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CONFLICTING EXPECTATIONS CONCERNING THE CONFERENCE

OF SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN EUROPE,

by Thorvald Stoltenberg




Xzeciastions that each 0F us have f3» <
rance 0l Security ancé Cooperation in

-<wETTineC Oy our interpretation of tz esent situation andé
ievelaazenus in international sociely, on now each one of us in

-
-

defines the concept o security. I shall first try to liss
=e 01 the major problems vicich mankind is confronted with a2+
22 end oI the twentieth century ané waich to wy mind make up
=2 raw material of our long term security. Thereafter I shall
oint <0 certain lines of development taet may possibly contri
bute 0 solve these problems. SALT I and II, the agreement Yeswaan

-
e e o s

arsaw-50nn and between loscow-30nn as well as the Berlin-
Agreexment, CSCE and Kutual Bzlanced Force Reductions (1BIR),
saould &ll be seen in this light, - as possibly important stens

towards the solution of our basic proolems, and not as ends
in themselves.

Parnaps they should be seen &s »art ol & mopping-up oversail
a squaring away of the remeins of cersain Iuropean srdd

are still with us, in order to clear tne deck for an eff
solve more global and more elaraing prooclems.

iy

Security cuestions are not isolated aspacts of political allelr
involving certain parts of foreign policy only.

Security problems arise as tze result o basic problems in
nesional ané world affairs, ead as such embrace all foreign
policy.

Zoreign policy in its turn is nd longer iinited o 13I8 Tra-
ditional task of rsgulating relations between states. Forelgn
poiicy is irncreasingly becoming a o0 Ior the goluricns o
the moct important provlems confronting us today, inciudlir

nony of the intarnzl problems of ocur separate countriass.




riafly these problens ere:

¢f economi
ynetionsl ievel.
Governments are increasingly uneble to fulfis
ovn goals and political prograzzes becaudt ©i
forces that are ouisidce their control. This &2

10 pll governpments irrespective of polisical

Therefore all gﬁ?awnﬂenta shouléd have & cormon ini

rest in trying to gain political conirol cver

lopments, unless they achere 10 a doctrine oI
"laissez~-faire".

The éifference between rich

we a2r¢ ungble
tnis situation persists in

dezlarstions ©F intent €0 dvercse

cocms t2 have tecome ToTC

cetToLn 3Taves.

onig does n0t mean, howsver, that ihere is

+ionsl peace. Ctuar for=sec of violense are incIutanl sl
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millions still feel that their only chance to change
society and gain their rights as human beings 1is

through the use of terrorisam or simply by resorting to

violence.

- Limited natural resources.
The growing understanding of the scarceness of natural

resources in the world has created a more intense

competition for the utilisation of those resources

and has showﬁ perhaps more clearly than any other

factor the need for interanational planning, coopera-

tion and control in order to ensure reasonable exploita-

tion and more equitable distribution.

- Population.
The rampant population increase is closely connected
t0 the problems of poveriy and scarcity of resources,
not only in the overpopuleted developing coujtries, but

increasingly also in the already industrialized societles.

- Environment - pollution.
The development of industry, chemicel wastes and

pollution in general, comtined with rapidly incres-
sing population, has put the question of control and
preservation of the environzent in tae forefront of

current problens.

In nighly industrialized countries, pcople are

questioning the value of sconomic growth without

adequate political plarning and control. The relaevance
* measurs in the treditionsl terms of Gi®
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Is not economic growth or no growth, but - what sort

of growth and how economic growth should be used and
distributed.

- This again inevitably brings in the problem of how 1o

measure welfare and output in a2 tertiary economy.

Provided that we agree that these are the basic problems that

confront us today, we must judge political developments, our
actions, in relation to thelr possibility of contributing 0

a solution to these probleans.

T?ill now, the postwar period has been characterized by pre-
occupation with other protlems, such &as imbalance of power
and military insecurity. To these we have tended to address

ourselves with either a martial spirit or an overzealous

cens of mission. These attitudes are inadequatce in the

painstaking political tasks of cooperation that lie before us.

The proovems are global. Taney are not limited by geograpalc,
political or national boréers. Thelr solutions st be iaxter-
national solutions, arrived at in co-upgratinn between gover
=ants, and between large crganisations such 28 trade unions,
consumer organisations ané industrisl organisations. It is
nigaly doubtiul vhether individual countries will be able

+0 resolve tacse igsues alone. Economic, tochnologicel and
political forces outside tae control of any one country

will probably obviate purely national efforss or at least

maka them enormously diffisult. We live in &1 ere of traiic-




T belicve thai when future histerians come 0 characterice

LN

develooments in Durope and {lo~thern Americz, in the Jaole

a
1960’3@:&"1? 197¢'s, one of thc characterisiics will be the

incraasing understanding ol tae relationchip or inter-
relation betwoen domestic and foreign policy. Beforc tais

period, foreign poiicy wes b7 end larze the axclusive rescrve

of 2 rather limited group of ncople, consisting of a “ew
politicians, experis gnd -journaiisis, who gonstituta«
¢ne opinion-szaaping exnd docision-nmaking milieu in a counisy's

ﬂ.l-i“f -

foreign policy.

Ve are now experiencing a develcpment toward a muc.i broader
participation in this decision-meking process. The grass-root
level is beginning to stir, elther due 30 frustration, be-
wilderment and protes:t zgzins< the future shock and/or

in deep concern and evex glarm et the enormity and imzedlate
danger of the issues walsh trzditional foreign policy somelow
nas not been eble to vroperly identify and certainly not ©0
nandle. There is a certeirx conflict in this: the conflict
between,on the one hand, <he complicated questions ané mode
of behaviour in intermaticnel affairs which call for a kind
of experience and experiise waich rarely has been developed
on the locel levels, and, on the other hand, the feeling

among ever broadening g=oups °f the puﬁiic that they sce the
issues and demand guick s>lutions. The tension between the
need for expertise and tae urge on the local level to0 par-
ticipate in decisions ties directly or indirectly are of
imperative importance o «ne individual citizens, will De

a factor t0 meet and resdlve in the yars t0 come, and will




The increasing awareness of the influence

of international
development on domest:

¢ affairs, including everyday issues
such as prices, income, exployment and housing, has led

large organisations like <rade unions, industry, shipping,
banking, the press and other massmedia, to see the need

for developing their own capability in international

affairs. It has also led to increasing activity on the

part of non-parliamentary sressuregroups. This is due to the
fact that there are no well-organised and natural channels

of influence between the individual on the local level

and the decisions in forsign policy. Many countries have
developed a reasonably rational network of public influence
in the shaping of, say, the national income tax systenm,

with due hearing of most of the groups concerned. The

same is not felt to be true, and is not true, for the
shaping of foreign policy.

I said that future histecrians will note the increasing
awareness in the past deczde of what these external and
COommon enemies are. I an afraid that they will also note

to what little extent we rave begun to organise ourselves

to fight then.

We have the awareness of the problems, we probably alsoc have,
or could develop the tecanical reans to solve them. What

we lack is the organisaticn and cooperative political

will. It may be said about us that we sit watching,
terrorstricken, the coming of the deluge, instead of getting
up to organise an adequatée response to the challenge.

It is a questinﬁ of organisation, international organisation,
and in this direction we nave developed only the most
rudimentary traces. In Ject, scme recent developments

are counter-productive : the stress in many countries

both rich and poor on nazicnal sovereignity, and our

unwillingness to commit ourseives to long-term cooperatiodn
if it means giving up even minor short-term national advan-

of s
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tages. These are alarming trends which make it far

from certain whether we will actually be able to meet
the challenge in time.

It is difficult to establish to what extent this inte-
pretation of the international situation is a‘conscious
motive behind the development toward CSCE/MBFR.

Anyhow, the more immediate historical facts could not be
excluded from this framework of the present situation.

Tschecoslovakia 1968 becamz in this connection an important
turning point for both the East and West European countries.

For the Soviet Union, developmen:ts in Tschecoslovakia
clearly demonstrated tne need to consolidate an unstable
situation. For western countries it became evident

that security problems in Zurope also are closely linked
to antagonism and tensions in Eastern Europe. The whole
of Europe thus beca me dspandent on the shaping of a

basis for European relations that would minimize Soviet
Conecern for security conseguences of development in Eastern
gurope.

This fact in itself is ra2ason enocugh for a CSCE. Then came
Willy Brandt's foreign policy which opened up for new

pogsibilities of realistic results of multilateral East/
West contacts in Europe.

This is the framework in waich the CSCE and the MBFR talks
must be viewed.

CSCE and MBFR are exarplss of multinational efforts to deal
with basic problems. Th:zy represent foreign policy not in
its traditional manner ¢ dealing merely with relations

l/-'




between countries, but in the common efforts of states

to meet an "external threat". The tendency towards

regional integration in various parts of th
be seen in this same context.

world should
Such integration is a
response to the need for political bodies with the possi-
bility to develop fhe power and zuthority to act on behalf of
2 group of states, in order to try to regain some of the

political influence on developments that gradually was
lost during the post-war years.

While industry and capital long 2go have affectively crossed
political and geographic¢ borders, »oliticzl bodies and
large organisations like the trade unions have operationally

stayed behind within the old traditional national borders.

This development have to a great extent increased the gap
between economic and tecanologiczal develooment and political
planning and control.

The pressure generated by the em2rgence of the new problems
on the horizon of our consciousn2ss has contributed to an
international change of prioritiss, not the least in the
United States and the Soviet Union, but aiso in other
nations. This is important in meking it possible to

handle the preparatory Conference on Security and Cooperatior

in Europe and the preparation for Mutual and Balanced
Force Reductions.

There will be no security, if security is limited to a
costly military defence against other nations, while at

the same time, funds, er2rgy and attention are not beeing
diverted in sufficient amounts to the other looming problems.
The need to go beyond a purely military definition of
security, to enable ourss2lves to rzlease funds, energy and

ifl
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resources to meet our coamon protlems, to unlock our
attentions towards other things is the main motivation for
all the nations who meet in Helsinxi and Vienna. This

should not be forgotten in the wilderness of military and
strategic speculations.

This does not, of course, exclude the possibility that
what may be gained econozically and politically by the
two conferences may be transferred to other geographi

areas of conflict, for instance the China - Soviet conflict
Or the Middle East.

To a considerable extent the agenda for the CSCE and

the MBFR-talks seen as 2 whole, reflect the desire to got
beyond the post-war military concerns and on the the
solutions of our common »roblems.

al/ questions of security, including orinciples guiding

relations between the part sants and appropriate
measures, including certain military measures, aimed

at strengthening confidence and increasing stabilitly

with a view to reducing the cangers of military con-<

frontations.

Cooperation in the flields of economics and environment

- development of commercial exchanges,

- industrial cooperation ani cooperation in the fields
of development of raw materials arnd of energy resources
cooperation in otaer areas of economics,
cooperation in the field of environment.

Development of human contacts, broadening of cultural
and educational exchanges and wider flow of infor-

mation,




development of human contacts

broadening of cultural exchanges

broadening of contacts and exchanges in the field
of education,

wider flow of information.

The MBFR-talks and this agenda for the CSCE will constitute
a broad range of discussions between all European states,
the United States and Canada. Concrete and positive results
will be of at least psychological importance for the further
development of the issues on the agenda.

I have tried to place the CSCE in a broader context, into
a framework of the general national and international deve-
lopment at the end of this century.

At this moment one knows the result, if any, of the CSCE
and the MBFR-talks. Their only chance of success is that

national, regional and 2ll-Europsen interests are considered
to coincide.

The main short-term aim and justification of these meetllings
is that they may start 2 process towards the reduction of
tension and growth of confidence dbetween zZastern and Western
Eurcopean countries.

Beforehand one may take one of tarse possidle attitudes
towards the conferences : One may wait -ohlegmatically

for possible results, or one may take a sessimistic attitude,
a rather fashionable scepticism, cr one may look forward

o the conferences with a sober optimisn.




To approach the conferences with either indifference or

pessimism, would hardly contribute to their success, and
such attitudes might therefore turm out to become self-

fulfilling prophesies. A sober optimism is therefore

the politically necessary as well as a reasonably realistic
attitude.

Speculations on the true motives behind proposals made by
one or the other side or countries may be very frustrating
exercises. They can, however, have some constructive value,
if we try to connect motives with possible expectations.

The long-term hopes for all parties involved in the

preparations of CSCE and MBFR have been briefly sketched
above.

The immediate motives differs probably from country to
country in East as well as in West. Broadly speaking one
may, however, say that what is generally recongnized as

the motives of the Soviet Union in suggesting that the
CSCE should be convened could be summed up in the following
brief points : '

Consolidate and legitimate the status-quo including
the Soviet position in Esstern Europe,

multilateral racugnininﬁ of the status-guoc in Europe,
particularly of the German gsituation. Such recog-
nition will. be a good substitute for a peace
agreement which it is most unlikely will be achieved
in the foreseable future,

increase import of Western technology and kno-how

a fragmentaticn of NATO,

China. CSCE coulid mean nore security, less tension
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in Europe, thersby freeing more reésources for dealing
with Soviet relations to China,

all-Eurapean Cooperation is a way of Preventing opr
diverting furthep West-European integratinn,

Western Europe would in & Process of détente relax
Politically and militarily,

acceleration of us disengagement from Western Eurgpe.

The Unitegq States or most of the HATﬂ-cauntries' motives and

pPossible eéxpectations for a CSCE and MBFR, could Probably
be¢ summarized as :

Bilateral contacts in Europe are not any longer

adequate for dealing with the overall problem of
European security,

BRG'a]intereat énc initiative in shaping a frame-
work that gradually may change the "German problem”
open up for possitilities for a development within

vinding regulations and yith a guarantee against
violence,

US force reduction will come anyhow. It is better
therefore to get it balanced and mutual than uni-
iaterql, Or use zZast/West relations as a means of
Preventing UFR (Unilatersl Force Reduction),

change of status-guo Would give more possibilities
for East-European countries in their foreign policy,

the possibilities of the smaller countries to take
Part in a process of decision-making concerning

European security.
l!l
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Broad participation in the decision-making pracéss

of European security could easily result in no

progress. This would again mean that the decisions

which will have to be taken will actually be taken

between the two super-powers, the United States and

Soviet Union. 7This seems to be an insoluble confliect

between democracy and effective results.

Initiative is necessary from the Western countries
in order not to come on the political defensive,
both internatiornally and nationally.

An interesting development is the change of attitude on
the part of the two sides which seems to have occured over
time.

The USSR originally pro=>ted the CSCE while the NATO-countries
were advocates of the MEFR. The preparatory talks have,
however, to some extent Srought Ehe CSCE—initiative out of
Soviet hands, and pla;eu 4 - in:rea51ngly into the hands of
the NATO-countries and rsasutral countries. On the other
hand the MBFR-talks hzve, at least in,the preparasory stage,
given room for some irnitiative on the.part of the USSR,
which proposed that neutrel caunurlua:shuuld be included.
The original attitudes towards these two conferences or
talks may thus have beccae more salanced, a change which
will probably contribute to the possibilities of success

for the talks,

- ceiling on the caence budget,

This, of course, is an tx:ramllyicnmp;icabed technical |
question, but equally cc=plex in ics pulitical and psyinu—
logical aapucka. The —er2 fact of its being taken.up for
discussion may have a p:y:hnlngi§:1 impact. What is
possible in polities will alwvays to a large extent be the
result of a long psychol azical p*n:ﬁ:l where former tadbu-

questions after a whiZle 3cme to be .uaupted !
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Results in the military-technological field of talks
like the CSCE, MBFR and Strategic Arms Limitations (SALT)
do not by themselves secure reduction of tensions, but

may contribute to a agrowth of confidence and mutual trust.

Increasing cooperation and possible growth of confidence
between Eastern and Westarn European countries will actually .
reduce the importance and possibilities of neutral non-
aligned countries. This policy has a particular mission

in "coald war" confrontztion and lack of communication
vetween the parties involved.

Decisions of major consegusnces for all-European cooperation
are already in fact mainly a matter bétween the two military
groupings - thHe Warsaw Pact and the NATO - or between th

two super-powérs, Washington and 'Moscdw. The pattern of
direct contacts would prabably become even more pronounced
in a possible 'future cocperation'betwéen Comecon and the
European Comminity. Normalisation of -‘cooperation

in the whole o0f Burope will inevitably be effectuated ithrough

the super powers or tiae =mzin military or economical groupings

in Burope, after detailei and Vell-prepared bilateral contacts
This gives little roox for choice or major influence on ixe
part of those countries mho do not belong to any of these

groups.




Cooperation Or contact &irectly detween COMECON and =C seens

inevitable and desirable,

even if such a development should
leave out several Zuropeaxn countries from the cooperation
in the first round. Technological and economical develop-
ments that have implication for all of Zurope and therefore
demand a multilateral codzeratioz will press forward with

urgency in the years <0 coxe.

All the countries involveé have tended €0 stress th

importance of a well prepared CSCZ. There can be no cCoudt
about the fact that tx | w7ill be well vrepared.
Actually there is a mach greater canger that no conlercace
will be held at 21l beczass the 2xcessive caution ol a2

countries concerned, thez that the conference wil. oe

badly preparead.

Ynether Or =0t these atts=zts t¢ mormallze relations in
Zurope will be successii, is no: yet clear. There are
meny who fear that 10 drszx the present deadlock may only
ke Zurope less secure than 1T 1S nOW. Both blocs are
- aware 0F this dangsr. it 3 s unlikely taat either of
snem will be prepared ¢ zarmit Sns development of a situo-

als 4
{ilO=1

iar in wnich their sscurisy will tecome less rasvacr

=orz fully assured.
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The Soviet Union will be watcaful concerning attempts on
he part of her Zastern Zuropeax ellies 1o take t00 great
liberties in moving t0 2 greater degree of indipendence
{rom her than they now pozsess. I+ is obvious that the
~astern Duropean countries would be well advised +o be
cautious in expliting the opportunities for mors freedonm
0L maneuvre which the CSCZ might give them. If they are not
.careful, grave political instability could endanger a nore
promising longterm develozment.
The Soviet Union also viasws with some concern +he tendency
that has come out during the preszrations for the CSCZ,
towards a closer politicel cooperation beiween the EC-coun-

tries. The Soviet Union zost prodebly would have nothins

--b

.

against this 1f it were essured %zat it is merely a naiural
stage in the developnent towards & broader 2ll-Suroncen

cooneration.

On the otasr hand, the VWastern Iuropean countries realize
vhat 1f they do not deveios com=on policies on those issues
at the CSCZ and I3FR thes affect their vital interest, they
will oe at a considerebls Zissivanzage commared to the.

United States, the Sovies Union a:d possitly even the otaey

Varsaw Pacti-countries i= negotiations thet coancern ihe

futura of 2urope. If the T -countries place themsolves &t

such disadvantege, the s£iczess 0F %ae conference will o

less assured.

Thare are certain clainms $hot she Zastera cnd Wastora coun=-

tricc arc S0 wide apart in thelr ulderstanding of vaaet is
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~2ant by uropean Security, taz:t the conlerences may in

oe pointless. It is, now

fact
¢7er, precisely bvecause thera are

ciff{ercnces ot interest &at outlook between the HATO and

warsaw Pact countries t2e< there is a 2uronean security

Provlem. Por this very ressen it is Aecessary to develop

& coniinous dialogue beswaen the two sides, with an infra-

‘ructure of permanent institutions in which these diffe-

fances can be spelled out and confronted, in order that they

mey be reduced and eventually resolved. If +he differences

concerning the central issues o? Zast/llest relations nrove

Over a long period of ysers 10 ve fundemental, no progress

can de expected on thess Guestions, but progress may never

the less be expected on 2 aunder of low-key, but substeative
subjects of common concer=.

ine willingness to prepere for conferences such as the 0S50

and I'BFR - is in itself 2 sign of relaxation and chanze of

priorities in internazicngl affeiwrs. So fax,
20licy, SALT I and II, <ae preperations of CSCE and 1373
have not substantiated ths cleinm <hat the differenc

irreconcilable.

However, the immediszte <235z is <o limis the political con-
Scquences of imbalance gni agtivities releted o the necessi-
vy of armed forces. In sais conzection Confidence Building
icasures (CBlls) may becc=: concrete results ol the Cscz/
i3FR - developaent. Tas: 2Zlle, ingcluding exchange of

otservers during manccuvres, parsticularly in close proximity
T0 national frontiers, civance notification of T00p move-

ments, may be the first szesning sione towards some mora




18.

trust and more confidenze between the parties involved.

CBiis could in other viordis depolitisize military »ovier

in Burope. For countries like Cermany and llorvay, Romania
and Yugoslavia, such zmeasures would be of importaince since
these countries would be the first ones t0 meet the political

effect of a military dexonstration of powver.

l‘ore significant in tahe long run Then the progress taat
night be made on indivicduel itens would be the vhole paftem
of discussion and committsework over a wide rangs of Ttopics
that could be built uyp over a veriod of years in g series
of eonferencgs or in standing institutions. Through this
political dialogue it rigzt be possible ©0 buld up & oy-
partisan all-Furopeen interesd, transceading bloc-divisions,
that would bring about =csive East-llest cooperation in
tackling joint problexms, such as & commoa campaisn 10 iare-
serve the numa. environmeni tarsughout the whole ol =urdpe.
The execution of any such joint policies that migat oe
evolved would be entrussei to existing orgenisaiions, for

instence the ECZ at Genave.

i1t seems inconceiveblzs tast & sinde CSCZ or aven a serics
of conferences could evexz in the near future bring abous

a solution to the maior problams of the division o Zurope,
the principle benefit that coull oe expected 10 rasult Iion
o OSCE would be the lzuncihing ené eventually the succasslul

development of a permensns politicel dielogue o major

cecurity, politicel, ani other issues batween the divided

e 2 hoped that the croation of a
2 i Sl
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Zasi/lest contacts or izziti taen by channelling then
througk @ CSCE. The conference and its follow=-up should

7§11 a major gap on tae —=:1tilateral level and this be a

supplement 0 bilateral contacis.

I+ remains to be seen vzether the CSCE and 1BFR might lead

o

t0 a new instituti&nalizaﬂ system of collective Zuropean

security. For the future, it seens unlikely that either of
the blocs, whose membars are s+ill extremely suspicious and
fsearful of each other, would consent to the dismantling of
+heir ovn network of nmilitary security. Thus, although the
political dialoque resuiting from CSCE, IBFR. might control
end minimize the antaezonism resulting £rom the different
scononmic and social s;'STeIS o< Zest and West and from the
different ideological el solitical ends pursued by iae
NATO and Warsaw-Pact STCUnings, §+ is'unlikely in itgeil O
and such antegonism. As 203g 28 —=:tual hostility and sus-
picion remzin, +ha me—oers of the Atlantic Alliance arc
1ikely %o insist on mairseining their owa integrated detfence
capability, and in ihe Tz2%, ae-bilateral and multileterel
Jefence dgreement bevwssl +«ne Versaw-ract countries arc

2lgo likely to continue.

ANy pnlitical-dialogu& vind an o7 -be develoned withia tae
soatext of CSC3, will tnss-sfore in 211 likelihood be baotweeon
countriess vhich are memzars O e militery pactu. 1t will
20t lead to thc digsoLuzics ol %aesc pacts in ey near
future. True, in thoe ~ess it 1S argued thet one of <he

moin Soviet aims in advesating alconfdreace ig that it
v




would lead to a dissolusion of ATO and its replacement

by a collective Duropean szcurity system, dominated by the
Soviet Union, from vwaich the United States were excluded.
An outcome of this kind would in 20 case be acceptable to
the participating Vestern countries. They would refuse %o

agree to such a developaexnt, which must therefore be exclu-

ded as a practical possibility.

liontheless, it is still possible that in the long term
there could be moves t0 replace the two existing blocs or
t0 transfora them into 2 new, all-3uropean security systenm,
in which the presence oI The Soviet Union was balanced by
that 0f the United States and Caneda. Such a2 development

would only be possible Zoilowing: the TEPIECEﬁ nt of the

existing degrece of the mutual Zast-liest mistrust and hosti-
+1ity by the growth of a greater degree of mutuzl confidince
than exists at present together with the solution of tho
Bast/Viest ideological, zolitical end territorial confron-
tation. Even if this sezms to be’'a debirable development
from a2 Buropean point of view, it may not necessarily ce
what the rest of the world will be looking forward to.

An all=Duropean develop=ent should thua be iinked to the
regional integration thei is taking place in other parts

of the world.Such a 1lirzk could represent the necessary
guaranty against a confrontation between a rich, united

world on one side and it~2e rest of the world on the otaer.

The common cause in tryins to solve the common basic
problems — thd externzl iaresat = will cortainly be an impor-
tant factor in promosing sonfideas codperation batween all

countries in Durope, &xi at the gane time clear the way

for ooapnutiqn viith otzar regioac ofithe world.
(T . Tnorvald Btditnnhitu




