenomena, and QSpeciélly in determining the responsibility for
the dangerous development of the aituation in Europe,

The state of the relations betwean the Eastern and Western
states which ten years ago participated in the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Burope distinctly departe from the
standards expressed in the form of principles and recommendaw
tions in the CSCE Final Act, and in many instances 1s an out-
right denial of them. The debates held in Kadrid on the queatior
of implementation of the Helainki decisions as well as the nego-
tiations aimed at agreeing on new recommendations focused on
discerning the causes of the alarming deterioration of the itu-
ation, that is. on meking & correct diagnosis and finding ways
of increasing the effectiveness of the CSCE resolutions, so
that they exert a tangible positive influence upon the atate of
East-Weat relationsa. | |
Ten years ago, when the preparations in Helsinki ahd Geneva for
the CSCE Pinal Act, the work of the Conference was treated as
the crowning stone of a whole series of bilateral agreements
and rtiaxation of tension in Eaét-wost relations. It waa the
period of withdrawal of ithe United States from Vietnam. In Euro)
it was the time of democratic changea in Spain, in Portugal and
in Greece. Europe seemed to be entering on a path of construc-
tion of a gystem of security and co-operation. On a path from
which there was no point'of return. |

The development of events questioned, however, the concept

of detente developing continuously and along a steadily rising
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curve. This reasoning posited a kind of sutomaticism of detente.

There appeared a theory of the cyelical nature of development

of international relations. After a phase of détente there came

an outbreak of tensions in Rast=-West relations within a few
weeks of the higtoric meeting of the leaders of 35 states in

Pinlandia Hell. As the month and years pagsed negotiations and

coopsration gave way to increasingly vehememnt political confron-

tation, polemics and mutual accusations., The ressons of this
state of affairs are complicated. In short:_assosmant of the

CSCE process runs all the way from an unqualified approvel to

ektramn criticism. It has been eccompanied both by great hopes

" and expectations and by dissappointment and disillusion.
In this context the following questions deserve being con-
sidered: _ | ’

1. What is the essence of the CSCE process? Is this concept

) confined ‘to the implamentatinn.df the principles and provi-
. aions'of the Helsinki Finsl Act, or does it embrasce the whole
of the policy of detente between the Baat and the West?

2. What is the nature of the cécx provisions an@ what function
do they perform in relations betwean the CSCE participating
atates?

3« Do the difficulties that have occured in East-West relations
possesas a structursl and lasting nature, or do they result
from phenomena of & transitional and subjective nature and
thus possess a temporary character? |

4. What are the prospects for the CSCE pfocesa?
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II. The Essence of the CSCE process

The multileteral process initiated ten years age in Helsinki
was the most comprehensive and ambitions atfempt to harmonize
the conflicting interests of States from East end West and to
replace the confrontational and hostile posture by & coopera-
tive. | _

Among the elements constituting the new quality of the pro-
cess, one should mentions

- first, the setting in motion of the multilaterzl processg
in the process initated in Helsinki, all states of Europe and
sorth America have participated since the beginning;

= gecond, the democratic character of this processg in the
Final Recommendations from Holainﬁi. the participants agreed
that all states wouid take part in the CSCE as sovereign and |
independent snd in conditions of full equality; respect for
aéual rights is guaranteed by the proviasion that resclutions
will be adopted by consensus, construed as lack on the part of
any representative the objections which would be treated by him
as an obstacle to meking a decision in the question under dis-
cussiong |

- third, the comprehensive character of the principles and
decisiona of the CSGCE, which encompass pract;cally all areas of
international l1life: politics and economy, military affairs, co=
* operation in thq humanitarian field, protection of the environ-
ment, exchenge in the domain of culture, sclence, and technoe
lozye human contacts, information, and edueation. This made 1t
possible to hermonize the interests of states in wverious do#

¢ -



mains. On this basis, the CSCE Pinal Act is described es an
expreacion of the equilibrium achieéved, which integrally embra-
ces all "baskets® /concessions in some areas were compensated
for in other domains/. Hence, & selsctive approach to the
implementation of the CSCE resolutions, an cxaggeration of the
~slgnificance of some aspects at the expense of othﬁr agpects
/@ages evaluatihg the CSCE process exclusively from the view-
point of humen rights/, leads, in fact, to upsetting the equi-
librium and to & deformation of the whole process, The meaning
of the compromise accomplished conaistg not only in adopt;ng
definlte agreements, but also in respecting in prﬁctice the ine
tereata of all participants in the CSCE process, 1ntarests‘ex-
pressed in concrete provisions of the Helsinki Pinal Act;

= fourth, ensuring the continuity of the initiated process
without creating a new organization, Initially, the idea of
calling new institutions into being gained wide popularity1. It
manifested itself in both official proposals of states and model
soiutions suggested b; theprista in both the Enst2 and the 'Olt:
In time, however, the aearcpea were concentrated on pragmatie
solutions. It is worth nofing that in the period of prepareation:
for the CSCE, the NATO states were firmly opposed not only to ar
institutionalization, but also to a continuation of the multila«
teral process. As the debate on the contents of the principles
and provisions of the CSCE Finsl Act lengthened, on could obsery
an evolution of standpoints in this question. The socialist sta-
tes, which were the suthors of the idea to set up & permanent
_organ, insisted on politicsl rather then technical solutions.:
The point was that the initiated process should not lead to
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*multiplying new organizational entities®, but should rather
serve the strengthening of security and th@ development of eo=-
operation in Europe. On the other hand, the Western states, dur-
ing the second stage of the CSCE in éeneva, would not assume
*any obligation for the future*$. Their atance resulted from the
conviction that an inatitutionalization of the CSCE process was
subordinated to the interests of the Warsaw Treaty countries
and would lead to undermining the unity of the Atlantie
Alliancos. Undexr the circumstanées.'noutral and non-aligned
countries were the main advocatss of ensuring the continuation
of the Helsinki procesa, supported by a group of small end me=-
dium-size states of the East and the west; belonging to .exist~
ing politico-military groupings. In.effect, the continuity of
the CSCE process /and tﬁia is the essence of the compromise in
this matter/ consists not only in the decisions }o hold multilas.
teral mesetings, such as Belgrade-T7 or Madrid-80, and meetings
of CSCE experts /as in Montreux in 1978, in La Valetta in 1979,
in Hamburg in 1980, in Athens 1984, in Ottawa 1985 or in Buda=
pest 1985/, but above all in implementing the principles and
provisions of the Helainki Final Act'on a8 unie, bi-, and multi-
lateral basis. In other worda.‘content and aubstaﬁce rather tha
form are more important for the continuation of the process.
¥hat is important in the CSCE procsse is that the partici-
pating'Statea have givan'priority to their common'intera;ts :
over the differences which divide them. The CSCE provisions do
not eliminate the sources of differences and controversies but
create 1natrumentq to resolve conflicta through peaceful means,
through negotiations, political consultation and cooperation.
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| ir prﬁcfice all areas of internmational activities and
mutual relations among CSCE participating states'shou;d be
adjhsted fo the set of rules adopted in Helsinki, The entire
Pinal Act and the CSCE principles in perticular set up an in-
tegral whole6
cluded in the Final Act in order to prevent a selective aprroach

« These and other provisions were intentionelly ine

of the adopted decisions and tc rule out any attempt at over-
emphasizing some principles at the expense of others., Officially
all the countries in East and West reaffirmed in various ways
the fact that - in sccordance with the Pinal Act - each ares is
of equal importance to aecuritj and cooperation in Europe. In
practice some NATO States, and in particular the United States,
coasider only the human rights provisiona as the centerpiece ané
the core of the whole CSCE proceas7. Such a reduction of the
practical significance of Helsinki Pinal Act to certain aspects
of human rights /individual vs. coilective; political va, econo-
mic/ was persistently pursued at all the stages of the CSCE to
the detriment of other provisions, and eafocially of those regu-
lating fhe areas of security and economic cooperat?on. In gene=
ral, although the aim of the Helsinki Conference was to elabo-
rate the framework of inter-state relations, the main eoncern of
the BATO representatives was: how to replace the role and res-
pongibility of States by th§ individuals and non=-governmentsal
~ organizations in the process initiated by the CSCE. Phis approac
reflected the political philosophy and ideoclogical values of the
Western countries. | | ' |

The documents adopted in Helsinki, Belgradc and Madrid exe
press a compromise. But it would be a crass oversimplification

\



& _ that

to say - as it is often presented in some publications
»3asket One" /Questions Relating to Security in Europe/ reflect-
~ ed principaily the interests of the Socialist countries, wheree
as "Basket Three® /Co-operation in Humenitarian end Other .
Fields/ suited the needs and the e:pectations of the KATO States
One should mot imagine the compromise as a simple trade-off; s
a "price™ which had to be paid by WEQ or NATO countries for
adopting certain provisions unacceptable to them.'fhe compromise
is expressed in an agreement reflecting a balance of interests
not only in the entire documeht; but also in its parts and even
in specific, carefully and thoroughly negotiatad phrases and
wordings of asome provisions. )

The process of the CSCE was "motivated by the political wil:
in the interest of peoples, to improve and intensify their rela-
tions and to comtribute in Burope to peace, security, justice
and co-operation as well as to rapprochement among themselves |
and with the other Siates of the world."? In other words, it wa:
intended to establish a confidence building system encompassing
all tﬁe areas of internmational activities. In order to achieve
thds aim, the central problem was to find a balance between
goals and means. This implies respsct for socioe-politicel diver-
sity. On this basis a systematization and codification of prin-
ciples apnd norms proved possible, which were to constitute, to
the agreed extent, a joint regime for all Eurdpean and North
American siales. Specific asolutions were fo be subordinated to
these goals, |



III. The Nature of the CSCE Decisions

Exploring the causes of the limited effectiveness of the
Helsinki Final Act, some observers express the view thét the
source of the weaknesa 6f the CSCE lies in the moral=-political
/angd ﬁot legal/ character of its provisions and.in the limita~
tion of the gcope of their application to the territories of the
signatory states. The character of the CSCE resolutions.is the
outcome of a definite compromise. Three ways of thinking on thi::
question have emerged which could be characterized briefly es
follows: | |

1« The Final Act is oot apn agreement in the understanding of
the law of treaties and does not give rise to obligations under
igternational law /this way of reasaning is widésprsia among
Wéstexn authors/1o.

2. The Final Act contains provisions of & varying legal
naturej nonetheless, the CSCE Declarstion on Principles is the
most significant, its provisicons being unreservedly binding in
the sphere of internstional law /this view prevails in the pro-
fessional literature of the Socislist countries/!:

3. The Final Act asystematizes and concretizes norms of &
12

political nature "3 they possess a varying but -essentisl legal
significance, since they reinforce the binding rules of interna-
tional lew or further the development 6f this law; nonetheless,
the sources of the binding force of the CSCE resolutions are of
a8 non=legal nature13. | |

Misunderstandings arising with regard to the politico-legal

qualification of the CSCE provisions are comnected with a text-
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bookish approach to new phenomena and solutions which - satisfy-
ing as they do the definite needs of internstional life - trans-
cand th§ bounds of the traditional science of law. The opinion
is quite wideépread among specialists in idternatiqnal lew that
only legel rules posaess & binding force in international rela-
tions. Any non-legal, ﬁolitical. moral norms were regarded as
pot being binding. This is doubtless a coérect reagoning as far
as international law is concerned, However, the CSCE resolution:
are designed as an instrument of action in the sphere of poli-
tics, and not in the domsin of intermational law, This distinc-
‘tion is clearly drawn in the text of the Helsinki Final Act.
Priociple i /Fulfillment in good faith of obligations under in-
" ternational law/ states, inter alias °In exercising their
soferaign’righta. including the rigﬁt to determine their /the
perticipating states = A. D, R./ laws and regulations,-they wil:
conform with their legal obligations under international law;
they will furthermore pay dug regard to and implement the provi.
slons in the Final Act of the Conference an Security and Coope-
ration in Europe®. In addition, the parties to this document
aiated that *the text of this Final Act /.../ is not eligible
for registration under Article 102 of_thé Charter of the United
Xetions®, which, a8 a note of ihe Pinnish government to the UN
Secretary Genersl explains, would be the case if an internatio-
nal trealy or agreement was infblved14. Under the circumstances,
any attempis at imparting a leghl cheracter to the Final Act ar«
futile; aince it was a clesr intention of the parties not to
give @ legal form %o the principles and provisions adopted.
| lioreover, those authors are right who emphasige that this does
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pot detract from the significance and effectiveness of the Final
Agt15. Que can, of course, ponder over the motives which guided
the signatories of the document in giving it & form which “goes
beyond the known categories of documents containing the results

of international conferences'16

» At this ioint, it seems rele-
vant to remark that the non-legal nature of the CSCE provisions
is the outcome, not of an oversight, but of the political will
of zhs stafes participating in the Conference. Consequently, a
.legal interpretation can only help to understand the function of
this document. For éxample, the stetement that this is not an
international agreement or that the document does not create
laws and obligations in the sense of hard law, but only in the
sense of soft law, does not explain anything, since the inten-
tion of the participants in the CSCE was not to make law, but t¢
gearch for effective polifical mechanisms to strengthen security
and develop cooperation in Burope. . .

In other words, criteria of political rathar than legal eva-
luation are sultable in an anslysis of the accords reached in
Helsinki, Belgrade and Madrid'! since the problem 1ies not in a
qualification of the CSCE provisions from the point of view of
the theory of iﬁternational lawy, but in defining_the role and
function which these pfovisions ought to fulfill in the practice
of international relations.

Considering the problem in practical categories, one can get
. forth a thesis that the CSCE provisions had, and have, 2 dual
function to perform. On tﬁe one hand, they definitely clossd the
postwar period in Europej on the other, they rendered econcrete

the principles of peaceful coexistence in Europe and defined the
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rules of conduct of states in their mutual relations in the
future. .

The political nature of the obligations undertaken in the
Final Act presupposes political responsibility for the fulfill-
‘ment of these obligations. What decides of the efficacy of in-

ternational politicel norms in general, and of the CSCE provie
gions in particular, are the principles of reciprocity and ine-
terdepaendence. Interestingly enough, the affectiveness of & num-
ber of international-legal obligat%ons which states had assumed
long bafore the signature of the CSCE Final Act /e.g., in the
International Covenants on Human Rights/ increased only after
their inclusion in the provisions of the Final Act. This con-
cerns not only human rights, but also some qthér generaliy bind-
ing principles of international law which, after thaif inclusior
in the CSCE Declarstion on Principles, exert & much stronger in.
fluence on the practice of intcrnational relations than they di«
prior to the Helsinkl Conference. One could mention here, in
particular, references to territorial principles, te the prin-
ciple of self-determination, and to the principle of non-inter-
veation in internal affairs. Also worth noting is the fact that,
durng the meetings of éaprésantatives of the participating sta.
tes in Belgrade and Madrid, delegations presented in detall and
of their own acéord. not only the achievemenis in the realiza-
tion of the Final Act provisions regarding operative matters
/economic c00perat;nn. cooperation in science and technology,
the protection of the environment, human contacts, information,
. culture, and education/, but also in the observance and implee
mentation of the CSCE decalogue of principles. In other words,
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the fact that the CSCE process.hae‘so far had e rather limited
effect on the improvement of relations between the atates of

' Europe does not résult from the limited binding force of the
decisions of the Helsinki Conference, but from & whole chain of

causes beyond the gphere of influence of this process.

IV. The Problems and Difficulties ' .

How did the provisions and the whole mechanism of the CSCE
function in praqtice? The evaluation of this process is not un=-
equivocal even from the point of view_of individual astates, so
a coniergance of views is much more difficult to achieve in
mu;tilateral documents to be agreed upon by representatives of
the 35 states participating 1n'tha CSCE /the ﬁttempts at formu-
lating, in Masdrid, joint opinions on the subject of the imple-
mentation of the CSCE provisions encountéred insurmoantable
. difficulties/. This is comprehensible if one considers that the
Helsinki document was, and still is, treated in practice by all
countries as an instrument for the realization of group and na-
tional interests. This approach reises no objections if the in=
terests of the individual statss or groups of states are net in
compatible with common goals and-the foundations of the whole
process. | - \

Attempts 6t summing up the implementation of the CSCE pro-
visions were made at various stages, both in soclalist countrie
and in a mejority of Weétern atateg. Unlike the materisls of th
US Congreass, however, the attention /8.8es in reports worked ou
' in Spain, Denmark, Pinland, or Canada/ was as & rule focused on
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‘the foreign policy of the g;van state in the context of the -
implementation*of the CSCE principles and recommendations, Al-
though a collection of reports of this kind would not provide s
sufficient basis for an objective summing=-up of the implementa-
‘tion of the Finel Act, nonetheless, these reports testify to the
need of presenting by the signatory states of their accomplishe
ments in this domaing Interestihgly enough, the European survey:
an this subject identify the CSCE process with detente in East-
-WWest relations. Disturbances in this process ere treated as
departures from the norﬁal state of intermational relations, al-
thouéh there exist fundemental divergencies in the evalustion of
the'aourcas and causes of difficulties and problems nbw arising
‘along the East-West line., .

During the past years thet have elapsed since the aignafure
of the Final Act, a significant evolution has occurred in the
Wastern.apﬁraiaala of this document: initially criticized as an
expression of the West’s unilateral concessions toward the So-
cialist countries, this document todasy is treated as the basis
for relations with the Socialist countries évar a hiétorically
long period of time, ‘

Practice 1s the touchstone of the durability and effective-
neas- of internationel mechanismg, The poasitive achiayeméﬁts of
the CSCE process should not be limited to maintaining channels
of communication and understanding betiween tha.East and the West
in conditions of a detefiorating international situation. The
measure of the effects of this process are not single agreement:
facts, and developments, but the sum total of phenomenes that hay
brought about lasting changes in the international system -
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changes in the sphere of politics /the state of inter-bloc rela-
tions and the equally important changes within the bloes/, of
social psychology /overcoming the barriers of hostility and
animogity/, of economy /awareness of intardependenéies/. of the
military aspects of securiiy /awereness of threats and of the
need to create new étructuraa for confidence and security/.

A pogitive aapect of the CSCE proceas is that Burope has
been brought cloaer to the vision of common security:

- territorial-political stability has been achieved; the
problem of frontiers h§3 been removed from the agenda of the in-
ternational debatey ‘ _ _ |

- tandencles toward emancipation in Western Europe have beer
strengthened and the fereign policies of tgafstates of that
region have been diversified /the European NATO states do not
want to subordinate their interests to the US global policy/s

- the CSCE process is clearly shifting to the sphere.of
military aspects of security /the I Stage of the Conference on
Confidence~ and aeeurity-building Measuras and Disarmament in
Burope convened in Stockholm/;

= 014 economic, cultursl, and other ties between the East
and the, Weat have Q’en restored and new onoa‘catabliahod;

' = continuation of the detente process in the long run may-
creates for all CSCE participating states optimum external con=-
ditions for resolving difficult economic and social problems,

There are negative puenomena as wells |

- an "ideologization™ of the CSCE processj

- the utilization by some countries of detente and CSCE pro-
¢cess as an ihstrumcnt.'in more distant perspective, for a
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revitalization of a German problem, which would upset the Euro-
pean egquilibriumg -

- attempta taken by some EATO atates at meking Socialist
countries economically dependent on the West /inadequate instru-
ments of interdependence/.

Altogether, the process initiated in Halaiﬁki has released
immense energy and activated the policies of all participants ir
the CSCE. Various unilateral actions were undertakeny in many
ecountries change; were introduced in legal regulationsg steps
were taken to provide material premises for tﬁe‘realization of
the adopted decisions. On a bilateral basis, along the Bast-West
line: reviews of bilateral relations are cairied out regularly
with a view to a more effective implementation of the CSCE reso-
lutions; new agroements are being concluded, which concretise
the general principles and recommendations contained in multila~
teral documants. Pinally, on & multilatersal basgiss dialogue is
continuing, the successive stages of which were marked by the
CSCE follow-up meetings in Belgfada and Madrid and by the meete
ings of CSCE experts /in Kontreux, La Valetta, in Bonn, Hamburg,
and in Athens, Venice, Ottawes and Budapest/. '

The question arises in this context: is the process initiat-
ed in Helsinki nearing conclusion? Do the possibilities for ﬁn
improvement of relations and for a further positive influence on
shaping the s;tuation in Europe require setting naw mechanzama

in motion? .
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V. Prospects for the CSCE Proceass

The increase of tension in the world necessitates searching
for more effective means of surmounting this tension, Should we
expect a new conference of the leadars\bf 35 stztes of EBurope
and Lorth America? Such & sclution cannot be ruled out. However,
the problem must not be limited to holding successive conferen=-
ces and adopting new declarations and documents, although in
eritical situations the negotiating process alone contributes tc
the relaxation of tension and plays the role of a stabilizer of
Bast-West relations. Détente and the CSCE process, which is an
institutional continuation of détenta. do not function in a
vacuum and are not linear phenomana. In the 1970%s the framework
and rules waere defined for rivalry and clashes of conflicting
interests in various areas of international life, These éontra-
dictions have not evanescad. What is more, in effect of accel=-
esrated armaments, the relations'in the military field have gra-
valy deteriorated. Hew threats have bean added to the old ones.
The queastlion has arisen of extanding the CSCE proceas to the
sphere of military relations. This is & new and important dimen-
sion which will determine the essence of EuéoPGan security in
the 1980*s, The possibility is cmnrginé of prograsa in -the
questions of the so=-called second generation of military confi-
dence-and sacurity-bullding measures and of including them in
the structures shaped in the multilateral CSCE process.

Gne should not expect that in the future the process of se-
curity and cooperation will proceed in conditions of harmonious
interesfa and lack of factors which adversely influence its
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development. Politics is an art of feasible things. Although it
is obvious that diplometic transactions are carried out in
effect of‘comprcmise and mutual condessions. one cexr at times
héve tae impression that positive results of détente are expect-
ed without the readiness to bear the expenses of this policye.
Such expectations are illusive and unrealistic. In rractice,
tais weans that two parallel political lines will continue to
exist in the CSCE process: on the one hand, the striving to
gtrengtien security and develop cooperation, on the other hand,
attempts to employ CSCE mecaanisms for the purpose of legaliza-
tion of a policy of interfarance in the internal affairs of
otaer states. This process will oscillate between security and
cooperation, on the one hand, and confrontation and interventio-

nism, on the othar18

. External developments and factors inde-
pendent of the CSCE /politiceal, economic, and military situa-
tiou, Eonflicta. etc./ have so far had z stronger effect on the
evolution of the process initiated in Helsinki than this process
has had on the development of the éituation.

In other words, security has ite limits. They are determined
by the vital interests of external and internal security of in-
dividual states and of the two alliances. A subjective approach
to these interests and attempts by one side to pursue its own
éoals withoui regerd to the goals of the partners may, and
sctually do, creete threats to the functioning of the entire ine
ternationgl syster. An effective and realistic security system
ig preseat-day Lurope, and, more broadly, in Eagt-West rela-
tions, cahnot be founded on & concept of dominetion and submiase

sion, that it to say, it cannot be a system of subordination in



the sease that one grouping would recognize the superior;ty of
the other and submit to its will. Adopting es the initial pre-
mise the approximete baiance 6f:power that exists in EasteV¥est
relations and the fact that the dividing line runs between the
groubs of states with different socio—politicalrsﬁstems. the
sgcurity system shouldlperforuxthe functions of coordination end
of maintaining the balance of power. Leaving theoretical comsi=
derations aside, it is only wortn noting that the development of
this system in the 1980%s will be determined by clashes of dif=-
ferent conceptions in conjunction with the concrete military-po-
litical situation, and not in accordance with model construe=-
tions elaborated by theorists. Instructive in this respect 1is
the experience of the past decade, when there appeared scores
of different theoretical propositions which had no visible effect
on the adopted solutions. There are chances to restore the prace
tical significance of the CSCE process only if the following
requiraments are met. ,

/1/ Respect for the principle of "egual security®™ and the
reservatio ilitary equilibrium. This demands, above all,
accaptance of nuclear parity and reﬁunciation by all sides of
strivings to secure superioritye. It also means refraining from
the absolutization.of one’s own security &t the expense of the
other side and the treatment of the'question of control and
verification in a manner adequate to the agreed measures aimed
at strengthening security, reducing esrmaments, and diminishing
militery activity. _

/2/ The effective appligation of a policy of non-interventin

and non~interference in intermnal affairs. This involves the
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renunciation°of expansionism and arbitrary recogrnition of various
regions of the world as one s own "security zones"y full respect
for the inviolability of existing and recognized frontiers /fhis
concerns, above all, the situation in Centrel Zurops/, the

- questioning of which is a destabilizing factor in thé politico-
-military equilibrium, which coanstitutes the foundation of ree
Sional securitye. | |

/3/ The nopn-use-of-force in international relations. This

concerns both relations betwean states and between systems., This
can be achieveéfin different forms: a.treaty, or solemn declara-
tion, or any other political act which would emsure the practi-
cal effectivensss of the principle of non;use-of-force.

/4/ Separatingz the ideological competition from intergtate
relations. This means refraining from transferring ideological
disputes intoc the sphere of relations between states and from
teudencies to impose one®s own value system as the only velid
model and cri&grian in evaluating tha_policies 9f other states

and social movemanis.

/5/ doint action aimed at resolving global problems which
condition the mainteﬁance of world peacs. Tiiis concerna, in
particular, steps designed to prevaent nuclearlwaf and bring
about disarﬁamant. ‘ h |

o one should cherish the illusion that gystem of common
gecurity in Europe will be the result of a definite meeting or
conference. This is a process with a historical dimenaion, a
process taking place on many planes, complex, and not devoid of
internal coptradictions. & process of searching for the common

- denominator for different, at times antagonistic conceptions of



-2 -
security and confidence. The results of the Helsinki Conference
were the first svep along this road. The next step was done in
kiadrid. Some hopes are connected with,the Stockholm Confersncae.

The initiated dialogue may be disturbed or evem suspended,
but siaould not be discontinued for good. Security and mutual
trust are not, and will not be, a2 condition achieved once and
for alle. Tnis is a process of searciing for equilibrium and
equel security in a world of conflicting interests, tensions,
and crises. |

What Burope needs is a comprehenaive agreement. Such an
agreement cannot be worked out by experts or achieved &s a re-
sult of detailed debates of & technical-military nature. The
gravity of the situation demands serious decisions which would
diminish distrust and suapicion and increase confidence and the
wiil of cooberation. and which would eliminate more effectively

the poassibility of a nuclear war in Burope.
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Footnotes
1 The memorandum 61 ministers of foraign,afféirs of gtates
parties to the Warsaw Treaty /Budapéat. June 22, 1970/ said that.
it would be useful to hold a sefies of Buropean cohferencas and
to establish an appropriate orgﬁn. with the participation of
interested states, to deal with the guestion of security and
" cooperation in Europe. The head of the Polish delsgation to
phase I of the CSCE in Helsinki, Kinister of Poreign Affairs,
Stefan Olszowski, said on July 7, 1973: "we think it necessary
to set up suitable machinery for multilatera; conaultations in-
volving all States participating in the Conference. Polend
attaches particular importance to the establishment of sueh a
mechanlsm, perhaps in the shape of a econsultative committee®™,
--Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe. Stage I -~ Hele
sinki, Verbatim Records, July 3-7, 1973, /CSCE/I/PV. 2, p. 37/,
An expression of~the official standpoint of the Warsaw Treaty
states in tnis matter wes the Czechoélovak proposai submitted on
duly 4, 1973 /Doc. CSCE/1/5/ and the communique of the Consulta=
tive Political Committee of States—parties to the Warsaw Treaty
/Yarsaw, April 18, 1974/.

2 One could mention here proposal to set up a Council for

buropean Security, conteined in the book of the Soviet author

lie Ne winasyan: Sotsializm i miezhdunarodnoye pravo, Saratov
1975, p. 236. As regards Polish authors, cf.: A. Towpik: Ogélne-
suropajski system bezpieczenstwa i wspélﬁracy /The European
System of Security amd Cooperation/, in: Sprawy iigdzynarodows,

19724 no. 1, p. 13 and A, D. Rotfelds Ogélnoeuropejski system
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bezpieczeistus i wspéipracy /Prawdopodobiesstwo powstania, zarys
struktury i funke;ji/ /The Buropean System of Security and Coope-
| rations The FProbabllity of Its Establishment: An Qutline of Ita
Structure aand Functions/. in: Studia Nauk Politycznych, 1973,
N0« 24 ppe 165 ££f,

% A detailed proposal for an East-West Standing Commiseion =
cf.s M. Palmer: The Prospects for a Buropean Security Conference
London 13971, p. 50. For more on the subject of ¥eatern models of
institutional solutions, see: A, D. Rotfeld: Europejeki system
bezpieczeistwa 1 wepdéipracy /Zachodnie modele a rzeczywistosé/
/The European System of Security and Cooperation /The Wsstern
kodels and Keallty// Warszawa 1973,‘mimeographod.

4 Pn. Devillers: Conférence sur la Sécuritd et la Coopération

en Lurope. Revue de Defense Nationale, 1975, noc. 31.

? The American ‘authors T. W. Stanley and D. k. Whitt /Détente
Diplomacy: United States agd European Security in the 1970%s.
liew York 1970, ppe. 81 £f/ defined nine Soviet policy objectives
waich the multilateral CSCE process will serve. For a critical
analysis of this stance, see: As. Do Rotfeld: The CSCE /Its Cone
ception, Realization and Significence/ in: Polish Western Afe
fairs, 1973, vol. XIII, 00« 1, pPe 23,

© gne final cleuse of the Declaretion on Principles Guiding

kelations between CSCE States provides: "“All the principles set
forta zbove are of primery significance and, accordingly, they
will be egually and unreservedly applied. each of them being
interpreted taking into account the othaers.”
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7 One can find in some American writings the following inter-
pretation of the CSCE Pinal Act: "For thq first time in history,
human rights were formally recognized in an internetional agree-
ment as & fundamental prinéiple regulating relations between
States.”™ William Korey, Humap Rights and the Helsinki Accord.
Focus on U.S. Policy. /New York, Foreign Policy Association,
Headline Series No. 264, 1983/, p. 15=17. These types of com=-
ments ignore the UN Charter /art. 1, p. 3/ and other documents,
such as the Declaration of Human Rights or the Covenants on Hu=
man Rights. ‘

8 Among the American publications - see: S. J. Flanagan, "The

CSCE and the Development of Detente®, in Buropean Security:
Prospects for the 1980s, D. Leebaert, ed. /Lexington, 1979/, P.
1903 Korey, op.cit,

9 none Preamble of the CSCE Final Act"™, in Prom Helsinki to
Hadrid. CSCE Documenis. A. D. Rotfeld, ed. Warsaw 1983, p. 111.

i0 ¢fe de S. Russel: The Helsinki Declaration: Brobdingnag o»
Lilliput? in: American Journal of International Law, 1976, vol.
703 Ge von Groll: Die Sohlussakte der KSZE. Aussenpolitik, 1975,
vol. 263 K. Blechs Die KSZE als Scnritt im Entspannungsprogass
in: suropa Arcniv, 1975, vol. 30.

1 Cfe €eg8est VO imia mira. Kiezhdunarodnopravaniye problemy
yevrbpeiakoi bezopastnosti, Moskva 1977 S. Bock: Festigung
der Sichehreit in Europa -~ Kernstfick der Schlussakte von Helsin-
ki. Deutsche Aussenpolitik, 1975, vol. 203 W, Poeggel: Kwestia
obowigqzujgcego charakteru Aktu Eodcowego z Helsinek przy sscze-

g6lnym uwzglegdnieniu 10 zaasad /The Question of the Bihding Force

-
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of the delsinii Final Act witn Special ZErphasis on the 10 Prin-

ciples/ in: Przeglqd Stosuakdw lidgdzynarodowyche 1976, no. 1.

2 nis standpoint is widely represented in Polish writings.

Cfs Jeo Symonides: lekleracja zased stosunkdéw migdzypsdstwowych
KBWE /The GCE Declaration on Principles of Internastional Relae
tions/ ins Sprawy Migdzynarodowe, 1975, no. 103 A, Klafkowski:
Akt Kodcowy KBWE -« podstawy interpretacji prawnej /The CSCE
Final Act: The Basis for Legal Interpretation/ in: Sprawy Yic-
dzynarodowe, 1976, no. 7=83 A. D. Rotfeld: KBWE, Zagednienia
pravne /The CSCE:s Legal Questions/ ins: Padstwo i Prawo, 1376,
no. 1«23 K. Skubiszewskit Akt Korcowy KBWE w éwietle prawa miee
dzynarodowego /The CSCE Pinal Act in the Light of Internatiomal
Law/ in: Padstwo i prawo, 1976, no. 123 R. ﬁiarzanek: Bezpie~
czenstwo regionalne w systemie ONZ /Regional Security within the
U System/. Warszawa 1977, ech. VIII.

13 Cf. Th. Schweisfurth: Zu der Rechtsnatur, Verbindlichkeit
und vBlkerrechtlichen Relevenz der KSZE~-Schlussakte. Ein Diskuse
sionsbeitrag zum Ph8nomen der ausserrechtlichen /non=legel/
zwischenstaatlichen Abmachung. Zeitschrift fBr auslendisches
Bffentliches Recht und V8lkerrecht, 1976, no. 4. |

14 of. Ux office of Publie Information, NO/464/ - mote of

Sertember 19, 1975.

15 wIne fact tnat the CSCE Pinal act is not e tresty, is by no

means disadventageous. And even on the contrary, a treaty could
be renounced and then various doubts would arise as to the
attitude of the withdrawing state toward European cooperstion.

Ihe éSCE Final 4ct is not subject to renunciation because the
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law of treaties is not applicable to it". K. Skubiszewski: op.
Cilbe, De T

16 Ipidem, p. 15.

17 Cf. J. Gilas: Mig¢dzynarodowe normy polityczme /Internatio-
nal Political iorms/ ins Przeglgyd Stosunkdéw Miedzynarodowych
1978, no. 3.

18 Cf. a collective work: Zwischen Intervention und Zusammen~

erbeit, Interdisziplinfire Arbeitsergebnisse zu Grundfragen
der KSZE. Berlin 1979.
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Conditions and Reguirements for Policy of Peaceful Coexistence

in Europe and Coalition of Common Sense

I. Experience of the seventies

Prevention of war along with preservation and consolidation
of péace has become the "categorical imberative" of interna-
tional relations in our time., A solution to political, eco-
nomic, and social problems by means of military confrontation
is less practicable than ever before. In view of the worldwide
concentration and massing of destructive capacities, such an
approach would leéd‘to disaster. The aggravating danger to
the very existence of mankind which would result from a war
fought with weapons of mass destruction and associated total
irrationality of military war-winning thinking has created a
situation in which even preparations for such war are of de-
stabilising impact on international security. Due to the in-
tricate nature of the structure of international relations,
gven minor hotbeds of tension might touch on security in-
terests of other states and groups of states and, consequently,
escalate to global conflict.

Such inescapable pressure towards peaceful arrangement of
international relations is likely to entail new demands on
the political action of all states, above all those of greater
military importance, with the view to finding compromise so-
lutioné to disputed problems. A retrospective review of Euro-
pean developments (and their global implications) from the

mid-seventies, against the background of the objective need



for peaceful arrangement, may provide some fundamental in-
sights which can be lessons for today. Or, in other words:
Continuation on the road to Eollective security in Europe,

as an objective of our efforts, will depend for good success
on thorough evaluation of the experience of détente, if the
policy of détente is to be revived, continued, and eventually

raised to higher levels for the above purpose.

Systematised account of experience

In the first place, evidence has been produced to the effect

that in our continent genuine and high-stability security will
not be obtainable unless it is based on the principles of
peaceful coexistence among states of different social systems.
Europe, the continent where states of the two antagonistic
_systems are facing each other within closest contact distance,
has been the first region which showed most clearly that
neither side can achieve security at the expense of the other
side's insecurity., It has been an irrevocable experience of
the Europeans that the policy of cold war, threat of military
aggression, economic embargo, and open confrontation did not
only fail to weaken the positions of the socialist states but
also failed to provide any benefit to its authors., Safeguarding
of peace, cooperation, and reduction of tensionlwill not be
practicable unless common or pafallel interests of all parties
involved are accepted as point of departur; and are mﬁtually
respected and, more important though, are systematically ex-

plored and expanded. One tenet was absolutely confirmed, one



which had already been agreed for the 1972 USSR-USA Treaty
on Basic Principles of Relations, though repeatedly neglected
by the Western side: Never try "directly or indirectly to

obtain unilateral advantages at the expense of the other side".~

In the second place, this experience has been recorded: Ac-

ceptance of theiview that security from war is the most ele-
mentary securiti interest has added. great momentum to the
process of détehte. It was thus a new experience in the

L
seventies that,?for the first time in history, peace appeared
to be more than simply absence of war in a vicious circle of
war - peace - war again. The nations of Europe discovered that
peace and security were possible on the basis of permanent
constructive dialogue and development of reciprocally advan-
tageous cooperafion among states of different social systems.
Hence, evidence was produced to the effect that the conditions
of the political framework can be substantially stimulating
or inhibiting factors for progress in all-European. cooperation
at economic, cultural, and humanitarian levels,

In the third place, more armament, confrontation instead of

cooperatioh, féfardation of steps &o military détente proved
to provide less rather than more security for all parties in-
volved, The system of international relations was thus found
to be destabilised, with the risk of disastrous war.growing.

In the fourth place, the seventies produced‘clarity on

where to find the prime movers and forces for continued po-
litical détente and complementary steps towards military dé-

tente, on the one hand, and those forces, on the other, that

were behind confrontation concepts in European state relations,



History itself hés clearly revealed who stayed the course
to recovery of the ?tmosphere in Europe and the world, the
socialist nations and states as well as numerous peaceloving,
realistic, and negqtiation-minded forces in the West. It has
also revealed who Had left that course, forces working against
détente and for military superiority that today have a de-
cisive say above all in US policies.

The approach_to European security had all the time been cha-
racterised by two trends since the end of World War Two:
policies aimed.at peaceful cooperation, pursued by the so-
cialiét states, progressive forces in all strata in capita-
list countries, and realistically thinking bourgeois circles,
including circles in government, on the one hand, and policies
oriented to prevention and dismantling of internaticnal co-
operation on an equal footing, on the other, the latter'polin
cies being pursued by certain forces in Western countries that
tried to obtain "security” by surrender or defeat of socialism.

The problem of European security and cooperation has again
been sharpened and i&ts prospects blurred by the policy of
the US administration in Ronald Reagan's first term of office.
It was a policy of rejection of détente and peaceful coexistenc:
and of anti-socialist rhetorics.

The countries of the socialist community are not willing to
use fo?ce, pressure or military violence to settle the anta-
gonism between different systems and ideologies. They wish
to resort to peaceful means. The inevitable parallelism of so-

cialism and capitalism should and must be characterised by



peaceful coexistence among states of different social systems,
. for the sake of man®’s survival. They are working for an ex-
pansion of positive approaches to peaceful togetherness of

the nations of Eurdpe. The socialist states have neither open
nor covert intentions to force the ideas of scientific so-
cialism upon other peoples and states, with military means
being absclutely out of question.

At this point, explicit reference should be made to the
Prague Declaration of the Warsaw Treaty of January 1983 in
which the following statement was made:

"Being aware of their responsibility for peace and inter-
national security, the socialist cbuntries clearly distinguish
their policies regarding ideological issues from issues of
inter-state relations, and they pursue their relations with
capitalist states on the basis of peaceful coexistence ceml?
This attitude differs basically from predominant US policies
at present, with efforts being made in the USA to elevate
its politico~ideological principle of eradicating the system
of socialism to the level of state doctrine and to put that
doctrine into reality by all means, including military action.
Equality in inter-state relations is being replaced by the
concept of hegemony, also over the allies in Western Europe,
and disrespect is displayed even for those allies' security
intereéts which would call for peaceful accommodation and
coexistence with the socialist states.

In the fifth place, European détente has demonstrated its

viability and attractiveness and has left behind ineradicable



traces in politics and economy and in the minds of people,
although persistent attempts had been made by its adversaries
to bury its once and for ever. Some sort of infrastructure of
détente has come into being due to the following developments
and should be reactivated and utilised for the purpose of in-
trodueging another phase of peaceful coexistence:

- At the level of politics and international law, the Final
Act of Helsinki, the CSCE process in general, the Moscow,
Warsaw, and Praque treaties (between these three countries,
on the one hénd, and the FRG, on the other), the Quadripartit:
Agreement on West Berlin, the Basic Principles Treaty be-
tween the GDR and FRG as well as numerous additional bi-
lateral and multilateral treaties and conventions;

- At the level of economy, advancement of trade and industrial
cooperation between socialist countries, on the one hand,
and market-economy countries, on the other;

- At the level of cultural activities, growing exchange;

- At psychological level, rethinking oriented to peaceful
relations, progress in cooperation, and military détente.
Hence, the past one and a half decades have revealed po-

tentials, possible approaches as well as obstacles and prob-

lems regarding transition to democratic, peaceful, and co-
operative inter-state relations in Europe, and these have
been shown to be the very substance of peaceful coexistence
and détente under the aspect of international relations.
This has given rise to the following question: Eu}ope is

the region in which heavily armed states of both diametrically



opposed systems are facing each other at short distance and
where the earliest and clearest evidence has been produced to
the e?fect that neither side can win by trying to inflict de-_
stabilisation and other damage upon the other. This very con-
tinent had a pacemaker position to wards international dé-
tente for a long time, Can this Europe restore its pécemaker
role or 'is it doomed to abandon that role and become a hot-

bed of extreme danger to progress of mankind?

II. Nature, substance, and purpose of a coalition of common

sense and realism

While the situation today has become much more complicated
due to aggravation of tension, andther round of the arms race
as well as due to the absence of agreement on arms control
and arms reduction or limitation, it is not irreversible.
Europe is now passing through one of its most taxing periods
since the end of the second world war. It is, therefore, ex-
tremely important to realise that there is not only a.need
but also a possibility for -a revival of the process of Euro-
pean security and cooperation and for its continuation under
new condifions. A coalition of common sense is required with
a clearcut orientation to a condition of peace in Europe in
which inter-state coopératidn to the benefit of nations rather

than confrontation is an accepted standard of conduct.

1. Need for coalition of common sense

’

The need for a coalition of common sense, realism, and good

will has primarily resulted from a substantive danger to human



survival, since the sword of Damocles of nuclear inferno

will inevitably hit our planet with smashing impact unless

it is halted in time. Shakespeare's famous question “To be or
not to be” has ceased to be mérely rhetoric in literature;

it has become the question of mankind. Only this-alterﬁative
has been left: coexistence for existence or fall of tHe world
into nuclear maelstrom., It is the compelling logic of the
nuclear age which objectively calls for rethinking, new ap-
proaches to security policies, and for thorough scrutiny of
traditional standards and codes of conduct in international
relations, This should be conducive to aspirations as well as
to the need and objectives for a coalition of common sense
which, after all, is intended to stimulate and implement a
security concept in keeping with the realities of the nuclear
age. Objective developments and new notions have shown that-
Einstein's famous statement has long ceased to be valid, when
he said that the explosion of the atom bomb had changed every-
thing but thinking. It is thinking which has begun to change,
that change being reflected in action. The logic of the nu-
clear age is a constituting element for structuring the poli-
tical philosophy of the coalition of common sense. This, first
of all, means to understand a number of basic aspects: war

can no longer be a rational instrument by which political
objectives can be accomplished; more weapons will produce more
insecurity rather than security; national security can now

be achieved only through international security; security can



be primarily achieved through political approaches, and it
also can be achieved only as common security on the basis of
equality,.

Emergence and consolidation of a coalition of common sense
are greatly encouraged and supported by a palpéble activation,
in recent years, of the international public, its awareness
of peace, and its sensitisation for all issues relating to
war and peace.

Understanding of the enormous menace to the world and the
individual has grown by leaps and bounds, insome cases in-
stinctively and with moral an¥ ethical motivations but in
all cases growingly open to logical reasoning. Readiness to
think and undertake commitments has positively grown. It means
something, indeed, that, for example, towards the end of Ro-
nald Reagan's first term of office the overwhelming majority
of the US publichas made crystal-glear that they would not
recognise nuclear war as a legitimate instrument of politics
and that one should not simply stage a show of strength towards
the Soviet Union but should rather negotiate.3

Possibilities and points of departure to a coalition of com-
mon sense doe clearly depend on progress in general perception
of security policy. Such progress, by its very substance, is
identical with the expansion on the largest possible scale
of demécratic awareness, as it actually reflects a claim made
by an overwhelming majority. In certain countries, this has

resulted in situations in which the issues of war and peace
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have given rise to constellations of political forces totally
different from the usual groupings in parliamentary 1ife;

Inspirations for the establishment of a coalition of common
sense and realism may be derived also from historic and con-
temporary experience obtained from similar alliances of
action, which should be particularly remembered at the 40th
anniversary of liberation from Hitlerite fascism. The anti-
Hitler coalition clearly demonstrated that cooperation in the
interest of mankind was possible, despite differentiated
socio-economic structures and political orientations of its
participants.

Those capable of understanding at least some realities in '
the world today and in Europe and capable of sober reaction
to these realities and those who understand that the risk of
military options and policies would be too high and their
use inappropriate and those who assume, as McGeorge Bundy
and Robert McNamara did, that with regard to East-West re-
lations "our common interest concerning the problem of nu-
clear war danger is greater than the totality of all rivalry
among us4 they act in a spirit of a coalition of common

sense.

2. Nature of coalition of common sense

The choice of wording of coalition of common sense has by

no means been accidental., It rather takes us to a charac-
teristic of this phenomenon in present society. Even in the

past, for example, in classical philosophy, had "common sense"
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been defined as a force capabie of inducing fundamental
change. The notion of "common sense" has not been abstract
and Subjectivistic, in that context, but reference was rather
made to those reasonable forces-capable - translated to con-
temporéry conditions and requirements. - of changing interna-
tional relations to the effect that_tbe danger of nuclear war
was checked for good and that people émbarked on a road to
collective security, It is in this eentext that Eommon sense
can be defined as a driving force. It has something to do
with reason, calm consideration, and insight and is often sy-
nogymous of these terms. It is primarily related to rational
cog%ition. Common sense, in terms of foreign policy, means to
understand and accept reality and to take cautious and wise
aciion according to that reality and its major requirements.
Coalition of common sense, in other words, reflects dif-
ferent partners' mature insight to the effect that there is
something absolute good beyond their classes,‘antagonisms,
and rivalries, something worthwhile to cooperate for, namely
peace as the desirable principle of inter-state relations.
The following point of relevance to this reasoning was made
in a pastoral of Catholic bishops in the USA: "There are po-
litical philosophies in which moral values are interpreted
so differently from our own notions that even negotiations
often étart from different premises, though one and the same
terminology may be used on either side. That is no reason

for no negotiations.“5
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The boundaries among adversaries on issues of war and peace
are by no means congruent with national, class, party, and
ideological boundaries, No emphasis at all is laid on enforce~
ment of specific class and state interests, but all emphasis
is exclusively laid on the assurance of political conditions
for man's survival. Coalition of common sense means to strive

at togetherness and cooperation in inter-state relations and

on the issue of ensufing peace. It means that no one must try
to enforce upon another party its own position or even philo-
sophy and that acceptance of one's own position or idelogy
must not be made a condition for cooperation in action for
peace, It also means that joint action for peace, security,
and international cooperation is not hinged on an abandonment
of one's own system or specific class goals. A slogan of re-
levance to our time has once been coined by the Palme Coam-
mission: "Even ideological and politieal rivals have a common

interest in sur’v:i.val."6

Anything else must come second, today.
Competition between the systems must be carried out in peace-
ful forms, this is another tenet: behind the concept of coa-
lition of common sense.

A coalition of common sense and realism ought to be cha-
racterised by democratised dealing with one another, equality
and equal rights, and the demand for equal security., Indepen-
dence énd soverignty of all partners to a coalition is in any
case essential, Respect for the other side's motivations and

views, patient explanation of one's own positions, persuasion,

dialogue, elasticity, readiness to compromise, give and taks,
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these‘are the items on the agenda. A search is necessary for
contact pdints of interest, matching positions, and ways to
rapprochement, and the realm of divergency ought to be nar-
rowed by discussion on the basis of reciprocal confidence,
understanding, and respect for the partner's legitimate in-
terests. Discussion must be oriented to finding mutually ac-

ceptable solutions to the problem of peace-making.

3, Substantial foundations for coalition of common sense

With all diversity of views and motivations and, of course,
differentiated by the forces involved, a coalition of common
sense, realism, and good will should be characterised in all
parties involved by the maturation of insights and findings
which reflect either identical or similar realistic, war-
preventing, and cooperative opinions on major principles of
international security policy.

An analysis of statements, concepts, and documents issued by
governments, politicians, scholars, peace movements, political
parties, clergy, and others which can be considered part of
the coalition of common sense, just as the governments and
peoples of socialist states, is likely to reveal that there
is a number of common views on realistic security policy in
our time, although certain gradual differences cannot be con-
cealed, with some of these views being only partially shared
by parties involved:

- Top priority is attributed to assurance of peace and, in par-

ticular, to the prevention of nuclear war., This actually is
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the foremost guideline of action for a coalition of common
sense, “To prevent ﬁar between East and West is the foremost
duty of national leéders on both sides”, as pointed out in

a report submitted to the Aspen Institute in November 1984
by a group of formerly high-ranking politicians of different
party affiliations and regions in the Western world.7 This
.is quoted as a representative example of many similar do-
cuments.

War must no longer be a rational instrument of politics.

Former NATO generals in high positions have published views
to the effect that they "have all arrived at the inescapable
conclusion that there was obviously no military justifica-
tion for weapons that would irreparably destroy all the va-
lues worthwhile of defence"s. There is consensus to the
effect that there can be no political objective which would
justify to risk the very existence of mankind. Nuclear war
is considered as not fightable nor winnable, and the quest
for military superiority is rejected as dangerous and de-
stabilising.

The role of the military factorain international relations

should be reduced, and safequarding of peace should be ac-

complished without threat of war. The fatal logic of "de-

terrence”, reminding of the ancient Roman saying “Those
wishiﬁg peace ought to prepare for war", should be overcome.
"Deterrence cannot probably function in all eternity, as a
nuclear abyss is gaping behind it ... The search should,

therefore, continue for positive alternatives to deterrence",
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priharily by "reduction of the military balance of forces
to the lowest possible level”, according to the authors of

9 Military policies and potentials

the above Aspen study.
should exclusively serve defensive purposes. War and threat
of war should be ruled out as tools to settle disputes.
Security should be primarily provided no longer by military
means but increasingly by political means and cooperation.
One can subscribe to the point made by Karsten Voigt, dis-
armament expert of SPD in the FRG: "The primacy of ppliticé
must be visible also from the instruments of policies. There
is no military sclution to the peace problems between East
and West, This is a fundamental error in the philosophy

10

"underlying the Star War speech by President Reagan."

"Common security”.should become the predominant principle

among states. The following point was made by Mister Vance,

ex-Secretary of State, in a statement to the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee of the US Senate: "Neither the United States
nor the Soviet Union can obtain security agéinst nuclear
holocaust unless they give attention, at the same time, to
the other side's security."

The same necessity was formulated as follows by the Palme
Commission, an independent commission for disarmament and
security: "In the nuclear age, states cannot obtain security
by an arms race. They ought to cooperate for the purpose of
achisving limitation, reduction, and eventually elimipation

of weapons. They also ought to find ways for peaceful con-
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flict management and should lay political emphasis on steps
geared to common security by common effort.” A concept of
"common security" should“replace the present concept of de-
terrence by arms buildup. Peace in the world should be based
on a commitment to joint survival rather than on the threat
of mutually assured destruction*.l?l
Joint security is a basis of the idea and policy of peace-
ful coexistence, The socialdemocratic concept of security
oartnership is based on the same itdea and on the understanding
that security cannot be unilaterally obtained at the expense
of the adversary but only together with the other side and
by due consideration of the other's legitimate security in-
terests, It can and must be obtained through cooperation and

primarily political means rather than by confrontation and

primarily military means.,

Steps to arms limitation and disarmament are indispensable,

particularly in the nuclear area. "Cessation of the arms race

is absolutely necessary now ... It should be immediately fol-
lowed by substantial reduction of nuclear potentials, which
should lead to complete elimination of nuclear weapons and,
eventually, to general and complete disarmament”, reads a de-
mand made in the second Declaration of Delhi by the heads of
state and government of India, Tanzania, Sweden, Greece;
Mexico, and Argentina. There is growing and widening consensus
to the effect that more armament would not lead to more se-
curity but to more insecurity and to heavier political and

economic burdens and that no thorough improvement in the in-
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ternational situation was possible without positive steps to

military détente.

International relations must be governed by cooperation rather

than confrontation. "Peace cannot be achieved through military

confrantation., It is rather necessary to steadily work for
peace in an untiring exercise of bargaining, rapprochement,
and normalisation, with the view to gradually doing away with

12 The member states of the Warsaw

mutual mistrust and fear.”
Treaty, in their declaration of January 1983, have stated
that they made a strict distinction of inter-state relations
from ideological differences. Similar views have been heard
from a majority of forces of common sense and realism in-‘..
Western countries. Large groups of the international social-
democracy have advocated the opinion that ideological and
philosophical contradictions must be no obstacles to joint
peace policies and that controversies of that kind must and

can be settled peacefully,

Sizeable degradation of the arms buildup as well as freeze

and reduction of arms spending are considered decisive, in-

dispensable conditions for gradual mitigation and solution

of the tremendous economic, social, and global problems of

mankind, While that would primarily apply to the developing
countries, an approach of that nature is considered a major
contribution to general progress of civilisation. “Peace and
development are inseparably linked to each other ... High-
stability development worldwide and a viable international

order depend on termination of the arms race, followed by
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immediate measures of disarmament, which would set free assets
urgently required for development", has been the wording of a
demand raised by the non~aligned states.d
All these are fundamental principles for a new type of peace=-
ful togetherness truly expressed in the idea, policy, and prac-
tice of peaceful coexistence between states of different social
systems, the up=-to~date approach to preservation and consolida-
tion of peace. However, not merely concepts and principlés are

required, Coalition of common sense means active commitment and

positive intervention in politics.

4, Purpose of coalition of common sense

The specific objectives and steps of large-scale action for
peace, international security, and cooperation,. just as the
fundamental issues,may be derived and defined from an analysis
of numerous proposals made by different forces of a coalition
of common sense:

- Efforts are primarily concentrated on prevention of militari-
sation of outer space, as by blocking of that new area of the
arms race the road ought to be paved for drastic reduction
of nuclear weapons on earth, To prevent the outer sapace from
being militarised today is the key problem of international
security., This has been unambiguously confirmed by the worid-
wide eipectations and demands on the Geneva negotiations be-
tween the USSR and USA aé well as by a vote on a resolution
concerning the issue which was 150 to 1 (against the USA) in

the UN General Assembly, 1984,
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There can be no doubt that the introduction to the outer spac'
of new systems of weaponry would provide more insecurity rather
than more security. We would have another phase of the arms
race in unprecedented dimensions, that is in space, extremely
costly and with grave, destabilising consequences for the
international balance of forces.,

We would find ourselves trapped in another round of the arms
race which could not be stopped, as penetrability of strategic
offensive weapons was to be ensured against defence systems.
Even quantitative reductions of strategic weapons would be
practically ruled out under such conditions,

Conventional arms buildup, finally, would be expanded to cove.
new areas, types of weapons, and technologies, all of them
developed for the purpose of retaining a "capability of action”
‘below the threshold of nuclear arms. It seems to be a good
guess at least that the Geneva talks in which all of us place
great hopes would be doomed to failure.

An agreement on the prevention of militarisation of the outer
space, on the other hand, would make drastic.reduction of stra-
tegic offensive weapons possible, It might have an additional
result, of particular relevance to the Europeans, a halt to
the deployment of medium-range systems and their dismantling
accompanied or followed by agreements on reduction of theatre
nucleaf forces,

Large-scale struggles are being waged for an implementation
of demands for freezes of arms development, production, and

deployment at various levels, first of all nuclear weapons,
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People are raising their sights at a freeze of all nuclear
weapons, moratoria for the deployment of nuclear medium-range
weapons, testing and deployment of anti-satellite weapons
and space weapons in general as well as at a stop and freeze
of conventional weapons and arms spending, This shows how
timely and important the USSR initiative has been calling
for agreement of the following points for the entire period
of negotiations in Geneva: a moratorium on the development
and production of cosmic offeﬁsive weapons, including testing
of such weapons and preparations for deployment; freeze of
strategic offensive weapons; stop to the deployment of US
medium-range missiles in Europe and, accordingly, termina-
tion of expanded countermeasures. |

The USSR has unilaterally declared a moratorium on the
latter issue, valid until Noyember 1985, This should be
interpreted as a stimulating step to encourage wider agree-
ments on the reduction of such systems rather than as a
consolidation of existing conditions. It deserves, in this
very sense, a constructive response by the USA.

Great importance in the discussion among forces of common
sense has been assumed by the entire complex of confidence-
building and security-building measures at political and
military levels and in the context of international law,

A vefy particular position is attributed, in this context,
to a more accurate formulation and validation in terms of

international law of the renunciation of the use of force
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under the present conditions. This necessity might best be
met by a treaty on non-use of military force and maintenance
of peaceful relations between NATO and the Warsaw Pact and
other interested states, with the substance of that treaty
being geared to renunciation of first use of both nuclear
and conventional weapons., That proposition has been in-
cregsingly supported by politicians and political parties
of West European countries, since more accurate formulation
of such renunciation would be in harmony with their own
aspirations towards prevention of more militarisation and
accomplishment of common security.

The establishment of zones and corridoré free from nuclear,
chemical, and other weapons as weil as advancement of con-
fidence-building measures in the context of military tech=

nologies might be additional subjects of such an agreement.

5. Political forces of a coalition of common sense

States and other forces of society, pacifists, cool-minded

military, believers of all religions, communists, non-communist

shop~-floor workers, businessmen, politicians, housewives, in-
tellectuals, adolescents, sdcialdemocrats, moderate conserva-
tives, unionists, people of middle classes, representatives
of big and small states, neutral, non-aligned, socialist, ca-
pitalist, nuclear, and non-nuclear countries, pecople from the
South Pacific to the USA, they all work today on the basis of
peace-oriented insights and ideas, in order to ensure the

survival of mankind,
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- The socialist states are prepared to establish a broad coa-
lition.of common gense and consider themselves as a major
component of such alliaﬁce.

- The growing weight of the countries of Asia, Africa, and
Latin America is becoming visible from the joint action of
the forces of common sense, realism, and good will against
the danger of war.

- The initiative taken by the heads of state and government of
India, Mexico, Argentina, Tanzania, Greece, and Sweden and
their second Declaration of Belhi must be interpreted as a
new quality of interaction of differently structured states
for peace and has been strongly supported in all five con-
tinents, |

- The impossibility and suicidal risk of trying to take poli-
tical action by means of nuclear weépons are being under-
stood by reasonably thinking circles in political parties
of West Eu}opean countries who are also getting aware of the
dangers likely to emanate from a course heading for fighting
and winning of most various kinds of nuclear wars and for
unlimited arms race, outer space included. Even governing
circles in Western Europe have voiced their misgivings at
such aggressive course as is pursued by the Reagan Adminis-
tration.

- There is a growing awareness also inside the USA that the
poliéy of confrontation and arms buildup may prove to be

a life-threatening boomerang. That anxiety has been manifeste
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in many ways, including voices of former Secretaries of
State and Defense, ambassadors, government advisors, nego-
tiators, disarmament envoys as well as of movements of the
general public, from Freeze to Roman Catholic bishops.

- Working-class action is increasingly taking shape against
the danger of war. It is accompanied by growing commitment
of the unions,

- Particular reference should be made to the constructive ele-
ments in socialdemocratic peace policy, Larger socialdemo-
cratic circles worldwide, including leaders, have become
major forces of a coalition of common sense by joining that
mainstream with their largely supported .concept of "security
partnership”.

- ‘ine commitment of Christian forces to peace has gained mo-
mentum and is increasingly based not only on religious mo-
tivations but on political insights and general human postu-
lations.

- The use of military means as tools of politics is rejected
by pacifists for ethical and moral responsibility and on
the grounds of an elementary aversion to war,

- Scholars, medical doctors, and other professionals, guided
by their own scientific findings and their humanist respon-
sibi;ity, have been arriving at joint conclusions regarding
the dangers threatening mankind.

- The movement "Generals for Peace", with high-ranking former
NATO officers being involved, is a symbol for a coalition

of common sense.
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-~ Leading business circles in Western countries have empha-
sised.the peace-supporting value of peaceful trade rela-
tions between East and West and have rejected any predomi-
nance of military thinking in those relations.

An attempt- has been made, in the context of issues relating
to European security and cooperation, to substantiate expe-
rience obtained from past policy of coexistence and to under-
line the need for such policy in the future. The bcundaries
of Europe have been deliberately crossed in the second part
of this paper. It is intended to be a contribution to dis-
cussion and is based on the insight that in our time political
science has to bear great responsibility for the purpose of

making a contribution to peace and security in the world.



25

References

1.

10.

11,

12.

13.

Quoted in: Sicherheit und friedliche Zusammenarbeit in

Europa, Dokumente 1967 - 1972, Berlin 1973, p. 498

Political Declaration of the Member States of the Warsaw

Treaty, Prague, January 1983, Berlin 1983, pp. 21 et seq.
Cf. Foreign Affairs, New York, Fall 1984

McGeorge Bundy et al.r "The President's Choice: Star Wars
or Arms Control” in: Foreign Affairs, New York, Winter

1984/85, p. 278

Pastoral of the American Bishops' Conference on War and
Peace, May 3rd, 1983, in: Blatter fir deutsche und inter-

nationale Politik, Cologne, 6/1983, p. 882

Palme Report. Report of the Independent Commission on Dis-

armament and Security, Berlin (West) 1982, p. 156

Managing East-iVest Conflict. A Framework for Sustained
Engagement, Statement of the Aspen Institute .International

Group, New York 1984, p. 27
The Arms Race to Armageddon, London 1984, p. 1
Managing East-West Conflict, pp. 12 - 13

K. Voigt, Die neue Gesellschaft, Frankfurter Hefte, Bonn,

2/1985
Palme Report, pp. 156 and 193
Palme Report, p. 28

Statement on Economy by the VII. Summit of the Non-Aligned,

Delhi, March 1983,



The Finnish Institute Dagmarinkatu 8 C 40

SF-00100 Helsinki

of International Affairs | 198 973 75 904 11 88

May 1985

THE CSCE A EUROPEAN FORUM FOR COOPERATION

Timo Valtonen

A draft. Not for publication or
quotation without permission. For
the use of seminar participants only.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION

II

THE CSCE AS A FORUM

1. THE PARTICIPANTS

2. THE AGENDA

3. THE WORKING METHODS

THE CSCE IN THE FIELD OF COQPERATION
1. THE CSCE'S ROLE
2. SECURITY POLICY
3. ECONOMIC COOPERATION
3.1. Assessment Grounds
3.2, Direct and Indirect Impact
3.3. The CSCE's Significance
4, COOPERATION IN HUMANITARIAN FIELDS
4.1. Levels of Cooperation
4.2. Ideological Problems

CONCLUSIONS

REFERENCES

SOURCES

W N = -



INTRODUCTION

The starting point for this paper was to produce a broader
analysis of the multilateral and intergovenmental |
cooperation fora between the east and the west which was
the basis for a study on the CSCE's significance in this
cooperation. The aim was not to create an exhaustive
picture of the progress and implementation of the CSCE,
but rather to bring up questions and to open new views for
a more extensive assessment. Consequently, no detailed
analysis of the different fields of cooperation has been
conducted. Instead, results, problems and viewpoints are
presented, the study of which ines an opportunity to form
a picture of the CSCE's role.

The presentation of the questions and viewpoints attempts
to given an introduction to an assessment of the CSCE both
as a forum by itself and in relation to others. For this
purpose, an analysis of the CSCE's formal provisions is
included as well, as a basis for the agsessment of the
activities. The emphasis is on the international system,
as part of which the CSCE was inteded to function. The
attempted assessment which is the basis for this paper,
thus becomes crystallized in the question of ﬁhat the role

of the CSCE is in controlling the international systenm.
I THE CSCE AS A FORUM
1. THE PARTICIPANTS

The fact that two non-European countries, Canada and the
United States, besides all European countries, had to be
included in the process reflects the dominant role
security policy plays in the background of the
conference. The participation of these countries was
essential for the Western alliance because of their

crucial security political significance for NATO., Thus



the setting of the military alliances became inherent in
the CSCE which was inevitable for the goals of the
conference. The CSCE was, however, specifically arranged
outside the military pacts, on the basis of an exceptional
recognition of the participants' equal security

interests. One of the uniqué characteristics of the CSCE
is, indeed, the completely equal treatment of the
participating countries, which allows no discrimination on
any criteria. All the 35 countries have been involved
ever since the preparatory consultations were held. Only
Albania declined the invitation and it has not joined the
process at a later phase,

In addition to full participation, countries have an
opportunity to participate as observers in the CSCE
proceedings. A state can participate in all the working
bodies and in all phases of a meeting, but not in the
decision-making. An observer state may later accept the
decision, but the meeting sets particular conditions for
the acceptance. No state 80 far has requested the
observer status, while the opportunity to state a view has
been used frequently. At the request of the meeting,
ocutside countries can be asked to state a view on the
agenda's issues which gave, at the request of Malta, a
limited participation option to the Mediterranean
countries.l Some of them have repeatedly taken

advantage of this option.

2, THE AGENDA

The CSCE's broad agenda was originally based on the
proposals put forward by the military pacts, and the final
agenda was formed on the basis of their different points
of emphasis.2 It includes issues important for both
sides, which have been balanced to form an integral

entity. The result is an exceptionally comprehensive



declaratory program, which includes the promoting of both
security and cooperation. The incorporation of these two
basic areas, outside the pacts, on the basis of equality
of the states is yet another of the unique characteristics
of the CSCE. At the same time this is, however, the
weakest point of the CSCE because the pacts do not have a
shared view on how to implement the kind of cooperation

which would promote security.

The inclusion in the first basket of the Final Act

of the security measures proposed by both pacts,
and the principle of equality which is important for the
N+N countries, clearly manifests the military division of
Europe. The unifying principle here is the same as on
other security fora: to avoid armed confrontations. The
I1 and III baskets define the areas of cooperation, and
the disagreements about their significance are greater
following the political division. The baskets include
governmental, organizational and individual cooperation,
which reflects a formal compromise between the political
systems. Finding the smallest common denominator on this
basis has turned out to be very difficult, in reviewing

the Final Act's implementation at a political level.

The inclusion of the Mediterranean region in the agenda,
at the request of one state, is a manifestation of the
consensus policy which is one of the the CSCE's principal
methods. This issue is probably the most controversial
since it adds to the CSCE a sub-area which is unclear both
geographically and in principle, and it has repeatedly

created a peculiar one-against-the-others coalition.
3. THE WORKING METHODS

The CSCE has maintained its conferential character, which
means that no permanent working bodies have been

established. There is also no standing secretariat, but



respective host countries nominate an executive secretary
on an ad hoc basis, whose duty is to select the
gsecretariat. He is authorized to make the selection
without any special conditions, including geographical.
The conference work is done in various working bodies
including committees, sub-committees and working groups
nominated by them when needed and these are specifically
open to all participating countries to guarantee the
congensus principle which is an essential feature of the
CSCE. In accordance with this principle, also the
chairmanship of the working bodies and plenary assemblies
is decided according to a rotation principle as a daily or
meeting by meeting rotation.3

According to the Helsinki Final Recommendations and the
decisions of the follow-up conferences' preparatory
meetings, the highest level, i.e. the committees and the
plenaries, were charged with the preparation of the
concluding documents, The expert level sub-committees
were mainly to have an assisting role in this. In
practice, however, the expert bodies have had a rather
autonomous role in the preparation of the texts, and only
in cases of unsolved arguments the problems have been
taken to a higher political level.4

The CSCE's decision-making process based on a consensus
principle gives special significance to the work of expert
bodies. It manifests the principle of equality of the
states and the aspiration of the CSCE to produce decisions
acceptable to all, whereby the revision of the proposals
and conciliation, as well as unofficial contacts, become
important working methods in the meetings. A consensus in
the CSCE means that none of the participants activeiy
objects to a proposed decision, which gives a participant
the option to state a dissenting opinion even though it
does not want to prevent the actual decision. A state can

express such a dissension by bringing it out separately,



by'making a reservation, by giving an interpretative
statement, or simply by abstaining from positive
approval. These options have, however, seldom been used,
because consensus is an integral general principle in the
meetings, whereby the states resort to prolonged
negotiations to solve disagreements in order to achieve
positive support. Because CSCE's resolutions are not
binding but recommendatory, their obligation has become

strengthened by efforts to reach unanimous aupport.5

I1 THE CSCE IN THE FIELD OF COOPERATION

1. THE ROLE OF THE CSCE

Most importantly, the CSCE gives an opportunity to review
the positions of states and of their alliances on how
cooperation covering the whole continent and promoting
security should be implemented and how it has been
implemented. Within the framework of the meetings, the
participants indicate their willingness to cooperate and
set their objectives and conditions for that cooperation
which can be seen as the CSCE's principal role. The
reinforcement of the principles agreed upon in the Final
Act, and of the willingness to cooperate is significant in
itself, and its significance is further emphasized by the
deteriorating international situation and the consequent
lack of confidence in the relations between groups of
states. On the other hand, the fact that the symbolic
nature of the meetings has become emphasized is a sort of
a setback in light of the firm pursuit expressed in the
the Final Act to increase cooperation and thus strengthen
security. Both the alliances and the non-~aligned coutries
had an obvious need to define detente process in detail,
to determine their relation to it and to set their own
conditions and goals for its implementqtion. The CSCE

process seems to have been imperative for specifying the



rapproachment resulting from detente, particularly in view
of the opportunities for cooperation detente created. The
recommendations in the second and third baskets of the
Final Act clearly reflect the Eastern and Western
alliances' different approaches and their different
expectations concerning cooperation, while, at the same
time their acceptance as an integral entity indicates
willingness to cooperate.

Cooperation initiated by the CSCE can be divided into two
categories: cooperation facilitated by the CSCE itself
and cooperation that directly implements the CSCE's
recommendations. Cooperation in the areas of the second
and third baskets has taken place in the UN organizations,
in the ECE and UNESCO, which were mentioned in the Final
Act, and it can be dealt with as a separate entity. The
confidence-building measures of the first basket can also
be defined although they don't come under the mandate of
any specialized forum. The same applies to the provision
of the third basket, and their close relation to the
implementation of the Final Act is generally stated
clearly. However, it is more difficult to review
cooperation indirectly facilitated by the CSCE, because of
the problems caused by its precise definition and by its
separation from the overall impact of detente. V
Nevertheless, it seems obvious that the CSCE was necessary
in setting norms and rules of the game, without which the
development of cooperation would have been more
inconsistent and incoherent,

2. SECURITY POLICY

Increased confidence created by the CSCE in the military
dimension of security has gained special significance as
the progress in actual disarmament, banning of mass
destruction weapons and force reductions have continued to
be too slow. As nuclear weapons have



emerged as a mutual threat, in practice, for both
alliances, preventing miscalculations and
misinterpretations leading to the use of weapons by
increasing confidence, has become a shared minimum goal
for both military pacts.6 Compared to other fora, the
CSCE offers a supplementary alternative, where this
principal objective is used as a basis for pursuing
extensive measures and disarmament. The fact that
security policy has assumed a more dominant role within
the CSCE than originally, can naturally be seen as a
result of increased tension, but, similarly, attention has
to be paid to the benefits offered by the CSCE and later
by the Conference on Disarmament in Europe (CDE)}, compared
to other fora.

The CSCE and the CDE, in particular, can be said to
represent the policy of a gradual, controlled progress in
regard to the military dimension of security. This
approach is epitomized in the confidence-building
measures, which, in accordance with the CSCE's consensus
principle, are based on the approval of both alliances and
are thus more significant than the controversial linkages
in the WFR talks. The CDE facilitated continued
development of confidence- and security-building measures
which NATO considers important, while these measures were
combined, as the first phase, to the larger arrangements
emphasized by the Warsaw Pact. Dividing the conference
into two phases when pursuing disarmament manifests a

clear strategy of gradual progress.

The agreement on the continuation of the conference was an
achievement in itself, for instance, in view of the fact
that both UN Special Sessions on Disarmament failed to
create a functioning agenda. In comparison with the UN
and with the Geneva Conference on Disarmament, it is
advantageous for the CDE that both its participants and
its scope of application make it specifically a European

forum. Due to this, difficulties of global disarmament



can be set aside and the conference can concentrate on
mediating on the problems of European countries, including
the non-aligned countries. The absence of non-European
states is an advantage also in the sense that it enables
the N+N countries to act unanimously and effectively in
their role as an mediator, trusted by both pacts. 1In
light of the experiences of the Geneva Conference this is
also a significant factor.7

3. ECONOMIC COOPERATION
3.1. Assessment grounds

It is fairly easy to define the CSCE's security political
role but assessing its significance on the various
economic fields where most of the cooperation takes place
is more difficult. This is partly due to the fact that, in
addition to activities which directly implement the CSCE,
cooperation indirectly facilitated by the CSCE takes place
mainly on the economic fields:; on the other hand, the
concrete and compatible nature of the pursued goals has,
as such, been an incentive for cooperation, even without
the CSCE. In analyzing this cooperation, special attention
has to be paid to its formal-official and practical
dimensions as two separate aspects. The former becomes
obvious in the conditions and goals set for cooperation,
for instance in the CSCE, by governments in different
aystems of society. The official objective is apparent
also on specialized fora, such as the IMF and GATT. On the
practical level, compromises on these objectives - which
in the CSCE are broad and clearly political, and elsewhere
more limited - have been possible because the pursued
benefits, being concrete, have given sufficient motivation
for that.8



3.2, Direct and Indirect Impact

Progress has been slow in the Economic Commission for
Europe (ECE) which directly implements the recommendations
of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
and of its follow-up conferences because disagreements
between the Western Alliance and the socialist countries
on the commission's working procedures and on the
interpretation of the CSCE's Final Act9 have dominated

the Commission's work. Both sides have been very
inflexible in their positions which gives the impression
that the ECE has been given a stabilized role of a forum
for political confrontations where both sides have an
opportunity to present their views. This does not directly
endanger the benefits emerging from economic relations
because, in creating the bilateral agreements between
various states and in the intercourse between enterprises,

satisfactory solutions for both sides have been reached.

The International Chamber of Commerce (ICC) which is an
organization on a lower level that the ECE, has benefited
from the CSCE through increased east-west cooperation on

10 In the ICC, direct contacts between market

that forum.
economy enterpreneurs and socialist countries' authorities
have given an opportunity to combine free business
activities and planned economy controls in trade. In fact,
this means the implementation of a significant cbjective
reflected in the recommendations of the CSCE's Final

Document.

The successful increase in the ICC's activities, on one
hand, and strengthening bilateral trade relations between
nations, on the other, are an obvious opposite to the
difficulties in qultilateral cooperation on the governmental
level. In this respect, the CSCE's most important role has
been its indirect influence, which created the conditions
for increased contacts in the era of detente.
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3.3. The Significance of the CSCE

In assessing the implementation of the CSCE's second
basket provisions, it is notable that the removal of trade
barriers and the diversification of the structure of
trade recommended in the Final Act have not been
implemented. Nevertheless, by the time of the Madrid
conference, the second basket issues had clearly become

undermined by other areas.ll

This prompts the question

of whether economic cooperation has taken an established
form which sufficiently meets major needs despite its
shortfalls. From this angle, the CSCE's real significance
seems to be the initiation of rapproachment agreed upon on
the highest possible level after which the continuation
and formulation of the process separated to a practical
level. The problems in the ECE's activities as an opposite

to increased trade reinforce this concept.

The differentiation of intergovernmental objectives from
practice also becomes apparent through the limited
application of linkage politics. Trade blockades were
still possible despite the CSCE, in times of increased
internatonal tension and£g§£££%%££gig;ade remained
favorable for the Westerh countries. However, as the West
European Nato members were reluctant to link their
economic policies tightly to their security policies, the
question arises of whether rapproachment brought about by
the CSCE had an impact on this. Inaaswering this gquestion,
at least the benefits which resulted from business level
. contacts facilitated by the CSCE must be noted.
Experiences derived from them have also shown that these
contacts can't be used, to any extent, to apply pressure
to change the socialist system because Western businesses
have been the most successful in such countries which
have, through spontanocus reforms in advance, created the
conditions for that.12 And, on the other hand, when the
position of the socialist countries on Western markets is
taken into consideration, it seems that economic
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cooperation on boths sides has been forced to adjust to

the conditions established by the systems.
4, Cooperation on Humanitarian Fields
4.1. Levels of Cooperation

In addition to security policy and economic relations, it
was natural to include in the CSCE humanitarian fields
which diversified cooperation and widened its scope. With
the help of the CSCE, the discussions on these issues in
UN organizations, too, could be taken to a European and
North American regional level, besides a global one, which
enabled concentrating on the east-west dimension. UNESCO,
the mandate of which directly offered a forum for the
implementation of Basket III, initiated regional
cooperation, on the basis of the CSCE, which covered all
of the CSCE participant. The goverment level form of
activity are ministerial meetings which have been held
reqularly., although at long intervals. National
Commissions for UNESCO which bring together
intergovernmental and iower level institutions, also have
meetings and contacts, based on the implementation of the

CSCE.l3

Contacts between governmental aﬁd non~governmental
institutions are, in humanitarian fields, an important
aspect., The interaction between these different levels is
an interesting issue: for instance, has the international
scientific community, in locating problems and their
solutions, been able to influence governmental plans?l
UNESCO's report on the implementation of the CSCE strongly
suggests just the opposite, since cooperation has mainly
emerged from national objectives, limited by national
policies. This trend is further strengthened by the
development of the forms of &ctivities towards

issue-centered projects with fixed time-limits, instead of
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the establishment of new research centers.14

In scientific cooperation, attention also has to be paid
to scientific-technical activities in the field of
economics based on bilateral agreements. The increased
number of such agreements has contributed to the
significance of research activities tied to

intercovernmental economic ventures.
4.2. 1deological Problems

The third basket is the part in the Final Document of the
CSCE where ideological confrontations are particularly
problematic. This 'is not only dué to their principal
nature but also to the fact that combining them in
pursuing a joint objective is very difficult. Due to the
objectives attached to the CSCE by the alliances, the
third basket has been seen as containing the West's
special goalé while the second basket has been seen as
playing a similér role for the socialist countries.15

The difference between them is that in the second basket's
areas, concrete benefits can be found which motivate
cooperation and make it possible between various level
units and units operating on different basis. In the
individual level of the third basket, ideological
differences, however, cause a collision because it is
difficult to find a benefit which would motivate
compromises.

Human contacts and human rights enhance the impact of the
Final Act to the individual level. In analyzing the CSCE,
human contacts together with human rights can be
considered as one entity differing from all other fields
in the respect that it does not render itself for
cooperation as easily. Promoting human rights is, as such,
an indisputable objective, but its relationship to the

jurisdiction of states over their citizens forms a
difficult
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ideclogical problem which has not been solved to
everybody's satisfaction in the CSCE.

CONCLUSIONS

During the past decade, the cooperation between the CSCE
participants has brought about few solutions compared to
the number of opportunities for such solutions. On several
fields which are natural areas of cooperation, the most
significiant multilateral accomplishments have been
reached between countries which represent the same system
of society. Cooperation efforts have shown that the
economic system has a profound impact even on such areas
as environmental protectio, energy supplies, science and
technology. Successful international activities producing -
concrete results require that the goals be specified in
detail and common practices be presented for pursuing
them. Since meeting this requirement has been difficult
even within economic systems, cooperation crossing the borderlines
of different systems has not progressed uniformly.
In addition, continuing arms build-up and increased
tension after the Helsinki Conference made security issues

once again predominant in east-west relations.

The situation is, nevertheless, completely different from
the Cold War era as the alliances have, with the help of
detente and the CSCE, started a formal cooperation process
in order to reduce confrontations. Although surfacing
disagreements have been severe, the two different European
systems of society have, neverteheless, clearly showed
that they can develop side by side without threatening
each other's existence. Thus, the division into two
separate economic systems does not affect security policy
which has facilitated the emergence of the N+N countries
in the CSCE, in particular, in the role of a mediator
between the military pacts. This is a considerable change
compared to the past, but its real impact depends on what
the future role of the CSCE will be, Originally, the
purpose of the CSCE was not to replace other fora but to
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stimulate their activities and to combine their
accomplishments into a whole through which mutual security
could be enhanced actively.

The outcome of the Madrid Conference brings up the
question of whether the role of the CSCE, in relation to
other fora, can be seen as changing. The decisions of the
CDE and of the meetings of experts in Ottawa and Bern will
bring up the issues which are the most difficult in
east-west relations and for which solutions have not been
found elsewhere. The separation of security policy from
other fields has become evident through the paradox of a
simultanous increase in arms build-up and in disarmament
which has lead into a asituation where it was necessary to
deal with military detente as a separate issue. The CDE
complements the shortfalls in other disarmament fora and
is an alternative apprcach to the problems. The
conferences in Ottawa and Bern, on the other hand,
emphasize those fields which originally gave the CSCE its
role as a specialized forum reinforcing others. A more
detailed human rights debate is important also within the
CSCE, too, but, at the same time, it epitomizes, together
with other European cultural fora, the special
opportunities offered by the CSCE as a forum for

humanitarian activities and ideological detente.

The fact that economic issues have remained on the
background can be seen as a sign of acceptance of status
quo but also as an exhaustion of the CSCE's opportunities
-~ at least temporarily. As a sufficient number of shared
goals and needs has been presented, the decisive stimulus
for concrete actions must come from within the ECE, EFTA,
OECD and CMEA. It is of course possible that economic
fields will re-emerge if an acceptable compromise is
reached in human rights iséues. In such a case, however,
the primary forum would be the ECE since it is a

specialized organization for the implementation of the
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CSCE and since it facilitates contacts between economic

organizations which are crucially important.

In the field of security issués, the CDE could be seen as
having a similar role as the ECE on the economic field: a
forum which discusses issues in detail. Such a direct
comparison is not, however, a correct one. The main
difference is the fact that the CDE is a new body created
by the CSCE and closely tied to it through the definition
and implementation of its mandate., The ECE, on the other
hand, is forced to act more and more within the limits set
by other organizations and the general economic situation.,
In human rights issues, it seems that the CSCE has, more
clearly than before, become a specialized forum with no
parallel organizations. It can be c¢laimed that in dealing
with security polical and ideological clashes, the CSCE's
guiding role is the most significant one. The experiences
gathered so far suggest that these are the fields where it
can offer the most.’ |
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NUCLEAR FREE ZONES AND CBMs - A SWEDISH PERSPECTIVE
Lars B Wallin '
7 June 1985

My task is to discuss some aspects of European security
from the point of view of a European neutral, more
specifically prospects for disengagement in Europe. (1) I
do not believe that it is possible to give a neutral
point of view, if this is taken to imply something which
is more or less representative for all European neutrals.
Although the neutrals, in many respects, have much in
common, and in several cases have been able to act
together to help find constructive solutions in interna-
tional fora, the conditions for and the expressions of
their neutrality nevertheleés show significanf differences.
Austrian neutrality became part of the Austrian Constitution
in an amendment voted on the day after the signing of the
State Treaty which reestablished Austrian independence in
1955, Swiss neutrality has a long history and is part of
the Swiss Constitution. It is characterized by a strong
defence and a very restrained foreign policy, and sup-
ported by a favourable geography. Although both countries
are geographically close to the centre of the potential
battlefield in a war between the two major power blocs,
their strategic situation is rather dissimilar, with
Switzerland being, in a way, behind the lines. The main
motivations for Ireland's policy of neutrality should
probably not be sought in the context of an East-West
conflict. Anyway, being practically undefended and
Ireland situated very much to the rear of continental
NATO, Irish neutrality is very different from the
neutrality of the other north European neutrals.

(1) This paper expresses the author's own opinion.
It should in no way be regarded as representing
the views of the Swedish Government, nor of any
of its agencies.



Finland is basing its security policy on a neutrality
policy aiming at promoting good relations between the
various powers in the region, friendly and neighbourly
relations with the Soviet Union as expressed by the
Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance,
and on a military defence which is generally looked upon
with great respect. Finland, like Sweden, has traditionally
set great store at keeping the northernmost part of
Europe an area of low tension. The neutrality of the
latter country, finally, is neither prescribed by its
Constitution nor guaranteed by any foreign power. While
supported by a defence which is strong for a state of its
size, foreign policy is given a prominent place in

underpinning Swedish neutrality.

To the extent that I am able to give a neutral perspec-
tive on disengagement in Europe it will therefore be a
Swedish perspective. Furthermore it will not be the
Swedish perspective, i e the official view, but a Swedish
perspective, i e it must be seen as the views of an
individual, albeit heavily influenced by his environment.
A few words about the security policy environment of
Sweden might thus be appropriate.

One lesson of World War II was the importance of a suffi-
ciently strong defence as a foundation for a policy of
neutrality. The task of the military forces is deterrence
of attacks on Sweden in case of a war in Europe, and
active defence if Sweden nevertheless is attacked. Thanks
to circumstances of geography, Sweden has been able to
avail itself of an effective defence with a-very
defensive profile. This is one reason why we often talk
about our military defence as a stabilizing factor in the
Nordic area. So long as both sides are confident that
Sweden will fulfil the obligations of a neutral state,
they should be able to keep a low military profile in the
North, and the risk of a war starting here as a result of



unforeseen developments in a crisis minimized. The
existence of Sweden and Finland between the power blocs

is in itself a measure of disengagement.

However, it is clear that, when supreme interests are at
stake, as in an armed East-West conflict, whatever the
intentions of the belligerents be vis-3-vis a neutral
state, the time might come when they would feel compelled
to breach its neutrality, defended or not. Modern technol-
ogy contributes to this, as it probably has made more
difficult the geographical limitation of military oper-
ations. A nuclear war in Europe virtually ensures that
even states which had succeeded in staying out of the war
would suffer at least some of its effects on their own
territory. And this may still be only a marginal addition
to the sufferings both belligerents and non-belligerents
would be exposed to as a result of the disastrous
break-down of the industrialized societies of Europe,
brought about by any large scale war in the aréa, and

particularly by a nuclear war.

Measures and initiatives aiming at alleviating the
East-West conflict, preventing its deterioration into
armed conflict in or around Europe, and reducing the risk
of nuclear war must be important and legitimate parts of
the security policies of any European state, aligned or
not. Accepting one of the basic assumptions of the
Swedish security policy, that a possible armed conflict
in Europe most likely would arise out of deteriorations
in East-West relations, a corollary to this is that

the military and political strategies of the major power
blocs in Europe are legitimate concerns also of the
European neutrals'. This conviction is certainly an
important motive behind various expressions of Swedish
foreign policy, and although its implementation could, in
some instances, be discussed, the principle itself can
hardly be questioned. Traditionally this aspect of



Swedish security and foreign policy has been strongly
oriented towards disarmament measures (and measures
aiming at bringing about a better international climate),
while, it seems to me, problems of crisis management
have, in the past, not got the attention they merit.
Nevertheless, the three cases which will be discussed
here, a Nordic nuclear weapons free zone (NNWFZ}, a
battlefield nuclear weapons free corridor (BNWFC), and
possible CSBMs arising from the CDE conference are all
influenced by crisis management and tension reduction

considerations.
A NORDIC NUCLEAR WEAPONS FREE ZONE

Several proposals for nuclear free zones in Europe and
otherwhere have been made during the past 30 years.(2) A
European zone was proposed by the Soviet Union in 1956.
In 1957 the Polish foreign minister Adam Rapacki
suggested a plan for the establishment of a nuclear free
zone consisting of East and West Germany, Poland and
Czechoslovakia, a plan which was subsequently revised
several times over the following years. From the same
year dates a proposal for a Balkan zone, last time
revived by Greece in 1984, The Adriatic, the Mediterra-
nean, the Pacific, the Indian Ocean, Africa, and South
Asia have also been discussed off and on, but only in the

case of Latin America has there been any real progress.

A specifically Nordic zone was suggested for the first
time in 1958 in a letter from Soviet Premier Bulganin to
the Norwegian and Danish prime ministers. The proposal

(2) A very useful study, unfortunately only
available in Swedish, is Johan Tunberger, Norden
- en kirnvapenfri zon? Historik och problem,

Folk & Férsvar, Trosa 1982.




was rejected by both countries, the Norwegian answer
interestingly enough drawing attention to the fact that
also part of the Soviet Union belongs to Northern Europe.
A similar proposal in the following year by Khrushchev
(referring to Scandinavia and the Baltic area) was re-
turned by the Swedish foregin minister Osten Undén, who
observed that the only power around the Baltic possessing
nuclear weapons was the Soviet Union. Undén himself, in
1961, suggested the creation of a "Non-~Atom Club", but
although the Nordic states certainly were supposed to
join it, it had a much wider, both geographical and
political scope. The "modern" debate on a Nordic zone
stems, as we all know, from a series of initiatives by
the former Finnish President, Urho Kekkonen, first in
1963, and lastly in a lecture at the Swedish Institute
for International Affairs in 1978. From having been
rather much a Finnish monopoly, the debate on a Nordic
zone developed explosively in Norway and in Sweden around
1980, and has since become closély associated to Swedish

policy.

The Swedish view

The official Swedish position on a NNWFZ has recently
been summarized in a Foreign Ministry pamphlet. {3)
According to the pamphlet, a NWFZ can be defined as
follows:

1. States which are part of a nuclear weapons free zone
are not allowed to have, receive, or directly or
indirectly gain control over nuclear weapons, nor to

(3) En k&rnvapenfri zon i Norden, UD informerar
1984:4, Stockholm 1984.




manufacture or in any other way come into the possession
of nuclear weapons.

2. The member states are not allowed to have, or to
accept the existence of nuclear weapons on their terri-
tories.

3. The nuclear weapons states must respect the nuclear
free status of the zone and are not allowed to take
measures contrary to this obligation. They must also give
assurances not to use or to threaten the use of nuclear
weapons against targets on the territories of the member

states.

These conditions should be fulfilled in peace, in times
of crisis, as well as in war. It is also noted that the
Nordic countries fulfil condition 1) by adhering to the
Non-proliferation Treaty, condition 2) is fulfilled in
peacetime, while condition 3) is not fulfilled. The above
definition has been proposed i.a. in the reply by the
Swedish Government &p an enquiry by the UN Secretary
General in 1976. At the same time it was noted that the
obligations of the nuclear powers towards a NWFZ being
intergral to the concept, the establishment of such a
zone is likely to require negotiations with these powers.
The reply also suggested that nuclear weapons deployed in
the proximity of a NWFZ should be retired, to the extent
that they were destined or suitable for use against
targets within the zone. That these observations are
still valid can be seen from the Swedish Prime Minister
Olof Palme's lecture at the Paasikivi Society two years
ago. In his lecture Prime Minister Palme defined the
geographical extent of a Nordic nuclear weapons free zone
as comprising, at a minimum, the territories, including
the territorial seas and the air spaces, of Denmark,
Finland, Norway and Sweden. Although the Baltic, being
international waters, cannot become part of a zone by a

decision of the Nordic states, he nevertheless firmly



stated that a NNWFC must be combined with obligations

concerning a nuclear free Baltic.

According to the Swedish view, the fundamental purpose of
the NNWFZ is to improve the security of its members
(although it is recognized that it is not possible
entirely to eliminate the nuclear threat against the
Nordic countries). It is also suggested, however, that by
the restraint required, as well by its members as by the
nuclear powers, for the creation of such a zone, it could
consistute an important CBM. It is furthermore suggested
that a zone would increase stability in crisis situations
and reduce the risk of misjudgements. So far the official

view.

Discussion

The following observations are not meant as an exhaustive
analysis of the consequences of a NNWFZ. Like all of this
paper they are proposed as points of departure for the

seminar discussion.

Technically, an obligation not to introduce nuclear
weapons on the territories of the Nordic countries, does
not seem to imply any significant restraints on military
options in the area. An obligation not to use nuclear
weapons against targets in the zone would, in theory, be
a restraint. Unfortunately, a NWFZ is not likely to be
respected in a general nuclear war, particularly if
forces-of nations engaged in such a war are present on
the territory of states belonging to the zone, so the
restrictions would mainly apply to first use of nuclear
weapons taking place in the Nordic area. However, I find
it difficult to believe that this area would be regarded

important enough to "merit" escalation to nuclear war.



After all, its importance mainly derives from its role in

a long conventional war.

The case of the Baltic is a bit different in that it is
used as basing area for some Soviet "eurostrategic"
SLBMs. In view of the age of these submarines, and the
very large number of land-mobile missiles covering the
same targets, the military cost of giving up these old
submarines would seem to be very modest, if indeed it
should be seen as a cost.

Still, a nuclear free Baltic would pose several difficult
problems, for example with respect to verification. A
minor matter might be that it would require the nuclear
powers to change their policy of neither affirming nor
denying the existence of nuclear weapons aboard their
ships. However, it is an open guestion how long they will
be able to maintain this policy anyhow, and for what

good.

All difficulties notwithstanding, a nuclear free Baltic
would be one of the few tangible gains of a NNWFZ, and,
as noted above, has long been and remains a Swedish

condition.

Concerning "thinning-out" zones, it appears, as suggested
by the Swedish Defence Minister (at the time Undersecre-
tary of Defence}, Anders Thunborg, ten years ago in
Ulkopolitiikka and by Prime Minister Palme in his
Paasikivi speech, that the retirement of weapons suitable
" {only) for use against targets in the zone is a natural
consequence of the establishment of a zone. This ought to
be rather straightforward to the east of the zone; in the
neighbourhood of Denmark it could be more difficult,

however.



The introduction, in a crisis, of nuclear weapons in
Norway or Denmark would be a highly escalatory measure
and most likely a seriously destabilizing one. A NNWFZ
would consitute an obstacle against this. Still, the
difference compared with a situation without a zone would
probably be marginal, both because the military reasons
for introducing nuclear weapons in these countries are
probably not very strong and because of the divisive
effects this might have on the internal situation.

It is not evident that the very existence of a NNWFZ
would promote detente. Detente is, after all, something
that can only exist in peacetime, and in peacetime the
Nordic countries are nuclear free already. The situation
could be different, however, with respect to the process
of establishing a zone. With the very strong reservations

in NATO against a zone, and the essential role the
nuclear powers must play in the creation of a zone, it is
quite clear that it can only come into being if both
blocs, and all nuclear powers with a stake in the area,
judge it to be in their interest. It is guite common to
assert that a (much) better international climate is a
precondition to any substantial East-West agreement. This
may well be so, but then the problem is how to create
this better climate. Assuming that there is a will to
find ways to do it, a process of discussion and negoti-
ation aiming at creating a NNWFZ might be used as a
vehicle for confidence building.

A BATTLEFIELD NUCLEAR WEAPONS FREE CORRIDOR

In its report of April 1982, the Independent Commission

on Disarmament and Security Issues ("Palme-Commission")



proposed the establishment in Central Europe of a corridor
free of battlefield nuclear weapons.(4) As a follow-up
of this proposal, the Swedish Government in December of
the same year addressed a note to the member nations of
NATO, the Warsaw Pact and a number of European neutral
and non-aligned nations, asking for their views on the
proposal. Comments were received from all nations which
had received the note, with those of the NATO members
generally arguing against the proposal, the Warsaw Pact
members in favour and suggesting extensions of the
proposed corridor, while the replies from the neutral and
non-aligned states were, with some notable exception,
positive to the idea. A summary of the replies (5) and a
commentary (6) has later been made public by the Swedish

Government.,

The proposai

The Swedish note (which has never been made public by the
Swedish Government) did not give a very detailed defini-
tion of the proposed corridor. Evidently the respondents

were supposed to refer to the Palme Commission report for

(4) Common Security - A Programme for Disarmament,
Pan Books, London 1982,

{5) Reactions to the inquiry by the Swedish
Government on the proposal by the Independent
Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues
regarding battlefield nuclear weapons_in Central
Europe, Aide-memoire I 1983-12-09, Swedish
Ministry for Foreign Affairs,

(6) Swedish Views on the proposal for a corridor
free from battlefield nuclear weapons in Central
Europe, Aide-memoire II, Swedish Ministry for
Foreign Affairs.
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this. In fact, a main purpose of the note was to draw
attention to the report and act as a catalyst for dis-

cussions of its proposals.

Briefly, the corridor should consist of a strip 150 km
wide (although the width, like most of its more detailed
characteristics, might be subject to negotiation) on each
side of the dividing line between the military-political
blocs in Central Europe. No nuclear warheads for battle-
field weapons systems or exclusive battlefield nuclear
weapons were to be allowed within the corridor. The
corridor would, however, not affect other kinds of
nuclear weapons, nor, it is important to note, would
there be any prohibition against using nuclear weapons
against targets within the corridor. It would thus not

constitute a nuclear free zone.

A BNWFC would, according to the Swedish documents,
constitute an important CBM which should contribute
towards reduced tensions in Europe and reduce the risk of
an immediate recourse to battlefield nuclear weapons were
an armed conflict to break out. In fact, reference 5 is
somewhat ambiguous, stating that the corridor should
mainly be regarded as a measure aiming at the latter
goal, and that it should mainly be regarded as a CBM. In
the latter connection, it suggests that "a corridor... =
with, for instance, verification measures comprising
on-site inspection - would by its very existence increase
confidence and transparency and, in this way, reduce the
risk of a conflict breaking out." This may well be so,
such on-site inspections probably having to include not
only nuclear storage sites but also nuclear capable {(dual
capable) weapons systems, e g nuclear capable aircraft
and, in particular, artillery pieces of a calibre larger
than 15 cm or thereabout. On-site inspections including
such weaponé systems certainly would have the potential
of substantial%f& increasing transparency. The other side



of the coin is, of course, that such verification measures

would be extremely difficult to agree on.

Objections to a BNWFC

Some objections to the idea had the appearance of being
based on misunderstandings of the proposal and will not

be discussed here.

A political argument against the corridor proposal was
that it would not be compatible with the principle of
NATO unity - equal protection and equal risk. Strategi-
cally it was said to increase the risk of a conflict.
By heightening the nuclear threshold, a corridor would
weaken deterrence and increase the risk of war (and,
thereby, the risk of nuclear war would increase too).
Militarily, it would allow the conventionally stronger
side to concentrate his forces, allowing him better to
exploit his superiority, but it was also claimed that
nothing prevented the reintroduction of nuclear weapons
into the corridor in a crisis or targeting the corridor
from outside its limits. It was also suggested that a
debate on a BNWFC would be harmful by diverting attention
from {(then) current negotiations on intermediate range
weapons (INF), and generally complicate such

negotiations.

I do not propose to discuss the argument about the unity
of NATO. It has a strong flavour of holy writ and its
correspondence to reality is not too convincing. It
should be sufficient to remind of the Danish and
Norwegian base and nuclear policy, and that the most
likely battlefield in a conventional or tactical nuclear
war (if such a war is conceivable) is Western Germany,
while the territories of the USA and Canada are at risk

12



only if the war were allowed to escalate to interconti-

nental nuclear war.

Perceptions of the role of battlefield nuclear weapons in
a war in Europe are in many ways critical to any
evaluation of the objections against a corridor, as well
as of the assumptions motivating its proponents. It is
difficult to imagine that nuclear weapons can be used as
a weapon in the close-in battle or that, for example, the
West Germans would accept the conduct of a battlefield
nuclear war on their territory. The task of keeping at
risk the forces of the other side could presumably be
fulfilled by weapons based outside the corridor, e g air
delivered weapons, or tactical missiles of longer range.
Furthermore, present trends within NATO seem to point
towards stressing targets in the deep rear of the Warsaw
Pact as the ones most likely to be attacked in a first
strike. It seems to me that, whereas short range systems
like nuclear artillery and some battlefield missile
systems, available on divisonal level, would have a place
on a hypothetical dynamic nuclear battlefield, they have
no obvious place in a deterrence strategy based on an
ability to escalate to nuclear use, but with no intention

to carry on an extensive nuclear battle.

If I am right in this, there would not seem to be any
compelling reason to expect a BNWFC to have much of an
impact on the so called nuclear threshold. The contrary
assumption is advanced by the corridor proponents,
however. One reason for this belief might be the idea
that it could be easier to take the political decision to
escalate to nuclear use with short range weapons and on
one's own territory. As indicated above, I believe that
NATO thinking is going in a different direction. Another
very common argument, which is mentioned for instance in
the Palme Commission report, is the "use-or-lose" argument,
In critical situations there might be pressures to auth-

13



orize use of battlefield weapons, or commanders under
heavy strain might use weapons available to them on their

own initiative, it is suggested.

I will briefly discuss three possible use-or-lose
situations. The first one concerns a low level commander
initiating nuclear use on his own initiative when facing
the risk of having his unit destroyed. Quite apart from
the gquestion of the rationality of such a decision, he
would not, if available information on the control of

nuclear weapons is correct, be able to do it. The nuclear

warheads are not necessarily in the same location as the
firing unit, they are guarded by special (American) units
and are equipped with locking devices which are supposed
to protect against unauthorized use until release has

been granted.

2 second possibility which, fantastic as it may be, has
been suggested, is that rather than losing a number of
nuclear weapons to the enemy when nuclear equipped units
risk being overrun, authorization would be given to fire
the weapons. Why? The Warsaw Pact already has a large
number of nuclear weapons and would most likely not be
able to use NATO weapons anyhow. Neither would the loss
of a fraction of its stockpile put NATO in a position of
significant nuclear inferiority, nor prevent it from
escalating. Besides, the warheads could fairly easily be

moved out of the threatened area.

In fact, closing the battlefield nuclear escalation
option to NATO would require eliminating virtually all
nuclear capable aircraft and nuclear capable army units.
This, on the other hand would require, or be equivalent
to, a complete break-down of NATO's defence in Central
Europe. A likely cause for nuclear escalation if any, not
because of the loss of some nuclear weapons however, but

because of NATO being about to lose the war.
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1f, as 1 argue, a SNWFC would on the whole be consistent
with NATO strategy and have no real impact on the
"nuclear treshold”, what about its confidence building
potential? There might be some similarities to the Nordic
situation, in that the eastern most parts of West Germany
(on the situation in East Germany I must confess to an
even higher degree of ignorance) might be more or less
nuclear free in peacetime. The dispersion in a crisis -
or the reintroduction in the case of a corridor - of
nuclear weapons within the area of the proposed corridor
could be a destabilizing measure. On the other hand, it
would poséibly only be a marginal addition, if any, to
the impact of the alerting of other nuclear systems in
the region. We are therefore back to the possible CBM

value of a negotiation process. While I do not want to

exclude all possibility of negotiations aiming at a
Nordic NWFZ serving a confidence building purpose, I tend
to do so in connection with a BNWFC in Central Europe.
This is because such negotiations would be inextricably
linked to negotiations on all kinds of nuclear systems
and conventional forces, would have to consist of an
extremely difficult to manage mixture of inter and intra
alliance negotiations, and most important, would force
deep going differences of interest and perception of the

role of nuclear weapons inside NATO into the open.

This goes, in my opinion, together with an unwillingness
to accept the legitimacy of the interests of NN-states in
military-political issues in Central Europe, a long way
towards explaining the reactions in NATO to the Swedish

note.

Lest what is written above giveg a wholly negative view
Shoulel agfed Hiné T

on a BNWFC in Central Eurcpe, I[believe that Such a

corridor, or rather the elimination or reduction of short

range nuclear weapons would be a positive development,

and also be in NATO's own interest (that the Warsaw Pact
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considers it to be advantageous is evident in the replies
to the Swedish note). The battlefield nuclear weapons
steal resources from the conventional forces, not only
capital, manpower for guarding and handling them as well
as training time, but also, and perhaps most importantly,
they divert attention from the planning and organizing
for conventional battle. Significant gains in conven-
tional capability might result from greater clarity
regarding the roles of conventional forces in NATO's

strategy.

Deépite my pessimism relative to negotiations on a BNWFC,
I can still see some cause for optimism. I believe, for
example, that we will see some unilateral steps being
taken in the direction of reducing battlefield nuclear
weapons by NATO. A decision was taken to retire 1000
nuclear warheads in connection with the December 1979
agreement on the eurostrategic weapons, and the retire-
ment of an additional 1400 was agreed on in 1983. The
opinion for reducing the role of tactical nuclear weapons
in NATO's strategy seems to be gaining in strength, also
in policy making circles. In fact, I tend to interpret
the insistent demands by General Rogers and others for
increased conventional strength, as bé'ﬁotivated not only
by a wish to reduce the dependence on the threat of
nuclear escalation, but on the realisation that it is
unlikely that political authorization to use nuclear

weapons will be given.

Clearly visible reductions of nuclear weapons in Europe
-could have a significant value in improving the East-West
climate. It is therefore unfortunate that the Soviet
Union appears to have introduced nuclear artillery in
Eastern Europe over the past few years, and that it could
not resist a politically motivated counter-deployment to
NATO's deployment of Pershing II and ground launched

cruise missiles,
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THE STOCKHOLM CONFERENCE

When the Conference on Confidence and Security Building
Measures and Disarmament in Europe began its work in
Stockholm in January 1984, it did so accompanied by much
public interest and high hopes for significant disarma-
ment results. The part of the public entertaining such
hopes is likely to feel deceived with the results that
will have been accomplished by the time the follow-up

meegging opens in Vienna in the autumn of 1986,

But if it does not reach an agreement on disarmament
measures (which it will not) it may still accomplish
valuable results. The CSCE process, of which the
Stockholm Conference is an outgrowth, can be seen as a
new departure in international security negotiations,
Instead of attempting to find solutions to major issues
of disarmament, as has been the purpose of many negoti-
ations in the past (some of which are still going on),
the CSCE could be seen as an attempt at getting a dynamic
process going, by starting with easier problems and
trying to get agreements on a step by step basis.

After a long introductory period, during which the two
Alliances and the NN-states (as well as Romania and
Malta) tabled their proposals, the Conference has now
settled down to serious negotiations. I will not discuss
the various proposals in any detail. Briefly character-
ized, the Eastern proposal is strongly flavoured by
political-declaratory measures - e g non-use of violence,
which is, in fact, already subscribed to in the UN
Charter - and proposals which are of a global nature
and/or under consideration in other fora, for example
related to defence budgets, a complete test ban, a
chemical weapons ban, nuclear-free zones etc.It also

contains a proposal for limiting the size of military
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exercises and the notification of exercises and military

movements.

Also the Western proposal contains one measure which

might be seen more in a political perspective - informa-
tion exchange about the organization and location of

major formations, but is otherwise giving quite detailed
proposals for the notification, observation and inspection

of military activities.

The NN proposal has similarities to the Western one. It
is less detailed, however, and envisages the possibility
of certain geographical limitions and, in particular,

constraints on the size of military activities.

With the adoption of a negotiating procedure in December
1984, the conference has entered a phase of highly

technical work.

Wwhat, then, might be the shape of the agreement which
hopefully will be negotiated in time for the Vienna
follow-up meeting in November 19862 Clearly, the
likelihood of any disarmament measures, zones of
disengagement, or any other measures that would appeal to
a public anxious for more dramatic signs of reduced
military potentials in Europe, is very low. What is
beging discussed are exchange of annual calendars for
military activities, expanding the categories of military
activities which should be notified in advance (from only
manoeuvres, in the Helsinki Final Act, to movements,
redeployment, alert and mobilization activities),lowering
the thresholds of notification (25 000 troops in the
Final Act), increasing the notification period (21 days
in the Final Act), establishing binding rules for invita-
tion of observers and for the procedures and conditions
of their participation, measures of verification and

inspection, and communications and complaints arrangements.



The principle of non-use of force is likely to figure in
some way in an agreement, and the prospects of some
measures of constaints being included appear to have

increased.

Wwhile according to the Madrid Mandate the measures to be
negotiated should apply to all of Europe (and adjoining
sea and air space), matters of geography and of defence
organization, for example, mean that some measures will
have different implications for different states or

alliances.

Looking at available statistics it is evident that low
ceilings on the size of military manduévgres would be of
greater consequence for NATO, with its large multi-
national exercises concentrated to a few periods of the
year, than for the Warsaw Pact. Constraints on military
activities have several purposes, of which a general
reduction of the level of military activity is one, and
the limitation of particularly threatening activites is
another. The threatening aspect of an activity has to do,
among other things, with its size and with the amount of
warning time provided. It might thus be possible to
accept a higher ceiling on activities that are announced
in an annual calendar than such as are notified perhaps a
month or so in advance, Still lower ceilings might be
applicable to activities which by their very nature and
purpose cannot be notified in advance, such as alert
exercises, Low ceilings are desirable also for activities

with a potential for rapidly developing into a threatening

direction, such as airborne and amphibious exercises.

The provision of adequate verification and inspection
procedures obviously becomes more important, the more
militarily significant the measures agreed. This is one
area where the problems might be particularly difficult
for the NN-states. Their national technical means of
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verification are much more limited than those belonging
to members of the two alliances, but their main problem
might lie elsewhere, These states all rely on sensitive
mobilization procedures for their military defence, and
would therefore have difficulties allowing some forms of

observation and inspection.

CSBMs of course become particularly pertinent in crises.
Fear that a CSBM regime might be exploited for deceptive
purposes, or that it will make timely counter-measures
more difficult to decide on, increase the reluctance to
accept the inclusion e g of restraints and amplifies the
need for effgcient consultation and complaints procedures.
These must be designed so as not to allow their exploita-
tion neither for delaying tactics nor as a meaBbse of

exerting political pressure.

The Stockholm Conference is an important meeting ground
for political and military experts from all of Europe and
North America. Even if the work of the conference should
be aimed at negotiating as militarily significant CSBMs
as possible, I believe that its main importance maybe
lies in this political function. To some extent it might
also contribute to a greater sophistication in the debate
on the military balance and military threats in Buropeg,
by forcing more attention to factors other than purely
numerical comparisons of forces. Should it succeed in
reaching agreement on some significant CSBMs too, so much
the better. For the NN states, which do not participate
in an alliance exchange on security matters or in
bloc-to-bloc negotiations in other fora, the work in the
CSE has provided new insights in European security
problems and has generally stimulated an interest in such
matters, this is at least the conclusion I draw from

looking at the Swedish experience.
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CONCLUSIONS

In one version of the programme of this seminar this
paper appears under the title of Prospects of military
disengagement in Europe. Neither of the three cases I
have discussed above contains any significant measure of
military disengagq:‘pent. I do not see any appreciable
prospect of this happening within a timeframe of concern

to me.

While I certainly agree that military forces should be
reduced and all efforts made to reduce the possibilities
of using military power for political gain; it is my
opinion that priority must go, in the short run to
greatly improving crisis management capabilities, and in
the long run to reducing political tensions. It is not
obvious to me that efforts to bring about military
disengagement promise the highest pay-offs when it comes
to our ability to control and prevent crises. Nor do I
believe that military disengagement can lead to a
reduction of tension., What I do believe is that we must
strive for increased contacts in all fields over all of
Europe. Negotiations on military and other security
issues constitute one such field, and a very important

one at that.
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(5

X1. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Introduction

In the introductory Chapter the basic problem underlying the
present study was stated as follows:

What conditions concerning agenda, institutional framework and
rules of procedure determined the organization, course and results
of the Madrid Meeting and - in view of the aims of the CSCE as laid
down in the Helsinki Act - what modifications of these conditions
would be acceptable te the 3% participating states 1n ordgr to
increase the efficiency of decision-making at future meetings?

Three basic questions were derived from this statement of the
problem: first of all what were the conditions of the Madrid Meeting;
secondly, how did these conditions affect the organization, course and
results of the Madrid Meeting, and finatly how could these conditions be
acceptably modified to increase the efficiency of decision-making in the
future?

On the basis of findings from the preceding Chapters the answers
to these questions will be summarized in the three following sections of

this chapter.

Z. The Madrid Conditions

The CSCE agenda covers virtually every aspect of
security and co-operation in Europe. The fact
that there is no theoretical agreement as to
whether internal events and circumstances can
come under discussion does not limit the scope
of the agenda in practice.

The communiqué dialogue conducted between MATO and the WP countries

between 1966 and 1972 established that if a CSCE was to be organized it
should be able to deal with almost all aspects of security and co-

-operation in Eurcope. This broad agenda was first reflected in the Final
Recommendations of the Helsinki Consultations {the so-called Blue Book)
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and was confirmed in the Final Act. The follow-up meetings in Belgrade
and Madrid were therefore entitled to include in their implementation
discussions and proposals virtually all issues that they considered
important to their mutual relations. Moreover, the fact that new items
totally absent from the Final Act were added to the agenda in Madrid,
the right to form free trade unions and the protection of visiting
sparting and cultural groups are two examples, means that from now on
gaps discovered in the Final Act can be filled at follow-up meetings.
In Belgrade interpretation of the Final Act's principle of non-
-intervention led to discussions that seemed to augur i1l for discussions
in Madrid: was the CSCE entitled to concern itself with, for example,
the implementation of the principle on human rights in other CSCE states,
or was this contrary to the Final Act? WP countries held that in the
CSCE only bilateral implementation of the Final Act could be discussed
and not the circumstances inside any one country. But in Madrid every
country maintained its right as sovereign state (and there is no CSCE
procedural rule that can deny this right) to bring up for discussion in
the Plenary, at any time it wished, any problem that related to the
letter or spirit of the Final Act. This meant in practice that the
agenda of the follow-up meeting in fact covered all the most important
problems troubling the relations between the participating states. This
does not mean, however, that a meaningful dialogue on these problems
followed or that consensus on their solution was found, for the same
rule of consensus limits the possibilities of achieving such results.

b. institutional framework

The CSCE follow-up system projected in the Final
Act is envisaged as a framework at a low level
of institutionalization. Follow-up meetings are
only mandated to take decisions of an in-
formational, rule-supervisory or normative nature.
In spite of suggestions from the academic world and initial
attempts by both WP and NMA countries to achieve a permanent organization,
preferably linked with the UNO, in the end the Final Act only envisaged
a framework at a low level of institutionalization. It was first of all
decided that a second follow-up meeting should only take place by a
consensls decision of the first follow-up meeting. Then CSCE rules of
procedure and working methods were declared valid for all meetings
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nutatis mutandis but the date, duration, agenda and other modalities of
each follow-up meeting were left to be decided by a preparatory meeting
in each case, Finally the Final Act decreed that there should be no
permanent secretariat but that an ad hoc secretariat with limited
competence should be set up for each follow-up meeting.

The Madrid Meeting attempted to raise the level of institutionaliza-
tion of the CSCE by declaring the agenda, and other procedural modalities
laid down in the Purple Book, valid for the Vienna follow-up Meeting as
well, even if mutatis mutandis.

The Final Act lays only limited tasks on follow-up meetings and it
is indeed difficult to widen the functions of such meetings. Consensus
on sanctions against alleged non-fulfilment of the Final Act can never
be reached because the State involved will always refuse to co-operate.
Consensus on rule-creating standards will be equally difficult to reach
because states would rather bow to a consensus of a supposedly

politically binding nature than to a consensus of a legally binding
nature.

CSQE rules of procedure are based on the
principle of equality expressed in the consensus
procedure for decision-making and in the rule of
rotating the chairmanship which applies in every
organ of the conference. Notwithstanding the
formally prescribed procedure the working method
ts inductive. The Executive Secretary is charged
with technical tasks alone, among which language
services are the most labour intensive and hence
the most expensive, Rules prescribed for
publicity are strict but in practice there is a
high degree of openness.

In the very first days of the Helsinki Consultaticns preceding the
CSCE in November 1972 agreement was reached on the most important rules
of procedure. The principle of sovereign equality of ali 35 states was
established then, with the condition furthermore, that the participating
states would not take part as members of military alliances. The two
most important rules of procedure sprang from the principle of equality:
the rule of consensus and rotation of the chairmanship.

Some mitigation of the consensus rule is offered in the Blue Book
by its negative formulation on this point: consensus can be achieved “"in
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the absence of any objection" which means that positive approval of a
decision is not required: silence means consensus. Objections to
decisions have moreover to be submitted as “constituting an obstacle" to
the taking of the decision in question. Finally there are the resources
of formal reservations and interpretative statements which can be added
to decisions, but tittle use has ever been made of these in the history
of the CSCE.

Mitigation of the consequences of the rule of rotation of the
chairmanship and at the same time of the rule that makes it incumbent to
sit round the table in alphabetical order, prfnciples that reflected an
ideal of equality rather than political reality, was obtained by going
over to informal organizational structures as soon as actual drafting of
the concluding document had to start. Permanent "co-ordinators" provided
by the NNA countries took the chair and the alphabetical arrangement gave
way to one in which the main political groups found themselves face-to-
~-face.

As far as working methods are concerned, the formal procedural
framework places the Plenary at the centre of the decision-making process
with the task of guiding the Subsidiary Working Bodies in their work;
Drafting Groups are supposed.-to assist the Plenmary in drafting the
concluding document. In practice however, the actual drafting took place
in a variety of autonomously operating informal organs which never in
fact worked on the basis of guidelines previously received from the
P]enaty.

One of the points at which the low level of institutionalization
appears is in the terms of reference for the Executive Secretary and his
secretariat, who are empowered to deal only with technical matters. The
major part of the work of the secretariat is the language services it
provides since the CSCE recognizes six working languages (English, French,
German, Italian, Russian and Spanish}.

On paper, CSCE meetings are not entirely public yet in practice the
CSCE might be called "an open book". The forum aspect of the CSCE means
that all its participants are looking for publicity and therefore
openness.

3. The Madrid Experience




Since 1973 the number of CSCE participants (35)
has remained stable and will most probably
continue to do so.

Use has never been made of the possibility offered by CSCE rules
of procedure of attending the conference as "observer" without
participating in the taking of decisions, and this is unlikely to happen
in the future. Albania is the only country that might still attend as
observer, or as participating state bring the total number of CSCE states
to 36, but up to now it has preferred to remain in isolation. In the
opposite sense a reduction of the number of participants is equally un-
likely. In Madrid, during the Malta phase, the meeting threatened to
create a “positive" consensus of 34 because of the lack of a “"negative"
consensus of 35 on acceptance of the Madrid Concluding Document, but
Malta preferred not to be excluded from the CSCE in this way.

The influence of the special category of
participating states known as the “non-
-participating Mediterranean States", on CSCE

decision-making is nil.

Although the Final Act offers an opportunity to non-participating
{Mediterranean) states to offer their views on questions relating to
security and co-operation in the Mediterranean, almost all the fully
participating states appeared to have no interest at all in these views.

In Madrid, as before in Belgrade and Geneva,
the CSCE was a conference of diplomats and
government officials. Visiting members of
national pariiaments and "public members" in
delegations had no influence on the decision-
-making process.

Different delegations included among their numbers, for short
periods, members of their parliaments, not as negotiators but as
observers. The US delegation sometimes included “public members” who
played a modest role in the implementation discussion. Notwithstanding
the forum aspect of the CSCE, decision-making was done by diplomats,

mostly career diplomats, and other government officials.

The absence in CSCE rules of procedure of any
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regulation on the presentation, examination or
approval of official letters of credence by
representatives of the participating states gave
rise to no problems.
CSCE practice is that a diplomatic Mote from the embassy in the
host country, and later from the delegation to the meeting itself, to
the Executive Secretary, giving a 1ist of representatives of that country,
is sufficient to give these the right to speak and take part in decisions.
Such Motes are accepted as credentials by the Executive Secretary and
the other participating delegations without any discussion. The only
problem was over Turkey's refusal to recognize the representative of
Cyprus and this was easily solved by unilateral declarations on the part
of each of these countries,

Provided a consensus could be reached, the
Plenary of the Madrid meeting arrogated to it-
self the right to take any decision it thought
fit; in its own opinion the Plenary was all-
-powerful.

In exceptional cases in Madrid the Plenary reached consensus for
a specific interpretation of established rules of procedure. The under-
1ying thought was that as long as consensus was obtained, the Plenary
was all-powerful and could take any decision, as it saw fit, as an
opportune interpretation of the procedures laid down in the Purple or
Blue Books. In December 1981 therefore, the Plenary decided to replace
all the Drafting Groups set up according to the Purple Bock at the level
of experts, by a single Drafting Group at the level of Heads of
Delegation. In July 1983 and as a departure from the rule of daily
rotation of the chairmanship, the Plenary decided to change to twice-
-daily rotation during the final ministerial days in September.

Thus the Plenary is all-powerful except in so far as there must be
consensus for its decisions so that it is still open to any country to
refuse to depart from the established rules of procedure or to interpret
these in an exceptional fashion.

Drafting of the concluding document, one of the
tasks of the Madrid Meeting, took place outside
the formal setting of the meeting.
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Just as had been the case in Belgrade and in Geneva, neither the
Plenary nor the official Drafting Groups drafted a single sentence for
the concluding document in Madrid, with tﬁe exception of the official
Drafting Group for the Mediterranean where the East-West opposition did
not have a dominating role. Drafting took place informally in a variety
of circumstances: contact groups, coffee groups, structured informal
negotiations, sherry groups and mini-groups, and there were also many
informal contacts in coffee-breaks, in the coffee bar and at lunches or
even dinners, on occasion, which cleared the way towards the solution
of drafting problems. In the end it became necessary to go as far as
government~to-government appeals in order to arrive at a final result.

In spite of the official rules of procedure the
existence of political groupings of allied
nations played a crucial part in the internal
decision-making process of the Madrid Meeting.

Although the formal rule is that all states participating in the
conference should do so as individual states independent of whatever
"military alliance" they may belong to, the caucuses of these political
groups formed part and parcel of the Madrid decision-making process and
were in fact the most important decision-making organs. As the meeting
pursued its lengthy course, spokesmen became less and less reluctant to
speak on behalf of their own group and more and more inclined to call a
spade a spade. The CSCE, which consists in theory of 35 independent
countries, disclosed itself in Madrid as an assembly of political groups
reflecting the reality of the political situation, The NMA countries,
finding themselves more and more often in a buffer position between two
antagonistic blocs, became in¢reasingly prepared to consolidate them-
selves into a third bloc and to undertake the role of broker in the
negotiations,

Application of the consensus rule to matters of
procedure had on various occasions dramatic
effects on the immediate course of decision-
-making in Madrid, but not on its results.

There were in Madrid at least three occasions on which the scene
might have been described as Kafka-esque.

a) On 11 November 1980 a procedural discussion took place on how to apply
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the consensus rule in order to restart the stopped clock so that the
Main Meeting, as deSired Ey the West, would be able to begin on that day
according to the schedule agreed in Belgrade. The Meeting did indeed
begin on that day but it seems likely that it would have done so in any
case even if other procedures had been employed,

b) On 9 February 1982 the Polish chairman attempted to use the consensus
rule to prevent thirteen speakers from making speeches on the situation
in his own country; even if other procedural rules had been in force he
would still have made use of them for the same purpose. But political
reality cannot be confined in a procedural straitjacket and Western
concern about events in Poland did manage to draw worldwide attention
through the forum offered by Madrid.

c) In the night of silences, on 5 March 1982, the West used the consensus
rule to enforce the initiation of a long summer recess. The object was
achieved but would probably also have been achieved if different rules
of procedure - for example a voting system - had been in force.

Application of the consensus rule to matters of
substance in Madrid meant that in the decision-
-making process all drafting bodies were open-
-ended and all participants enjoyed equal rights
in decision taking. However, equal rights should
not be confused with equal political influence.

Negotiation on the Madrid Concluding Document took place between
representatives of the caucuses, in large or small informal groups. How-
ever informal the Drafting Groups were, it remained a condition that
consensus had to be reached on every word of the document. In theory
therefore, and in practice, all these groups continued to be accessible
to all detegations in order to allow them the opportunity of exercising
their veto if necessary. In very limited sherry- or mini-groups the
absence of other delegations was entirely on a voluntary basis and
represented an exercise of self-discipline.

The conclusion that an equal right to withhold consensus does not
mean an equal right to exert influence, is for example borne out by what
happened in the Malta phase. A positive "consensus of 34" would not have
been a possibility if the thirty-fifth country had been the US or the |
5U. Clearly the opinions of these two countries carry more weight than
those of, say, Monaco,



The review of implementation of the Final Act
occup1ed_not only'the first six weeks of the
meeting in their entirety, as envisaged in the
Purpie Book, but also continued to form a major
part of the deliberations right up to the last
day of the Madrid Meeting, two-and-a~-half years
1ater. Whether or not certain topics were
considered by some delegations as purely internal
affairs, other delegations persisted in talking
about them,

The consequence of the principle that each participant had, as
sovereign state, the right to speak in the Plenary on any subject it
liked, as long as it was connected with the Final Act, was that none of
the Western and Neutral countries would give up their right to continue
the implementation discussion to the bitter end and to make speeches on
what other states considered to be their own internal affairs. The chair-
man, who is not a single individual but a delegation occupying the chair,
cannot be expected to call his fellow delegations to order for he is not
allowed to make a chairman's ruling: such a ruling could never be
challenged because the chairman's voice itself would be needed to
complete the consensus for a challenge.

The Madrid Concluding Document, reflecting the
limits of drafting under consensus conditions,
catalogues contemporary problems but fails to

solve them.

Although the Madrid Meeting finally adopted a so-called “sub-
stantial and balanced concluding document” this document betrays every
characteristic of the result of a drafting process based on consensus.
It exhibits a maximum drafting result on less controversial issues, a
minimum result where politically sensitive matters are concerned and

ambiguous texts where agreement to disagree was preferred to no text at
all,

External rather than internal factors explain
the long duration of the Madrid Meeting.
Notwjthstanding heightened tensions between
par§1cipating states and also their various
political configurations, the CSCE follow-up
process stayed alive.
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The Madrid Meeting, taking place as it did in a period of
heightened East-West conflict, was able to serve as an appropriate forum
for discussion of the bones of contention that lay between the
participants: the human rights condition, economic boycotts, or the
situation in and around Afghanistan and Poland. The pressing need to
discuss these problems contributed to the Meeting's long duration; a
concluding document would have been agreed much sooner if it had not
been for the Polish problem and other East-West tensions. The final out-
come of all the conditions governing the Madrid Meeting which have been
discussed in this book is that we still have at our disposal a forum in
which critical implementation debatés can be held. The reverse of the
coin is that those same conditions, by producing compromise normative
formulations and rule-supervisory promulgations unsupported by sanctions,
Jimited the actual effect of the Madrid follow-up Meeting. Implementation
of the Final Act and the Concluding Document of Madrid is a matter of
concrete fact which perversely remains outside the conference chamber.
However, although compromise formulations of the same kind as dominated
Madrid are to be found in the mandates for future meetings announced in
the Madrid Concluding Document, the very holding of these meetings will
itself constitute a fact in the reality of post-Madrid Europe. With or
without détente, the CSCE is here to stay.

4. Recommendations

The conclusions to be drawn from the material described in this
book will now be summarized in the form of a series of recommendations
each followed by a discussion. The recommendations have been so designed
that each one is capable of execution independently of the rest but they
should also be regarded as interrelated and together constitute a
package.

RECOMMENDATION 1: Participating states should exercise the greatest
restraint in putting forward proposals to be
approved by the next follow-up meeting: a single
poiitical group of countries should contribute
not more than one proposal per basket, focussed
on the most important problem in the relations
between the 35 states.
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RECOMMENDATION 2: Neither a substantive concluding document nor
any other comprehensive final document should
be aimed at: the function of such a document
can be performed by a small number of separate
chairman's statements.

The Madrid Concluding Document is an extensive document
representing nearly three years of negotiation on 87 proposals. The
repetition of such an exercise is not to be recommended, Madrid, never

again! The provisions contained in the Madrid document vary in importance.

The most important Western and East European proposals occupy a dis-
proportionate place. It would seem to be more efficient and less time-
-consuming if negotiations were concentrated only on proposals that are
of essential interest in the relations between the 35 states. Whether
such negotiations would be 1ikely to achieve results would depend, as
always, on the political climate of the moment, but it would at least
become swiftly apparent what the prospects were for a useful outcome.’

The Final Act dogs not require the follow-up meetings to produce
a final document at all. Towards the end of the Madrid negotiations the
mechanism of the chairman's statement proved to be an effective method
of reaching consensus. The less text there is to be agreed the less time
consensus takes to reach. On the other hand the consensus rule might
still be used to veto one chairman's statement until agreement is reached
on a different one; conditional linkages of this sort are unavoidable
where the rule of consensus has absolute force. Therefore the pattern of
negotiations would remain unchanged. As a result, the *"balance” desired
by the participating states would grow out of the negotiations them-
selves,

If follow-up meetings confine themselves in future to the approval
of a limited number of chairman's statements, this is not to prevent any
future Conference - say once every ten years - from attempting to
achieve a balanced and substantive concluding document which might then
include the chairman's statements from preceding years or use these
statements as a starting point for negotiations,

RECOMMENDATION 3: The Preparatory Meeting in Vienna should take a
decision on the duration of the interval between
the Vienna Meeting and the fourth Follow-up
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Meeting, one of say two years. The main Vienna
Meeting should then decide on the periodicity
and duration of follow-up meetings in the future
{for example, biennial meetings of perhaps six
weeks before and six weeks after a Christmas
recess). The possibility of interim meetings
between reguiarly scheduled follow-up meetings
should be left open.

In Geneva, during negotiations on the Final Act, it was the East
European countries that fought for an automatic succession of follow-up
meetings; the West preferred to envisage the taking of a specific
decision for holding each succeeding follow-up meeting. During the
Preparatory Meeting in Madrid positions were reversed because the East
European countries were not inclined to take a decision for holding a
third follow-up meeting after Madrid, while the West, together with the
NNA countries now laid great stress on it. The question of whether there
would be a further follow-up meeting at all, a point sometimes hotly
discussed in Madrid during the first two years, now appears to have been
somewhat academic; which of the 35 participating states can afford,
politically, to stop the CSCE follow-up process? The CSCE is here to
stay.

There is nothing in the Final Act to prevent strengthening the
institutionalization of the CSCE and regulating the follow-up process.
Certainty on the question of whether there will be a fourth follow-up
meeting after Vienna, would improve the climate of negotiation in
Vienna.

The Executive Secretary (see Recommendation 13) should be given
the right, during periods between follow-up meetings and at the request
of one of the participating states, to call a meeting of CSCE ambassadors
which could then decide to convoke an ad hoc CSCE meeting at the level
of representatives of ministers of foreign affairs. This might be done
in the event of sudden crises in relations between the 35 states in
consequence of alleged flagrant violation of the letter or spirit of the
Final Act. The rule-supervisory function of the CSCE (or, in CSCE short-
hand, the implementation discussion) would be strengthened in this way.
Even if the meeting of CSCE ambassadors should be unable to decide on
calling an ad hoc meeting of the normal follow-up type, because of lack
of consensus, a rule-supervisory gesture would nevertheless have been
made.
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RECOMMENDATION 4: Every encouragement should be given to the
efforts already begun by the Madrid Meeting to
declare the existing rules of procedure, agenda,

working programme and other modalities of follow-

-up meetings valid, mutatis mutandis, for future

meetings as well. The Blue Book and the Purple

Book should be recognized as regulating the

conditions of all succeeding follow-up meetings.

The Madrid Concluding Document provides that "the agenda, working

programme and modalities of the main Madrid Meeting will be applied '
mutatis mutandis to the main Vienna Meeting, unless other decisions on
these questions are taken by the preparatory meeting ...". This means
that both the Purple Book and the Biue Book have been declared to apply
to Vienna unless there is a consensus to depart from them. Thus no
further consensus-is required in order to formulate new rules of
procedure. Recommendation 4 more or less comes down to changing the
words in the quotation given above from "the main Vienna meeting" to
“all other Follow-up meetings"., This would palpably lighten the task of
every preparatory meeting preceding a follow-up meeting and so increase
the efficiency of preparation. The degree of institutionalization of the
CSCE would be raised by this measure.

RECOMMERDATION 5: The Executive Secretary from the most recent
host country should be held to be respoensible
for the CSCE secretariat up to the moment at
the beginning of the succeeding follow-up
meeting when the Executive Secretary from the
new host country takes over the responsibility.

This recommendation follows the rule from the Blue Book that the
retiring chairman remains responsible until the new session begins. The
retiring Executive Secretary should be obliged to bear responsibility
for his secretarial tasks up to the moment when he can hand over his
responsibility to his successor by means of a symbolic handshake, a
gesture that would then serve to underline the continuity of the CSCE.

In the interim period up to this moment the retiring Executive

Secretary would carry out the tasks allotted to him in Recommendation 13.

RECOMMENDATION 6: The two jobs of a follow-up meeting, review of
implementation of the Final Act and examination
of new proposals, should not have to be done at
separate times but could from the very beginning
of the meeting go on simultaneously.

279

In Madrid the West wanted to follow the same programme as had been
followed in Belgrade, devoting the first weeks of the meeting to
discussion of implementation alone and only subsequently going on to
examination of new proposals. In fact the implementation discussion
continued in Madrid from first to last. Much time would be gained if new
proposals were introduced immediately after the meeting's opening and
their examination initiated in formal or informal working groups in
parallel with the Plenary's discussion of implementation. The Purple
Book's timetable would have to be adapted to this purpose, under the

mutatis mutandis rule.

RECOMMEMDATION 7: The trend begun in Madrid to make greater use
of the possibility of organizing expert meetings,
should be continued. Each succeeding follow-up
meeting should pay more attention to the results
of such interim meetings.

In Belgrade it was decided to hold one expert meeting on peaceful
settlement of disputes, one on co-operation in the Mediterranean and
also a Scientific Forum. Three expert meetings were decided on in Madrid
together with one forum, one seminar, & commemoration of the tenth
anniversary of the Final Act and a disarmament conference extending over
a long period. This proliferation of expert meetings reinforces the
multilateral CSCE follow-up process. Any tendency for such meetings to
detract from the importance of the real follow-up meetings will be
annulled if the follow-up meetings make fuller use of the results of the
expert meetings, both in discussions and in the formulation of the
concluding chairman's statements.

RECOMMENDATION 8: However unrealistic organizational 1inks with
UNO organs may appear to be, the practice of
engaging certain of these organs in the CSCE
process should be actively continued.

In the options for an institutional framework for the CSCE
suggested by theorists in the early seventies, much attention was paid
to the possibility of establishing organizational links with the UNO.
Among the suggestions was one for a regional framework with 1inks to the
Security Council. The options as a whole are now of little more than
academic interest because it is clear that consensus for their adoption
will never be achieved in the CSCE, if only for the reason that various
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CSCE members, such as Switzerland and the Holy See, are not UN members
and have no wish to be connected with it. In the Madrid Concluding
Document the CSCE states issued one invitation and six recommendations
to the ECE and on one occasion expressed their interest in UNESCO
activity. The ECE came in for special mention because it is itself
concerned with the same subjects as fall into the second basket of the
Final Act, over the same geographical area, On the other hand, non-
-European members of UNESCO and other UN organs cannot be expected to
interest themselves in purely European affairs. Yet where CSCE countries
succeed in reaching agreement during follow-up meetings, to delegate
certain responsibilities to UN organs, this should be encouraged in the
interest of avoiding duplication. It is not the role of the CSCE to
duplicate the activities of functional or regional UN organizations.

RECOMMENDATIOM 9: In the context of the application of the rule of
consensus to both procedural and substantive
matters, it would be more effective to attempt
to reach an early consensus firstly by abandoning
the effort to achieve an extensive concluding
document and aiming for a small number of chair-
man's statements instead; secondly by going over
to drafting in informal work groups at an earlier
stage, and thirdly by giving the NNA co-
~ordinators of such work groups the right to
frame Informal Single Negotiating Texts.

The desirability of changing the consensus rule with regard to
procedural matters may well be open to question but what is certain is
that the rule of consensus can only be replaced by consensus and this
consensus will never now be achieved. The same is true with regard to
whether in thé case of substantive matters the consensus rule should be
altered to allow some sort of voting procedure: consensus on this is no
longer possible.

If the rule of consensus is there to stay in the CSCE, then what
must be looked for is how to achieve results more quickly than was the
case in Madrid. It is more difficult to get consensus for an extensive
concluding document Tike that of Madrid than for a restricted number of
chairman's statements. The lesson of the Madrid experience is that

agreement can be reached in a reasgnable time on the text of a chairman's
statement because it has a concrete content which can be grasped from the
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beginning. If, in parallel with official treatment of the agenda,
informal negotiation is started at an much earlier stage, considerable
time is saved., During the informal negotiations the NNA co-ordinators
might make use of Informai Single Negotiating Texts, at an earlier stage,
as was the practice in UNCLOS III, in order to put forward their
perception of a possible basis for consensus.

RECOMMENDATION 10: More intensive use of formal reservations and
interpretative statements should not be
encouraged.

Formal reservations and interpretative statements are necessary
escape mechanisms which accelerate the decision-making process if
adequate use is made of them. The only way of making them more atiractive
would be to give them a status equivalent to that of the decision to
which they refer; this could be done by appending them to the decision
itself together with which they would then be published. However, if it
were known that such unilateral declarations would receive the same
publicity as the final documents, other delegations would feel obliged
to state their views on the subject as well, As a maximum result the
concluding documents would be accompanied by 35 unilateral declarations.

It would therefore be better to continue the practice followed in
Madrid and to regard this escape mechanism as a last resort enabling a
delegation to avoid blocking consensus without losing face. An intensive
use of unilateral interpretative statements and formal reservations
wouid open the way for each state to dine & /u« curte and, in the end,
rob consensus of its meaning as the ideal of the CSCE.

RECOMMENDATION 11: If the change-over to informal negotiation
happens at an earlier stage (see Recomnendation
9) there will be no need to interfere with the
rule of daily rotation of the chairmanship; the
provision for departure from this rule in the
Blue Book should be used if a formal drafting
group itself goes over to actual drafting.

Daily rotation of the chairmanship is an expression of the
principle of equatity of all the CSCE states which gives it an interest
which far outweighs its drawbacks. The drawbacks themselves can be
avoided by leaving the actual drafting to informal working bodies. In
Madrid the one formal drafting group in which actual drafting was done
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was the one on co-operation in the Mediterranean where the Fast-West
conflict had no role to play. In such a situation it is possible to
revert to rule 71 (b) of the Blue Book and establish "a basis of rotation
in accordance with practical arrangements".

RECOMMENDATION 12:

In the absence of an extensive concluding
document as an objective, this having been
replaced by the ideal of a small number of
chairman’s statements, the Plenary should ful-
fil its role as central organ in the formally-
-prescribed procedure by establishing guidelines
at an early stage, which should lay down the
number of chairman's statements to be agreed

and the areas they should cover, so that the
bottom-up approach can function more effectively,

The bottom-up approach would be more efficient if the negotiators

in formal or informal work groups had a general principle of reference
at their disposal from the beginning. If the Plenary, which, according
to the Purple Book, is the main body of the meeting, indicated the
number and subject matter of the chairman's statements (for example one
per basket} then the structure of the final result would already be
established which would prevent a succession of events similar to the

Malta phase.

RECOMMENDATION 13:

The Executive Secretary for technical matters
should be given the following additional
responsibilities:

a) before the Meeting: to formulate and
distribute the Purple Book mutatis mutandis;

b) during the Meeting: to report on any
complaints about fulfilment of the Final Act
received during the interim period; to provide
technical support for co-ordinators in arriving
at single negotiating texts;

c} after the Meeting: to provide a clearing
house for complaints about violation of the
Final Act or the Madrid Concluding Document and
to call a meeting of the CSCE ambassadors if
requested to do so by a CSCE state.

The last line of the Final Act reads: "The services of a technical
secretariat will be provided by the host country". According to the
Blue Book the Executive Secretary is to be concerned only with technical
matters. Within such timits it is impossible to create an institutionalized

permanent, international

CSCE secretariat. The recommendations given
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above are only intended to increase the permanence and degree of
institutionalization of the CSCE to the extent possible within these
limits. As, in future, the Purple Book is only to be "adjusted" in order
to serve for the next follow-up meeting, and these "adjustments" are
considered to be merely of a technical nature, the Executive Secretary
and his secretariat may properly frame and circulate a draft for the
adjusted Purple Book. During the Meeting the Executive Secretary and his
secretariat should be more actively and intensively involved in the NNA
co-ordinators' efforts to produce their negotiating texts and made fully
responsible, for example, for registration and distribution of proposals,
amendments, textual changes and decisions on which agreement has been
reached, or in other words given the job of archivist and registrar.

In the interim period, that is, after any one Meeting, the
secretariat should act as clearing house for complaints put in by
participating states on fulfilment of the Final Act and the Madrid
Concluding Document by other CSCE states. These complaints would be
published and distributed by the secretariat. If any state so required,
the secretariat would call a meeting of CSCE ambassadors, empowered to

‘decide to convoke an ad hoc CSCE meeting following a consensus (see

Recommendation 3). This new function for the secretariat would lay stress
on the importance of the multilateral CSCE follow-up process.

RECOMMENDATION 14: It should not be automatically considered
necessary for every document to be translated
into all official Yanguages with the least
possible delay.

In Madrid the language staff accounted for the largest portion of
all costs of the executive secretariat. Yet consensus will never be
reached for dropping any one of the six official languages. Costs might
rather be reduced by circulating all emphemeral documents in enly cne
working language, the one in which they were originally drafted, leaving
it in case of need to the delegations' language experts themselves to
translate them. Such an arrangement would mean that secretariat
translators would be required only in the last phase of the meeting in
order to prepare the various language versions of the texts previously
agreed by consensus.
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RECOMMENDATIOR 15: Journals of closed sessions should be produced
only if there are decisions, formal reservations
or interpretative statements to be registered.
The verbatim texts of the opening and closing
statements during the open sessions should be
published only in the language in which they
are delivered.

In Madrid 336 Journals amounting to BD3 pages issued in six
languages were published and distributed on a wide scale. A small number
contain records of consensus on particular decisions or reservations and
interpretative statements included at the request of one or more
delegations. The rest are of no interest because all they contain is
1ists of which delegations contributed to the session, without the text
of what was said. To carry out empty routines of this sort is totally
superfluous.

The verbatim record of statements at the Madrid opening sitting
filled 350 pages and of this record 782 copies were distributed, 100 in
German, 270 in English, 73 in Spanish, 166 in French, 60 in Italian and
113 in Russian. The closing statements had a similar circulation,
Publishing only a single text containing each statement in its original
language would mean a significant saving of costs. The states themselves
could then make what translations they liked in their own home capitals.

RECOMMENDATION 16: A1l Plenaries should be open to the public but
all meetings of both formal and informal working
bodies should remain closed.

Opening all the Plenaries to the public would represent a
recognition of the CSCE's character as a forum and would also strengthen
its rule-supervisory function. As the fact of the matter is that each
delegation at present supplies the press with texts of its own
interventions in the Plenary it would seem more efficient simply to
allow the press to be present at the sessions.



