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NATO and OSCE, PARTNERS OR RI VALS?

Edward L. Kill ham

NATO and CSCE (now OSCE) have been closely intertw ned since
the birth of the latter, all-European, conference in the 1970s.
For its part, NATO has naturally enphasized the security
di mension of its broad politico-mlitary role, conbining
deterrence with defense against the threat fromthe Soviet Union.
The CSCE nmechani sm in contrast, evolved through joint East-Wst
efforts in Europe to deal with political and economc, as well as
security issues, during a specific historical era, nanely, the
concl udi ng "detente" phase of the Cold War. NATO was constructed
as a defensive wall against possible aggression fromthe w de
zone of control Moscow seized in Eastern Europe at the end of
Wrld War 11. The Soviet zone was later solidified in the Warsaw
Pact and while NATO s wall can best be seen as designed to keep
intruders out, the Pact's function was instead to keep its own
popul ation in. OSCE, in turn, was a deliberate attenpt to build a
bridge over the twin walls provided by NATO and t he Warsaw Pact .

Bot h NATO and CSCE pl ayed useful roles in bringing the Cold
War period to a peaceful end, via the dissolution of the Warsaw
Pact and the coll apse of the USSR. The question now is how they
can, singly or in tandem contribute in a nmeaningful way to
resol ving the new problens confronting their European and North
American partners. In particular, it will be necessary to assess
NATO s continued rel evance in the changed environnment on the
Eur opean continent follow ng the collapse of the Soviet Union,
wWith special attention to Russia's participation in the process.
It is equally necessary to focus now on OSCE s possible role in
anel i orati ng new and nenaci ng probl ens, especially in Eastern and
Sout heastern Europe, and to distinguish its proper purview from
the sonmetinmes overl apping roles of NATO and its Partnership for
Peace, the European Union and WEU, and the Council of Europe.

At issue here, anong others, are the problens raised by
Russian attitudes toward the newy i ndependent states which
formerly were parts of the Soviet Union, or what sone of its



| eaders have terned the "Near Abroad". In this connection,
special attention nust be paid to the recurrent tensions between
Russia and the Baltic states, as well as Mdscow s very divergent
relationships with the other Slavic states of the fornmer USSR,
Bel arus and Ukr ai ne.

Anmong the ot her probl ens/opportunities stemmng directly
fromthe dissolution of the USSR are issues deriving fromthe
col | apse of the Soviet Enpire in Eastern Europe. Less directly
tied to the abandonnent of the Warsaw Pact are the endem c
confrontations within fornmer Yugoslavia, highlighted by the
potential for further armed conflict in Bosnia. Both NATO and the
OSCE bear heavy responsibilities in attenpting to resol ve these
conplicated and interrelated problens. In the end, the answer to
the overriding question of whether NATO and the OSCE are destined
ultimately to be partners rather than rivals may perhaps be found
in such areas as the Balkans, in the interstices between the two
organi zati ons, as sone say justice can be found in the
interstices of the |aw.

Al t hough NATO and the OSCE had very different origins and
were conceived for quite different, in fact, contrary purposes
they can be seen nost fittingly as different manifestations of
t he sane fundanmental ideological trend, the urge for greater
cooperation and unity in Europe. Karl Marx, in "The Gernman
| deol ogy", defined an ideology as the ideas of the ruling class.
But a nunber of non-Marxi st scholars and political observers,
anong them Lord Keynes, have noted that the dom nant ideas of any
period are likely to be those held by the ol der generation, as
| earned by themin their youth. This factor may |ie behind the
apparently cyclical nature of political beliefs and the recurrent
cl ash of generations.

The dom nant political ideas in Western Europe during the
second half of the twentieth century have clearly been those of
European integration, political as well as econom c. Although the
wor k of a nunber of thinkers and politicians who were active in
the first half of this century contributed to the formation of
t he broad concensus which now exists, special attention nust be
paid to the role of the Pan-European novenent in evaluating the
intellectual history of this period.

Until well into the Nineteenth Century, literate individuals
were only a small mnority of the population in both Eastern and
West ern Europe. Accordingly, political ideas which enconpassed
nmore than village or | ocal concerns tended to be a nonopoly of
the educated elite. The less well educated Europeans were, in
particul ar, severely constrained by their inability to speak the
| anguage of their neighbors on the "other side of the hill." In
consequence, interest in political i1ssues beyond the parish punmp
variety tended, in both East and Western Europe, to be confined



to the aristocracy and the intelligentsia, including the clergy.
But, within that elite group, there could be a broad identity of
Vi ews.

As Henry Kissinger indicated in his study of the Congress of
Vi enna,

"To Metternich's contenporaries the unity of Europe was a
reality, the very ritualismof whose invovation testified to
its hold on the general consciousness. Regional differences
wer e recogni zed, but they were considered | ocal variations
of a greater whole...All of Metternich's coll eagues were
therefore products of essentially the sanme culture,
professing the sane ideals, sharing simlar tastes. They
under st ood each other, not only because they could converse
with facility in French, but because in a deeper sense they
were conscious that the things they shared were nuch

more fundamental than the issues separating them" *!

To the average man and woman in Europe, in contrast, Pan-
Eur opean vi ews nust have seened to reflect a kind of romantic
chivalry rather than reality. The appeal of Pan-Europeani sm
during the 1920s and 1930s was therefore quite limted. It was
not, in fact, until the havoc created by Wrld War Il had
inpelled ordinary fol k throughout Europe to question the
viability and rationality of the nation state systemthat the
Pan- Eur opean i dea was able to cone into its own. As M chael
Howar d, Professor Eneritus at both Oxford and Yal e Universities,
has poi nted out,

"By 1945, the peoples of Europe wanted only to live in "a

| and of peace'. But this disenchantment with war had less to
do with the spread of 'denocratic values' than with the
devel opnment of industrial warfare. This not only brought the
huge and i nconcl usive sl aughter of conscript armes on the
battl efields but wecked the cities and econom es of Europe,
bringing untold suffering to civilians on a scale that, even
to the victors, did not appear bal anced by any conparabl e
galins."

The resulting attenuation of the nation state system which
had been codified by the Peace of Westphalia in 1648, is nmerely
one of the distinguishing characteristics of the current European
political scene. Unfortunately, however, the erosion of loyalty
to a particular state has not always resulted in the weakeni ng of

! Kissinger, Henry, A Wrld Restored, (Boston: Houghton Mfflin
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even ol der beliefs in the prinordial values of narrow ethnic
identities.

In current usage, the term Pan-Europeani smspecifically
denotes the novenent | aunched by Count Richard Coudenhove-Kal erg
in Vienna in 1923. Austria, the fornmer seat of the Holy Roman
Enpire, had al so played host to the post-Napol eonic concert of
Europe, as orchestrated at the 1815 Congress of Vienna. Austri a,
however, had been reduced by the Geat War to the sane
proportions as several other mnor |eague states. But the
physical infrastructure required by Vienna's former glories
remai ned intact, as did nmuch of its adm nistrative expertise and
personnel . As described by Wnston Churchill in 1930, in The
Sat urday Evening Post, "This forlorn capital, for centuries the
seat of an enpire, now nerely the nodal point of severed or
strangul ated railways, a London walled in by hostile Irel ands,
makes its unanswered appeal."” It was only natural, therefore,
that Austria and Vienna should seek to play a role in Europe
grander than what could be justified by their now trucated

geogr aphy.

The Austrian Governnent, which was eager to facilitate
Coudenhove-Kal ergi's activities, granted himsone office space
whi ch had recently beconme vacant. H s organi zation's address thus
becane "Pan- Europe, |nperial Palace, Vienna". Kalergi was, of
course, not the only Austrian to have anbitions beyond the
foreshortened imts of his honeland. A former Viennese art
student and German soldier with the adopted nanme of Hitler
| aunched an abortive putsch in a Munich beer hall about the sane
time as Kalergi published his influential book "Pan-Europe".

In contrast to the plebian Hitler, the Count was the son of
an Austro-Hungarian diplomat, wth an aristocratic international
| i neage dating back to the Mddle Ages in France and Crete.
Curiously, for a man who so closely identified hinself with Pan-
Eur opeani sm the Count was half Japanese as his father had net
and married a Japanese |ady while serving as a di plomat in Tokyo.
The son reckoned his intellectual |ineage nuch farther back than
the Mddl e Ages, at |east to Charl enagne, and perhaps to Caesar.
Proud of his heritage, famlial as well as intellectual, he was
al so proud to be living in Vienna. Wile before Wrld War |, "al
the other great cities of the Continent were national centres,

Vi enna al one was international, capital of the only international
enpire. This vast enpire had a population of fify-five mllions,
split into nineteen different nationalities.”" However, he

| amented, this great enpire "suffered froma nortal disease --



nationalism"?

In the i nmedi ate post-Wrld War | era, that disease proved
to be highly contagious. In Kalergi's opinion, "the prophets of
the twentieth century, WIlson and Lenin, suffered defeat at the
hands of the old forces of European nationalisn® He resolved to
do sonet hing about it and began to speak out on the dangers of
conti nued European disunity, taking his inspiration fromthe Pan-
Aneri can novenent. "A hundred years |later than Anerica, Europe
must proclaimto the world its own Monroe Doctrine: 'Europe for
t he Europeans!'"

I n anot her era, Coudenhove-Kal ergi m ght have lived out his
life as only an engaging dilettante, but in the inter-war years
he had an idea worth pursuing, plus the social and political
connections to push it forward. In addition to his witing and
publishing activities, Kalergi enbarked on an anbitious schedul e
of speaki ng engagenents, as well as visits to |eading politicians
in many corners of Europe. His social prom nence naturally
snoot hed the way for personal contacts with conservative figures,
but he was al so active in seeking out individuals from other
social circles. He cultivated, in particular, tw French
soci alists, Albert Thomas, President of the International Labor
Ofice, and Aristide Briand, a prom nent Socialist politican who
served his country as both Prem er and Foreign Mnister. In
Engl and, the Count worked closely with Wnston Churchill and
ot her conservatives but cultivated political contacts anpbng
Li beral s and Labourites also. He seens to have had nore success,
however, with literary figures such as H G WlIlls and Ceorge
Bernard Shaw.

Li ke Shaw, Kal ergi showed a good deal of synpathy on
occasion for Benito Miussolini, whomhe viewed as to sone extent
the reincarnation of G useppe Mazzini, the founder of the "Young
Eur ope” novenent in 1834. This flirtation with Il Duce, naturally
enough, did not endear himto anti-fascists throughout Europe.
Mussolini, with whomthe Count evidently had a good persona
rapport, seened attracted by sone of Kalergi's ideas, but finally
expostul ated, "Your policy is, as it were, geonetrical. It has
the nerit of perfect logic., but is in ny opinion quite

% Coudenhove-Kal ergi, Richard, An |dea Conquers the Wrld
(London, Hutchinson, 1953) p. 47
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i mpracticable." °

Oiginally conceived by Kalergi as a capitalist and anti -
Sovi et novenent, his Pan-Europe was naturally conbated by the
Bol shevi ks. As seen with great clarity from Mdscow, Europe was
geopolitically only a Western appendage to the Eurasian | andnass,
the |l argest single part of which was occupi ed by the Sovi et
Union. Lenin, like Stalin, was also keenly aware of the economc
shortcom ngs of the vast territory he had inherited fromthe
Russi an Enpire and Lenin was hoping to make Germany, in the heart
of Europe, into the keystone of his New (Bol shevik) Wrld O der.
Hi s col | eague, Leon Trotsky, had perhaps even nore universali st
anbitions but they too were rooted in the advanced i ndustri al
countries of Wstern Europe.

Shortly after the First Wrld War, the Czechosl ovak
President, Thomas Masaryk, had conceived the idea of fusing the
Eastern European and Bal kan states which had energed fromthe
cataclysmof that war into a defensive federation. H's anbitious
plan failed but left a residue in the formof the Little Entente.
Kal ergi regarded even this vestigal remant of Msaryk's grand
vision as the "enbryo of Pan-Europe"” and vigorously attenpted to
spread his United Europe gospel in that area. As he described the
situation in 1923,

"The closed territory of that national group...extending
fromFinland to Greece, enbraces half of all the European
states and a third of Europe and of the Europeans. This

| arge federation, which would have neant a |ong step toward
the United States of Europe, never took shape. In its place
only the Little Entente cane into being, consisting of an
al l'i ance between Czechosl ovaki a, the South-Slav Ki ngdom and
Rumania. Closely related to that state systemis al so Pol and
(by its alliance with Rumania), as well as Austria. ...In
any case, to the Little Entente nust be conceded the credit
of having introduced a new political systeminto Europe,
anal ogous to the American state systent

Adol ph Hitler's New Order, although derived from principles
totally antagonistic to Kalergi, shared sone of the sane
conceptions. As Peter Calvocoressi and Guy Wnt have pointed out,

"This machine (the New Order) woul d have existed to serve

Germany's interests but it would have clainmed incidentally

to serve other interests too. The core of the Gossraum-- a

® Coudenhove-Kal ergi, Richard, An Idea Conquers the Wrld, p.
63
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Germany whi ch had engul fed Al sace-Lorai ne, Luxenbourg, parts
of Belgiumand Silesia -- would be to Europe what the Ruhr
was to CGermany...The notion of an economc entity |arger
than any existing political unity, of the need for Europe to
organi ze economcally on a wi der scale, had been propagated
by various chanpi ons of European unity ranging fromnmen in
official positions like Aristide Briand in France and Pau
van Zeeland in Belgiumto the League of Nations' Inquiry for
Eur opean Uni on and private enthusiasts |ike Count Ri chard
Coudenhove- Kal ergi . "®

Al t hough a few other European visionaries had joined in
supporting Briand's call in 1929 for a European Federal Union,
the i dea appeared to col |l apse for good in the early 1930s. The
Great Soviet Encyclopedia (1974 edition) noted the novenent's
originin Vienna but dismssed it as seeking, "...to establish
French hegenony in Europe and pronote a policy of keeping the
USSR politically isolated. The active opposition of Soviet
di pl omacy, as well as the negative attitude of Germany, G eat
Britain, the USA, and other states, led to the collapse of the
French project in |931."

In fact, however, the concept renmined alive, notably anong
the exile governnments in London during World War 11. Moreover,
t he personal ties which developed in such informal groups as the
"Danubian Cub" in the British capital continued to play a
significant role for many years afterwards. The Polish arny-in-
exile perfornmed a simlar function for the many Poles who saw in
regi onal association the nost effective way to counter Sovi et
hegenony. Gathered together for several years in the sane city or
the sane mlitary unit, the common interest in a unified Europe
could easily be seen. As one exanple, a group fromthe Polish
Second Arny Corps in Italy formed a club called "Intermariunm at
the end of the war. Its objective as to bring together in a
federal union all the nations between the Baltic, Black, and
Adri atic Seas, hence the nane of the group and its periodical.

In addition, a new world of pan-Europeans was being called
into being across the Atlantic where Kalergi's ideas were
popul ari zed via "New Europe" circles in the United States. Driven
out of Austria by the Anschluss in 1938, the Count noved his
headquarters first to SwmtzerlTand and then, in the spring of
1942, to the United States. The inpact of Kalergi and his
di sciples on public, or rather elite, circles in the United
States is often overl ooked. However, he and a | arge nunber of
ot her European em gres not only took refuge fromthe war in

8 Cal vocoressi, Peter and Wng, Quy, Total War (London, Penguin
Books, 1982) p. 213



Anerica but they established new centers of |earning there. One
of the nost inportant was the New School for Social Research in
New Yor k, where they spread their nmessage about a united Europe.
In addition, the Washington representative of the Pan-European
Union, Oto of Habsburg, seens to have been particularly
influential in governnmental circles.

In the circunstances, it is not surprising that enthusiasm
for a united Europe sonetines seened greater in the United States
at the end of the war than it was in many countries in Europe. In
January 1947, John Foster Dulles, the Republican Party's |ong
time emnence grise in foreign policy, endorsed the idea. Only
two nonths lTater, at the instigation of Senators Ful bright and
Thomas, as well as Representative Hal e Boggs, the U S. Congress
indicated that it favored the establishnment of a European
federation within the framework of the United Nations. That
i ndication of the popular will contributed to the resolve of the
Departnent of State and Secretary George Marshall to push forward
with the support for European econom c integration he announced
in June of 1947. This initiative was bound to have a negati ve,

di scrimnatory inpact on American exports, at least in the short
run, but a critical mass of U S. |eaders realized that there was
a direct relationship between international trade and donestic
prosperity. They argued, therefore, in favor of helping to create
an economcally healthy Europe as Anerica' s nost inportant
tradi ng partner.

In any case, renewed efforts were nmade i mredi ately after the
war to pursue the Pan-European idea, |eading to the founding of
t he European Union of Federalists in 1946. Most of its adherents
were primarily notivated by a desire to facilitate Franco-CGerman
reconciliation and many prom nent | eaders played an active role

in that endeavor. In Septenber 1946, Wnston Churchill, no | onger
H's Majesty's First Mnister, delivered a speech in Zurich

calling for the organization of a United States of Europe...."to
re-create the European famly, or as nuch of it as possible, and
to provide it with a structure under which it can dwell in peace

in safety and in freedom...Let Europe arise!" ° As for
Coudenhove- Kal ergi ' s Pan- European Union, it soon experienced a
resurrection, concentrating principally on the creation of a
Eur opean Parlianment as the first step in laying the foundations
for a federal constitution.

The European Parlianentary Union (EPU was founded in
Septenber 1947 at a Congress held at Kalergi's first wartine hone
in exile, Gstaad. He hinself was el ected Secretary-CGeneral of the

® Coudenhove-Kal ergi, Europe Seeks Unity (New York, New York
University, 1948) p. 20



organi zati on, which included a cross-section of parlianentarians
from across non-comruni st Europe; Socialists, Liberals, Christian
Denocrats, British Labourites, and I ndependents. A second

Eur opean Parlianentary Congress net in Interlaken, Switzerl and
the foll owm ng year.

The EPU al so hel ped to organi ze a Congress of Europe,
convened in The Hague at the instigation of Wnston Churchill,
whi ch supported the idea of a European Assenbly el ected by the
Parliaments of Europe. By 1949, the Council of Europe had been
established and its Consultative Assenbly held its initial
meeting, with Paul-Henri Spaak of Belgiumas its first President.

As during the inter-war period, post-war European Federalism
was focused on Western Europe and opposed to Sovi et
aggrandi zenent in Eastern Europe. Fear of further Soviet
depredations was, in fact, the glue which held together a very
jerry-built structure of European woul d-be unity. U S. econon c,
political, and mlitary support had to provide the structural
stiffening upon which the eventual edifice would be built.

During the spring of 1947, a final futile attenpt was nade
to reach four power agreenent on CGerman issues at a | engthy
conference in Moscow. At that tinme, French officials showed a new
wi | lingness to support Anerican positions relating to Germany if
they coul d be assured of receiving adequate supplies of coal from
that country. Wthout such supplies, they feared that Germany
m ght recover fromthe war faster than France did, thus
aggravating their country's constant preoccupation with its
eastern nei ghbor. Washi ngton's growi ng awar eness of the
i nterlocking nature of Europe's problens played an inportant role
in the next act in the European drama

The new U.S. approach, already signaled by departing
Secretary of State James Byrnes, took on flesh when his
successor, George Marshall made his nenorabl e address at Harvard
on June 5, 1947. He called upon the European nations to present a
pl an for their common needs and conmon recovery. The Europeans
responded in July by setting up a "Conmttee of the Sixteen" in
Paris to coordinate their joint planning. This group, |ater
expanded to seventeen nenbers, becane the nucleus for the
Organi zation for European Econom c Cooperation (CEEC), whose
menbers pl edged thensel ves to cooperate in reducing trade
barriers and to pronote the devel opment of Europe's productivity.

George Marshall's invitation to Europe's suffering nations
to present their recovery needs jointly was extended to all of
them including the USSR and its Eastern European nei ghbors.



Failure to do so coul d have cast considerabl e doubt on Anmerican
bona fides and |l ed to charges that Washington was to bl ane for

di viding Europe along ideological lines. Marshall's speech
specifically indicated that U S. policy was "not directed agai nst
any country or doctrine, but against hunger, poverty, deprivation
and chaos." At the sane tinme, Soviet acceptance of the offer
woul d have placed the entire initiative in jeopardy. In the
aftermath of the Truman Doctrine, and w de-spread fears about
communi st machinations in France and Italy, an American Congress
al ready sensitized to Moscow s m sbehavior in Eastern Europe was
not likely to vote the vast sunms required to repair devastation
in the USSR

Foreign Mnister Mol otov threw a scare into the Anmerican
Governnment by arriving in Paris for the first nmeeting on the
Eur opean recovery plan with a large retinue of experts. Wthin a
f ew days, however, he had denounced the U.S. proposal, alleging
that its program for European econom c integration would require
the USSR to abandon its own plans for resuscitating the Soviet
and Eastern European economes. On July 2, the Soviet Union
withdrew fromthe conference and its nei ghbors, increasingly seen
as satellites, were obliged to follow suit. Mire tellingly,
Moscow prevai l ed upon the Benes governnment in Czechosl ovakia to
rescind its initial agreenent to participate.

As not ed above, an inportant stimulus behind the Mrshal
Plan was U.S. concern over French fears that German econonic
recovery woul d eclipse France's performance and place its
national security once nore in jeopardy. Simlar concerns anong
France's neighbors led to the creation of a mlitary framework
which was to parallel that of the Marshall Plan on the economc
side. Responding to an initiative of the British Foreign
Secretary, Ernest Bevin, the representatives of five Wst
Eur opean countries gathered together to pledge their close
cooperation on a nunber of inportant issues, but nost inportantly
on security and armanent questions.

The five nations decided to nerge two existing regional
under st andi ngs, the first between Geat Britain and France, and
t he second conprising the Netherlands, Bel giumand Luxenbour g.
The latter three countries were already |linked together in the
Benel ux custons union, created by their exile governnents in
London in 1944. The resulting Brussels Pact on "Wstern Uni on"
was nodel ed after the Dunkirk Treaty of My 1947 between France
and Great Britain and was designed to serve two separate and
di stinct purposes. The first was to strengthen France's self-
confidence by creating a credi ble nutual defense in the event of
future German aggression. The second function was to provide al
five menbers with a neasure of joint security against the newer
t hreat posed by Soviet hegenony in Eastern Europe.
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The Brussels Pact is recognized as the nucl eus around which
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization grew, but its original
anti-German orientation is often slurred over. It is true that
Foreign Secretary Bevin held open the possibility of Germany's
eventual accession to the new group. But it would be m sl eading
to ignore the extent to which fear of a resurgent Gernany was the
tie which held both the Brussels Pact and NATO together in their
early years. In fact, nuted echoes of that concern can still be
heard in sonme circles today.

The American Governnent was still reluctant early in 1948 to
consider close U S. involvenent in a European defense
arrangenment, even to the limted extent of strengthening
bilateral ties wwth Geat Britain. The Admnistration's
nervousness stemmed not only from antici pated Congressi onal
resi stance but also fromfear of triggering still nore forcefu
Soviet intervention in Eastern Europe. The del ayed action "coup"
of spring 1948 in Prague, which pushed Edward Benes out and
Klenent Gottwald into the Czechosl ovak Presidency did nuch to
remove Anerican reservations on that point.

At the sane tinme, Mdscow showed renewed interest in the
Soviet Union's Northern flank, concluding a Treaty of
"Friendshi p, Cooperation and Miutual Assistance” with Finland in
April 1948. The Soviet Governnment then tried to exert sonme heavy-
handed pressure on Norway, with which it also shared a common
frontier, in an effort to bring it into a parallel understanding.
But Stalin had to pay a substantial political price in the West
for his undisguised iron fist policy in Prague and el sewhere.

Sonmewhat bel atedly, the United States and the countries of
West ern Europe brought thenselves to the point of making tangible
economc and mlitary investnents in order to buttress their
colective security. As Tinothy Ireland pointed out in his study
of NATO s origins, "...one of the results of the Prague coup was
to make nore explicit the linking of French security agai nst
Germany to the wi der question of European security against the
Sovi et Uni on" *°

Apparently due to Anmerican objections, France had not been
invited to the March 1947 tal ks in Washi ngton anong U.S., UK
and Canadi an officials to discuss the security problemin Western
Eur ope. However, the French continued to participate in the Six
Power London Conference about Germany, which included the three
West ern occupyi ng powers plus the Benelux countries, and they

Ylreland, Tinothy P., Creating the Entangling A liance,
(Westport, Geenwood Press, 1981) p. 69
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were able to make their views felt in that forum The French were
particularly insistent there on the need to link western unity
agai nst the Soviet threat to a parallel unity on German matters.

Washi ngton responded sharply at first to what were felt to
be French high pressure tactics but |ater adopted a nore
synpat hetic attitude to France's preoccupation with Germany. The
Chairman of the State Departnent's new Policy Planning Staff,
George Kennan, had been a |leader in conbatting the idea of a
mut ual assi stance treaty. However, the father of "contai nnent”
t hrough essentially political nmeans dropped his opposition to a
treaty because he saw that it could help to integrate \West
Germany into the broader Western European community by erecting
saf eguards agai nst German dom nance.

Meanwhi l e, at the conclusion in February 1948 of the Six
Power talks in London, the United States, Britain and France
i ssued a joint comuni que reflecting their substantial agreenent
that Germany's western zones needed to be fully associated with
t he European Recovery Program The British Governnment followed up
this advance a few days later by calling Washington's attention
to the Soviet effort to negotiate a bi-lateral security pact with
Norway. Bevin proposed to neet the perceived Soviet threat to the
security of the North Atlantic by noving to establish three
interlocking security systens: 1) the five nation Brussels group,
but with American backing; 2) an Atlantic security system wth
stronger U. S. participation, and; 3) a Mediterranean security
system centered on Italy.

In responding to Bevin's initiative, Belgian Prine Mnister
Paul - Henri Spaak showed hinself cool to the idea of trying to
build an effective defense pact without U S. participation. He
was, however, quick to see the necessary |ink between econom c
recovery and mlitary security. In a long speech to the Bel gi an
Parliament on March 3, 1948, he pointed out,

"Les pays de |' Europe occidental e, aussi paradoxal que cela
pui sse parafftre, ne realiseront jamais |a collaborationg
conom que s'ils attendent |les tenps de prosperite pour se
mettre d' accord..... Le plan Marschall est une occasion de
col | aborati one conom que. Le plan Bevin est une occasion de
col | aboration politique ete conom que entre | es pays de

| ' europe occidentale. Messieurs, ne |aissons pas passer ces
occasions qui s'offrea nous."™

1 Smets, Paul-F., ed., La Penskee Europeenne et atlantique de
Paul - Henri Spaak (1942-1972), (Bruxelles, Goenamere, 1980) p. 133.
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The Brussels five ended their conference shortly thereafter
by signing, on March 17, 1948, a Treaty of Econom c, Social and
Cul tural Collaboration and Collective Self-Defense. Al so, and
nmost inportant, the signatories invited other states with simlar
ideals to join them The Treaty did not exclude Germany's
eventual nenbership in the pact, but it did not confine itself to
resisting attacks on a signatory by a non-signatory, and
specifically referred to a possible renewal of Gernman aggression.

The Sovi et Union responded al nost at once by w thdraw ng
fromthe Allied Control Council governing Germany. The three
Western powers then nmerged their zones into a single unit of
forty-eight mllion people. A thoroughgoing currency reformwas
carried out and a new currency, the Deutschemark (DM, was
i nt roduced.

In the face of grow ng evidence of Western resolve to resist
Sovi et pressures, Mdscow and the communi st parties of Wstern
Europe in the spring of 1948 | aunched a "peace of fensive"
designed to capitalize on the pacifist sentinment w dely preval ent
there, especially in France. But, by the end of June, the Sovi et
Government abruptly changed its tactics and i nposed a bl ockade on
Berlin, preventing any overland traffic fromreaching western
zones of that city. This stinmulated the governnents and air
forces of the Western allies to supply Berlin by air with
essential quantities of food and fuel through the follow ng
Wi nt er.

The bl ockade al so gal vani zed public opinion in the United
States and Western Europe and thus facilitated Western efforts to
nmeet the Soviet challenge. The drama of the airlift to Berlin did
much to build a feeling of common purpose |inking the United
States not only with its airlift partners, such as France and
Britain, but also with the people of West Berlin and Germany.

President Truman then noved to solidify the grow ng sense of
international solidarity by addressing Congress in the foll ow ng
termns:

"I amconfident that the United States wll, by appropriate
means, extend to the free nations the support which the
situation requires. | amsure that the determ nation of the
free countries of Europe to protect thenselves will be

mat ched by an equal determ nation on our part to help them
protect thensel ves."

2 Truman, Harry S., Years of Trial and Hope (Doubl eday & Co.
Inc., Garden Gty, NY. 1956) p. 242
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The maj or roadblocks in the way of a mutual defense pact
linking the United States and the countries of Wstern Europe
were thus renoved, on the basis of nutual acconodation between
Ameri can and European concerns. It was not until a full year
| ater, however, that the pact took final formin the shape of the
North Atlantic Treaty. Much of that tinme was necessarily spent in
bringing the views of the |egislative and executive branches of
the United States CGovernnent into agreenent.

At the sane tinme, the gap between European and U. S.
perceptions was also a conplicating factor. The Europeans, and
particularly the French, wanted a firmU. S. commtnent to defend
the European allies, simlar to the undertaking contained in the
Brussel s Treaty. Washi ngton, and especially the Congress,

i nsi sted on weaker |anguage patterned after the 1947 Rio Treaty

governing rel ati ons anong the nations of the Western Hem sphere.
(The security framework of the Rio Treaty and the Pact of Bogota
of 1948 were subsequently institutionalized in the Organi zation

of Anerican States.) The Ri o |anguage would permt each

signatory to decide for itself what response it would make to
aggr essi on.

Early thinking in the Departnment of State was cauti ous,
tending to favor a unilateral U S. guarantee to its European
associ ates, which woul d not necessarily involve agreenment on a
treaty. In line with that thinking, the Brussels group woul d
eventual |y be expanded beyond the five signatories of the
Brussel s pact, plus Portugal and the Scandi navian countries, to
include Ireland, Austria, Spain, Switzerland, and Germany. The
United States would thereby put the Soviet Union on notice that
it would not countenance Sovi et penetration of Wstern Europe. As
an earlier U S. President (Janes Monroe) had declared, partly in
response to Russian pretensions in the Western Hem sphere, "we
shoul d consider any attenpt on their part of extend their system
to any portion of this hem sphere as dangerous to our peace and
safety. "'

President Truman's new y established National Security
Counci| favored the unilateral "Mnroe Doctrine" approach, but
al so pointed to two alternatives. One would be a mlitary
assi stance treaty based on article 51 of the UN Charter, which
recogni zes the inherent right of individual and collective self
defense; the second, a regional treaty based on article 52 of the
Charter. George Kennan reportedly preferred a unil ateral
decl aration because of his doubts as to the utility of paper

13 Bartlett, Ruhl J., ed., The Record of Anerican D pl onacy,
(New York, Alfred A Knopf, 1948) p. 181
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comm tnents, and because a full fledged reciprocal mlitary
all'iance woul d be unnecessarily provocative to the USSR

Congressional |eaders, and particularly Senator Arthur
Vandenberg, a converted fornmer isolationist, wanted to ensure
t hat the European beneficiaries of an Anerican guarantee
undert ook sonme reciprocal responsibilities. In their view such
reciprocity would ensure that the Western European nations woul d
bear sone of the costs and not |eave the United States with the
entire burden of providing for the comon defense. Many
Congressnmen were al so intent on avoiding an automatic comm t nment
to go to war and believed that formal treaty | anguage woul d serve
to make the U S. position clear.

A nunber of Western European | eaders also favored a formal
treaty arrangenent, for dianmetrically opposed reasons, as they
believed that only thus would the U S. comm tnent be binding on
future admnistrations. In April 1948, Paul -Henri Spaak told
Anmerican officials that, while he hinself did not believe a
treaty to be essential, "all of western Europe, particularly
France, woul d wel come such a move."! Foreign Mnister Bevin was
even nore explicit, noting that "if the new defence systemis so
framed that it related to any aggressor it would give all the
Eur opean states such confidence that it mght well be that the
age-long troubl e between Germany and France mght tend to
di sappear.”

Al'so in 1948, a "Council of Europe" in The Hague brought
together nearly 1,000 influential Europeans from 26 countri es.
They called for the creation of a united Europe, to be synbolized
by the formation of a European Assenbly. This proposal was
exam ned by the Mnisterial Council of the Brussels Treaty, and
then by a special conference of Anbassadors and was the basis for
the Council of Europe. Menbership is limted to European States
whi ch "accept the principles of the rule of |aw and of the
enjoynent by all persons within (their) jurisdiction of human
rights and fundanental freedons."

The Statute of the Council was signed at London of My 5,
1949 and cane into force two nonths later. Its headquarters were
established in Strasbourg, a city selected precisely because it
synbol i zed the need for Franco-Gernman cooperation. Since then, as
its current Secretary General, Daniel Tarschys, has expressed it,
the Council of Europe has been buil ding Europe brick by brick,

Y Jreland, op cit, p. 87
15 |hid, p. 88
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consol i dating the foundations of its societies.'® Oiginally
enconpassi ng only ten nenbers, the Council has since then
expanded to 40 full nenbers, plus five other countries (Bel arus,
Bosni a- Her zegovi na, Arnenia, Azerbaijan, and Ceorgia) which have
applied for full nenbership and enjoy special guest status with
the Parlianentary Assenbly. In addition, the United States and
Canada have recently obtai ned observer status and Israel is also
an observer. The Council's Parlianmentary Assenbly, which convenes
in Strasbourg, France, it often confused with the European
Parliament, the |egislative organ of the European Union, which
has its headquarters in Luxenbourg but holds its nonthly sessions
in Strasbourg. The Parlianentary Assenbly neets only three tines
a year for approximtely a week.

The Council has sonetinmes been consi dered by Pan- European
ent husi asts, such as Dr. Oto Habsburg, to have a possible future
role as the upper house in an expanded European | egisl ature,
serving as a kind of House of Lords to the European Parlianent.

Since 1985, in response to the recomendati ons of the Col onbo
Comm ssion, the Council has carried out an active program of
cooperation with the European Community/ Union. "Quadrapartite"
nmeeti ngs take place between the Chairnman of the Council of
Europe's Conmttee of Mnisters and its Secretary General and the
Presidents of the EU Council and Conm ssi on.

In the early stages of the post-Cold War era, sone officials
of the Council of Europe, guided by then Secretary-General
Lal um ere, suggested that the human di nension of the OSCE be
transferred to the Council of Europe. According to Dr. Arie
Bl oed, the OSCE s "sonewhat tense relationship with the Counci

(resulting fromthat suggestion) has been rel axed...instead of
conpetition both organi zati ons now pledge to a conplenentarity of
their roles.” But Dr. Bloed adds that, "In practical terns,

however, this vague notion of 'conplenentarity' |eaves a |ot of
guestions open."

During an October 1990 quadripartite neeting in Venice, it
was agreed as a neasure of conplenentarity that the Council woul d
have the |eading role in welcom ng East and Central European
states back into the European famly. It has also played an
active part in the international comunity's efforts to inplenent
t he Dayton accords and has worked closely wwth the OSCE in
setting up the Human Rights Comm ssion in Sarajevo as well as
with the United Nations in Eastern Sl avoni a.

16 NATO REVI EW January 1997, p. 5
7 Bloed, Arie, OSCE ODIHR Bul letin, Fall 1995, pp. 19-20
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A mlitary organization for the Brussels treaty, known as
the Western Defense Organi zation, was created in 1948. Its
headquarters was established at Fontainbleu in France in
Septenber 1948 and Field Marshal Montgonmery was appoi nted the
first Chairman of the WEU s Commander s-i n- Chi ef .

As soon as the WEU was in place, the U S. transferred
mlitary supplies fromits stocks in Germany to the French forces
there. The Berlin bl ockade was not |ifted until My 1949, after
confidential discussions between Anerican and Sovi et negotiators
at the United Nations. By that tinme, however, the North Atlantic
Treaty had been signed, on April 4 of that year, and the
transatlantic relationship had entered into a conplely new phase.
Anmong ot her changes, the Brussels Treaty countries agreed to
merge the WEU s mlitary structure with that of NATO The
responsibilities of the WEU Commanders-in-Chief were transferred
to General Eisenhower in April 1951, when he becane the first
Suprene Al lied Commander, Europe.

The new NATO phase was not only a striking departure from
previ ous doctrine by the United States but by sone European
menbers of the alliance as well. Neither the Northern nor
Sout hern fl ank European states had been invited to join the
Brussel s Treaty group, although Bevin apparently envisioned the
eventual participation of Norway, Denmark, Italy and G eece in
the security system of the Western denocracies. The Sovi et Union,
as noted, proposed a bilateral pact to Norway setting off
appr ehensi ons about "Finlandization", both within that country
and el sewhere.

Denmar k and Norway had traditionally tried to adopt a
neutral policy with regard to di sputes between ot her nations.
However, the severe repression suffered by Norway during Wrld
War |1 had persuaded nost of its people that close association
with a powerful neighbor was a surer way to preserve the nation's
security in an uncertain wrld, and Moscow s threatening stance
only reinforced that belief.

Sweden had been neutral in both World Wars and had not
suffered as nuch during WA I as its western nei ghbors had. It
advanced the idea of a joint defense systemw th Denmark and
Norway, which received sone support from Denmark in 1948-1949.
The Swedi sh proposal did not include either Finland or Icel and,
and Stockholminsisted that its limted Nordic framework would
have to remain outside the alliance systens of the nmjor powers.
Nor wegi an demands for mlitary collaboration wth the Wstern
powers therefore caused the Nordic option to collapse in 1949.
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Sweden then opted for a policy of strict neutrality, while
Fi nl and accepted the limtations on its freedom of action inposed
by its exposed position along the western frontier of the Soviet
Uni on. Denmar k and Norway, sobered by Soviet noves in
Czechosl ovaki a and Finland, but not w thout a good deal of
internal debate, threwin their lot with NATO. As a condition of
j oi ning, however, they placed restrictions on the enpl acenent of
atom ¢ weapons and the stationing of foreign forces on their
territory.

In spite of their decision to go their separate ways on the
matter of defensive alignnents, noreover, all five of the Nordic
nations resolved to continue their pattern of working together
intimately on a wi de range of issues. This pattern,
institutionalized in frequent neetings of the Nordic Council,
conti nued t hroughout the Cold War and renai ns unbroken to this
day.

In the south, however, Bevin's objective of a Mediterranean
conponent of the European security systemwas fulfilled only
| ater through the reinforcenent of NATO s twel ve original nenbers
by the inclusion of Geece and Turkey in 1952 and Spain in 1981.
Meanwhi |l e, during the early 1950s, an anbitious plan to forma
Eur opean Defense Community (EDC), |inking France, the Benel ux
states, the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG and Italy, failed
when the French Parlianent refused to ratify the treaty.

As a second best solution, the FRG and Italy were brought
into the WEU under the Paris Agreenents of Cctober 1954. Italy
was al ready a nmenber of NATO, of course, and the Federal Republic
becanme a nenber in 1955. The WEU | ink was still inportant,
however, because the WEU framework inposed significant restraints
on the Federal Republic, via voluntary arnms control bans on
nucl ear and chem cal weapons, which were not incorporated in the
NATO Treaty. But aside fromthe vestigial restrictions on the
West CGermans, the WEU soon entered into a period of hibernation,
which lasted until 1984.

The North Atlantic alliance is usually given the credit for
provi di ng the defensive shield agai nst the USSR behi nd which
Western Europe was able to organize itself after World War I1.
But, in addition to serving as a mlitary shield in the East,
NATO al so provided a kind of "law and order"” reginme within the
western canp itself by further institutionalizing constraints on
the nost dynam c and potentially dangerous nenber of the western
community, Germany. The desire on the part of sone of the
Alliance's smaller partners to have the United States present in
substantial force on the continent to serve as a counter-bal ance
to anewWy unified Germany's ot herw se preponderant voice in
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western Europe remains even today an inportant source of support
for the alliance and other nechanisns for Transatlantic
cooper at i on.

On a parallel track, within a year of the Atlantic Pact's
signature, Robert Schuman proposed the plan which becane the
keystone of the future European Community. The French Foreign
M nister's schenme was to scranble the basic elenments of French
and Gernman heavy industry so thoroughly that it would becone
i npossi ble to separate them for the purpose of war between the
two partners. Wien his idea becane reality with the creation of
t he European Coal and Steel Conmmunity in 1951, France and West
Cermany were joined by Italy and the Benelux countries in that
common endeavor.

The Franco-CGerman deal at the root of the plan was the
under st andi ng that French industry woul d receive German coal at
the sane price as it was sold donestically, thereby renoving the
price advantage fornerly enjoyed by their German conpetitors. In
exchange, France would drop its opposition to Gernmany's econonic
recovery and work for, rather than against, that objective in
tandemwith Geat Britain and the United States. Moreover, the
renmoval of Germany fromthe category of an eneny state opened the
way for broader nmeasures of reconciliation, including eventual
menbership in the North Atlantic alliance.

G ven the ideol ogical preconceptions with which they
commenced their analysis, it was not surprising the the Sovi et
| eadership interpreted the Marshall Plan as an essentially
aggressi ve maneuver on the part of the United States. They
resolved, therefore, to replicate the European Recovery Pl an
within their owm sphere of control and established a weak
imtation of the CEEC in the formof the Council of Mitua
Econom ¢ Assi stance. This group, known as COMECON, or, CEMA, was
founded in January 1949 and included all the conmuni st-dom nat ed
countries of Eastern Europe except for Tito's Yugosl avia, already
substantially at odds with the Soviet Union.

COVECON was supposed to do for Eastern Europe what the
Marshal | Pl an was doing for Western Europe by coordinating
econom ¢ needs and potential, trading nutual experiences,
arrangi ng | oans and exchangi ng technical advisers, etc. In
reality, however, COVECON soon revealed itself as nerely one nore
mechani sm by which the USSR could exploit its satellites and
force themonto the Procrustean bed of Soviet economc
requirenents.

A simlar Soviet reaction to the nore serious conplication

introduced into their mlitary planning by the creation first of
t he Western European Union and then of NATO was consi derably
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delayed. In the interim Mscows efforts to block the mlitary
consolidation of Western Europe and the United States by
propaganda and political agitation in the West failed. The USSR
then noved to reinforce its hold over the mlitary organizations
of the satellite states by creating the Warsaw Pact Treaty
Organi zati on, but not until 1955.

By that time, much had happened. Rebuil ding was well
advanced in Western Europe and Washington's attention had to sone
extent been drawn away from Europe by the exigencies of the
Korean War. That three year conflict did, however, add
appreciably to the alarmin the United States and in Europe at
the Soviet's Union's perceived belligerence throughout the world.
Moscow s tactical blunder in vacating its UN seat at a critica
juncture permtted the United States to transformthe conflict,
in political terns, froma Korean "civil war" into a United
Nations struggle to defend South Korea. The U.S. arned forces,
together wwth the arny of the Republic of Korea, carried the
brunt of the fighting. But a nunber of the European allies
rallied to the cause to the extent of sending mlitary units to
serve under United Nations (U. S.) Conmand, thus reinforcing the
al ready existing sense of conradeship within the non-Conmuni st
worl d, and particulary anong career mlitary personnel.

As the hostilities dragged on, however, differences of
opi non about the conduct of the war nounted between the U S. and
its European allies, as well as within all of the countries
i nvol ved. The USSR was therefore able to exploit sone of the
resul ting European discontent in its propaganda efforts,
especially in the bogus Stockhol mpeace initiative of 1950. Even
this was not an unal |l oyed benefit, it devel oped, because an
aroused public opinion in the United States raised an unwel cone
chal l enge to the USSR by greatly increasing the share of the
Ameri can budget devoted to defense.

At the root of nmuch of the European concern over the
i nconcl usive war in Asia was w de-spread apprehension that the
Sovi et Union m ght take advantage of Anerica's preoccupation with
that conflict to nove against new targets in Europe. The Yugosl av
| eadershi p was apparently convinced that Mdscow was preparing
just such an adventure and Fi nnish worries were nounting al so.
Tito and his coll eagues becane so concerned at one stage that
they indicated their willingness to accept mlitary aid fromthe
West in case of war.

However much Stalin mght have liked to erase an irritating
conpetitor like Tito in the Bal kans, he and his Politiburo
col | eagues were nore concerned with the deteriorating situation
in central Europe. Signs were nmultiplying that West CGermany was
well on the way back to acceptance as a fully legitinmte nenber

20



of the European famly, and that its rearmanent and incorporation
into NATO woul d not be far behind. A Treaty setting up a European
Def ense Community, which was to include West Gernmany, had al ready
been drafted when the Soviet Union played its best remaining
card.

In a note of March 10, 1952, Moscow called for negotiations
anong the wartine allies leading to a peace treaty with a unified
Germany and the withdrawal of all occupation forces. The Sovi et
proposal also signified acceptance of German rearnmanent, provided
the revived German state were conmtted to neutrality. How
seriously this tardy Soviet bid was intended may never to known
because it foundered in a series of acrinonious notes between
Moscow and Washi ngt on.

It is clear that the Soviet Union's ostensible offer of a
uni fied but neutral Germany served Moscow s propaganda purposes
admrably for a nunber of years. However, doubt nust renain that
Stalin woul d have been prepared in 1952 to w thdraw from East
Cermany, the nost precious portion of his new European glacis in
exchange for anything the far fromunited Western allies could
agree upon. More than likely, the Soviet ganmbit was just another
of the diversionary tactics so common in the annals of Soviet
di pl omacy.

Vv

NATO and OSCE, two of the many heirs of the Pan-European
i dea, were both spawned by what cane to be known as the Cold
War. This termevidently becane part of the popular lexicon in
1948 and is usually ascribed to the revered Anerican pundit,
Wal ter Lippmann. Curiously, as John Lukacs has observed,

"...it was also in 1948 that the term ' Wst' acquired a new
popul ar historical neaning...A genuine novenent toward

Eur opean Unity becanme current; together with constructive
intellectual and religious tendencies, it was al so manifest
in politics through the broad energence of Christian
Denocratic parties whose | eadership was provided by the
personal excellence of De Gasperi in Italy, Adenauer in
Germany, Robert Schuman in France, Figl and Raab in
Austria."?'®

Al t hough Lukacs was correct in singling out the contribution
made to post-war European unity by a group of outstanding

8 Lukacs, John, A New H story of the Cold War (Garden Gty,
Doubl eday, 1966) p. 72
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Catholic politicians, one nmust not underestimte the support this
endeavor received fromtheir socialist and |iberal coll eagues.
Leon Bl um whose internationalist credentials had been well
established during the inter-war period, validated them once
agai n when he resuned the office of Premer in the much changed
France of 1946. Many ot her international -m nded socialists, in
Engl and, Austria, Germany, and the Benel ux countries also played
a role in resuscitating Pan-European ideals. Liberal and Non-
Cat holic Conservative figures, too, were active in pushing for
common approaches to Europe's problens, their thinking often

i nfluenced by Masonic ideas which were hundreds of years old.

The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe has a
relatively short negotiating history, dating back only to the
m d- 1960s. However, there were several earlier attenpts by the
USSR and the Warsaw Pact Organi zation (WPO, beginning in 1954 to
convoke a European Security Conference, arguing that it would
serve as a surrogate peace conference and thereby "draw a |ine
under World War I1." As early as Novenber 1954, for exanple,
Moscow convoked a Mbscow Conference on European Security. But
this first Soviet attenpt to organize an all-European forum was
attended only by representatives fromthe satellite states,
| eaving the USSR no better off than it was before.

Those early efforts, and Brezhev's renewed efforts in the
1960s, were clearly skewed in the direction of excluding Canada
and the United States and so had failed to elicit a favorable
Western response. However, by the spring of 1966, the Sovi et
Foreign Mnister, Andrei G onyko, in calling for a European
Security Conference, indicated that it could anong ot her things,
permt the normalization and inprovenent of Soviet relations with
t he Federal Republic of Germany. By then, the nore encouraging
situation in Europe, accelerated by West Germany's Ostpolitik,
ensured that the idea would receive a heartier wel cone.

Nevert hel ess, the next nove in the renewed di pl omatic m nuet
represented sonmething of a step backward. In July 1966, the
Warsaw Pact's Political Consultative Conmttee, neeting in
Bucharest, in reiterating the call for a European Conference on
"questions or European security and cooperation", inmplicitly
excluded the United States and Canada from partici pati on once
agai n.

Meanwhi |l e, as early as 1956, the North Atlantic Council had
adopted a Report on Non-Mlitary Cooperation in NATO better
known as the Report of the Commttee of Three, or the Three Wse
Men's Report, which stinulated renewed interest in political
consul tati ons anong NATO nenbers. Later, beginning in the 1960s,
sone thoughtful Europeans and Anericans began to advocate a
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serious study of "Whither NATO' in the changing internationa
environnent. In Decenber 1966, the Alliance approved a proposal
by Bel gian Foreign Mnister Pierre Harnel to establish a study
group to report on "The Future Tasks of the Alliance."”

The resulting "Harnmel Report", which was approved by all the
Al l'i ance nenbers one year |ater, recogni zed that significant
changes had occured in the international situation and stressed
the "the political tasks of the alliance have assuned a new
di mensi on."™ Accordingly, the report recommended that, while
mai ntaining its deterrent and defensive role, NATO sinultaneously
pursue a nore stable relationship by working to "further a
detente in East-West relations.” Myst inportantly, it proclainmed
that "mlitary security and a poligy of detente are not
contradi ctory but conplementary." *

In 1967, a Conference of European Comruni st and Wbrkers
Parties, neeting at Karlovy Vary in Czechosl ovakia returned to
the charge with a renewed call for a European Security
Conference. Notably, it denounced President Johnson's policy of
"bridge building” with the countries of Eastern Europe as
subversive and called for the abandonment of NATO in 1969, when
its original termof 20 years was to expire.

NATO, for its part, tried to inplenent the conclusions of
the Harnmel Report on the conplenentarity of defense and detente
by showng its willingness to explore arns control issues. During
its June 1968 M nisterial Meeting in Reykjavik, NATO decl ared
that "a process leading to mutual force reductions should be
initiated." The appropriate NATO comm ttees al so began their
detail ed studi es of possible force reductions. The NATO Mlitary
Comm ttee was naturally active in evaluating such arns contro
matters. However, preparation of the guidance for NATO

negoti ators at the eventual MBFR tal ks was, significantly,
entrusted to the Senior Political Conmttee.

The Sovi et invasion of Czechoslovakia in the summer of 1968
had a predictably depressing effect on the production of "W
Eur opeans” oratory. But just one year |ater the Warsaw Pact
Political Consultative Commttee, neeting in Budapest, advanced a
new " Appeal from Warsaw Pact Menbers to Al European Countries”
for a neeting of all European states. This | anguage once again
excluded the United States but Soviet Anmbassador Anatoliy
Dobrynin shortly afterwards infornmed Henry Ki ssinger, the
President's National Security Adviser, that the Soviet Union

' The Future Tasks of the Alliance, in NATO Facts and Fi gures
(Brussels, NATO Information Serivce, 1989) p. 402
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woul d not object to U S. participation. Neverthel ess, Kissinger
was not attracted to the proposal, regarding it as "the maxi mum
Sovi et program for Europe, put forward in the nanme of enhancing
Eur opean security." 2°

Most of Anerica's allies were nore enthusiastic, however,
particul arly when Finland al so proposed a conference on European
security and cooperation. This adroit Finnish nove to curry favor
with its powerful Soviet neighbor while sinmultaneously
strengthening ties with Western Europe eventually gained it the
honor of hosting the eventual conference, although that was stil
sone years away.

These renewed conference initiatives were then cautiously
wel comed by NATO at its spring 1969 Mnisterial Meeting in
Reykj avik. A major thrust forward was provided by the el ection
that fall of WIly Brandt as the new Federal Chancellor. He, and
his principal foreign affairs adviser, Egon Bahr, |aunched an
OGstpolitik, focused on reducing international tensions and
el[imnating obstacles to a broad rangi ng detente in Europe.

Henry Ki ssinger had sonme qual ns about Brandt's policy
inclinations. As sunmmarized in his nenoirs, he feared that,

"Brandt's new Gstpolitik, which |ooked to many |ike a
progressive policy of quest for detente, could in |ess
scrupul ous hands turn into a new form of classic Gernman
nationalism FromBismarck to Rapallo it was the essence of
Germany's nationalist foreign policy to maneuver freely

bet ween East and West. By contrast, American (and Gernman)
policy since the 1940s had been to ground the Federal
Republic firmy in the West, in the Atlantic Alliance and

t hen the European Comunity."

Ki ssi nger and Ni xon recogni zed that the Soviet overtures to
the Western allies, especially the Germans, were an attenpt to
practice selective detente and thus to divide the U S. fromthe
Europeans. They realized, in addition, that turning the
conference idea down flat would | eave the U.S. isolated in the
Al liance. Accordingly, as Dr. WIIliam Korey has expl ai ned 2,

20 Ki ssinger, Henry, Wite House Years (Boston; Little, Brown
and Co., 1979) p. 414

2L Ki ssinger, Henry, op cit, p. 409
22 Korey, WIlliam OSCE CDIHR BULLETIN, Fall 1995, p. 9
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the U S. would support Brandt's Ostpolitik, but nake agreenment on
a European Security Conference contingent on prior progress on
Berlin and other German issues. The allies agreed and, at its
Decenber 1969 M nisterial Meeting, the Alliance stressed the need
for careful advance preparation and the prospect of "concrete
results.” It also recalled the earlier Reykjavik proposal on

nmut ual and bal anced force reductions.

As it turned out, progress was possible on the German
issues. Early in 1970, the FRG and t he USSR concl uded a mmj or
econom ¢ agreenent under which Germany woul d supply | arge-

di aneter pipe to the Soviet Union, wth favorable financing by
German banks. In exchange, the USSR undertook to provide natura
gas to Western Germany for a twenty year period. Later that year
the two sides agreed to a Non- Aggression Pact which asserted that
neither of themhad territorial clains against anyone. They al so
agreed to consider inviolable the frontiers of all States in
Europe, "including the Oder-Neisse |ine which fornms the western
frontier of the People's Republic of Poland", as well as the
frontier between the FRG and t he DDR

The FRG then entered into negotiations wth Pol and,
Czechosl ovakia, and the GDR, |eading to the signature of parallel
treaties wth those countries. The United States, Geat Britain
and France al so noved forward by signing a Quadripartite
Agreenment with the Soviet Union on Berlin, which regularized the
status of West Berlin and provi ded guarantees for Wstern access
to the city.

On the bilateral plane, also, the U S and the USSR seened
to be working toward a cooperative rel ationship, enbarking on the
long journey toward a strategic arns |limtation agreenent. In
expl ai ning the Anerican agreenent to a European Security
Conference, State Departnent Counsell or Hel nut Sonnenfel dt
exulted that, "W sold it for the German-Soviet treaty, we sold
it for the Berlin agreenent, and we sold it again for the opening

of the MBFR (Mitual Bal anced Force Reductions"

Meanwhi | e, the two superpowers remained at cross purposes in
Europe. The Sovi et Union continued its efforts to wean the NATO
allies away fromtheir reliance on the United States, while
Washi ngton strove to reinforce its long standing ties with them
CGeneral de Gaulle's insistence on going his own way provided
numer ous opportunities for Moscow to insert itself into the

23 Quoted in Kissinger, Henry, Diplonmacy (New York, Sinon and
Schuster, 1994) p. 759
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inter-allied debate and the ensuing tug of war precipitated a
nunber of mni-crises in NATO De Gaulle resigned the French
Presidency in 1969 and his successor, CGeorges Ponpi dou, was nore
restrained in his approach to East-Wst issues. He continued the
French di al ogue with Mdoscow, however, and in | 971 endorsed the
conveni ng of a European Security Conference.

Soviet attenpts sinultaneously to exploit its devel oping
relati onships with both France and the FRG served further to
conplicate matters. In the long run, however, both France and
Germany understood very well the danger of noving too close to
the Soviet Union at the expense of their relationship with the
United States and, if sonetimes with difficulty, resisted the
tenptation to do so

Presi dent R chard N xon, whose devotion to the idea of
detente was not very apparent before his election in 1968, edged
in that direction by calling for a new era of negotiations rather
than confrontation. During the storny six years of N xon's
Presi dency, however, the very word "detente" canme to be regarded
Wi th suspicion by the Arerican public. Hs successor, Cerald
Ford, found it politic to expunge the termfromhis political
vocabul ary. Before that happened, the nmonentum toward a European
Security Conference had nounted to the point where it could no
| onger be deni ed.

At the sane tinme, increasing disillusionment wthin the
United States over the conflict in Vietnam coupled with rising
Eur opean concern about a possible Anerican retreat into
i sol ati onism conbined to make the idea of force reductions
attractive on both sides of the Atlantic. In June 1970, a \Warsaw
Pact neeting in Budapest had noved in the direction of reality by
including the United States and Canada in its renewed call for a
Eur opean Security Conference. East Germany's allies in the Warsaw
Pact al so apparently put sone pressure on the German Denocratic
Republic (DDR) to adopt a less rigid diplomatic |ine and the dour
Walter U bricht was gradually eased out of his position as | eader
of the East German Party ( SED)

The Sovi et canpaign for a European Conference and the
reci procal demand on the part of the West for nutual and bal anced
force reductions nerged in a peculiar way in the spring of 1971
The U. S. Congress was at the tinme engaged in one of its annual
debates over the insistence of Senator M ke Mansfield that U S.
forces in Europe be reduced substantially. Senate support for
Mansfield' s position seened to be growing in spite of the
Adm ni stration's argunments that the forces should be maintained
in order to strengthen the Western bargai ning position in the
event of MBFR negoti ati ons.
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Unexpectedly, and just days before the Mansfield Arendnent

seened certain to be adopted, Leonid Brezhnev called for the

begi nni ng of negotiations on arns reductions in Europe. This
undercut Mansfield' s argunent, and the anendnment was defeated
overwhel mngly, 36 to 61. W may never know precisely what

noti vated Brezhev's dramatic hel ping hand for the Adm nistration.
Henry Ki ssinger considered it nmerely another exanple of the
inflexibility of the Soviet Union's cunbersone policy-nmaking
machi nery.

It seens nore probable that Brezhnev and his Politbureau
col | eagues wei ghed the alternatives before venturing down the
path to what were certain to be |ong drawn out negotiations. They
may sinply have wanted to avoid disturbing the inproving
prospects for an early breakthrough on SALT. Whatever the
rational e, they evidently deci ded agai nst pushing for an early
Anmeri can pul | back from Europe, preferring the stability a
substantial U S. presence could offer. Once again, Soviet fears
that West Germany coul d acquire access to nucl ear weapons seemto
have played a deciding role in the evolution of Soviet policy.

\

In June 1971, NATO nade an abortive attenpt to send
Secretary General Manlio Brosio on an exploratory mssion to
Eastern Europe to | ook into the prospects for force reductions,
but the Warsaw Pact countries were unresponsive. Nevert hel ess,

t he NATO M nisterial Communi que in Decenber 1971 affirmed the
organi zation's wllingness to nove ahead with MBFR, as well as a
security conference, although the terns of reference of the
|atter were far fromclear. The WAarsaw Pact responded positively,
but with reservations.

Finally, at their My 1972 summt neeting, Brezhnev and
Ni xon deci ded to proceed with both negotiations nore or |ess
si mul taneously. The multilateral CSCE Preparatory Conference then
opened in Hel sinki on Novenber 22, 1972, followed in January 1973
by exploratory MBFR talks in Vienna. Mich of the attention of
NATO Headquarters for the next several years was to be devoted to
preparing detail ed guidance for the Alliance negotiators at the
two fora. France, inline with its opposition to bloc-to-bloc
negoti ations, refused to participate in the MBFR negotiations in
Vienna. One of its representatives did, however, attend the
Senior Political Commttee sessions devoted to preparing gui dance
for the talks.

Before the nel odrana of Watergate brought President Ford
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into office, the Vietnam War had
been concl uded and a good start had
been made in negotiating a
Strategic Arns Limtation
agreenent. The Anmerican

Adm ni stration considered the CSCE
negoti ations to be a very m nor
part of its overall strategy. As
Dr. WIliam Korey has noted,

"I ndeed, Kissinger considered the U.S. role in the CSCE
negoti ating process to be largely oriented to 'damage
control,' to preventing agreenments between Western Europe
and the Soviet Union that could negatively affect perceived
U. S interests. Besides, he characteristically preferred
dealing with Moscow in bilateral negotiations, not through
multilateral discussions. He very nuch feared an excessive
focus on human rights issues, which could lead to a direct
confrontation with the USSR That woul d j eopardi ze his
prized bilateral relationship, which was oriented to
restricting Moscow s expansion into Africa, Asia and Central
Anmerica (as well as seeking its assistance in ending the
conflict in Vietnam)"

Ki ssinger's anbitious plans to ennesh the Soviet Union in a
web of nmutually reinforcing ties with the West showed sone early
prom se but suffered greatly fromthe debacle of N xon's
downfall. The enbattled Anerican President nade a dramatic but
futile attenpt at NATO in June 1974 to rally internationa
support for his donestic political position but wthout success.

Meanwhil e, the diplomatic mlls in Brussels and Geneva
continued to grind until they had produced an agreenment which was
endorsed by the | eaders of 35 nations at Hel sinki on August 1,
1975. The Hel sinki Final Act, a long and conplicated, not to say
prolix docunent, runs to sone 40,000 words. It represented a
series of hard-fought conprom ses between Eastern and Western
del egates. Their debates were often illumnated, if sonetines
roiled, by the nunerous representatives of the "Neutral and Non-
Aligned" countries (NNA'Ss).

The Final Act was divided into three broad sections. The
first dealt with security matters; in CSCE parlance, the "First
Basket (panier) issues. This began with a | engthy Decl aration on
Principles Guiding Relations Between Participating States and had
| anguage designed to satisfy nearly all contending views. It
covered such matters as sovereignty, the non-use of force, non-

24 Korey, Wlliam OSCE ODIHR Bul letin, Fall 1995, p. 9
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intervention in internal affairs, human rights in general, and
cooperation anong states. This basket al so included provisions
dealing with confidence-building neasures (CBMs), such as
advance notification of mlitary maneuvers and t he exchange of
observers at such maneuvers.

The Second Basket, a section very dear to the hearts of al
Eastern European del egates as well as to some Westerners and NNAs
al so, grouped a nunber of provisions designed to expand
cooperation in comrerce, industry, science, technology, and the
envi ronnent .

The Third Basket, nost inportant to the United States and,
wi th somewhat |ess intensity perhaps, to the other nenbers of the
Al liance, dealt wth human rights issues. The Hel sinki Final Act
was often disparaged in the United States and el sewhere by
pundits inpatient for nore rapid progress toward its proclai ned
objectives. In the view of many of those critics, the Wst at
Hel sinki allegedly granted recognition to the territorial gains
regi stered by the USSR as a result of the Second World War in
return for token gestures by the Soviet Government in the field
of emgration and human rights. In reality, as subsequent
devel opments were to show, the actual inpact of Helsinki and its
successor conferences on the course of East-Wst relations turned
out to be nmuch nore conplex that its critics had dreaned.

A nunber of scholars and participants in CSCE proceedi ngs
have tried to explain the how and why of the agreenents reached
there. A former Russian (formerly Soviet) Anbassador Juri Kashl ev
has made an appropriately Marxian anal ysis.

"The idea of setting up a European organi zati on as such has
becone one of the greatest initiatives of the second half of
the twentieth century. Moreover, as it usually happens in
hi story, the realization of this idea followed Hegel's rule
of thesis, antithesis and synthesis. Here | would like to
underscore that the Soviet Union and its allies were trying
to secure the outcone of the Second World War. The
recognition of the German Denocratic Republic

and sone ot her exanples of that kind illustrate the
situation better than anything else. On the other hand,
Western coutries ainmed to stop the extraordi nary growt h of
War saw Pact armanent, to nmake the Sovi et borders open for
peopl e and i deas, and by doing so dissolve the conmuni st

i deol ogy. As the outcone of this tension a unique

organi zati on was established." *°

5 OBCE ODI HR BULLETIN, Warsaw, Fall 1995, p. 27
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A nore informal, and perhaps nore persuasive, interpretation,
whi ch appeared curiously enough in the same journal, was offered
by Harm J. Hazew nkel, a nenber of the Netherl ands del egati on at
several CSCE neeti ngs.

"During the Madrid Meeting, nmy GDR coll eague at a certain
moment said to nme, 'In the end you give in a bit on the
First Basket, we give in a bit on the Third Basket, and we
all can accept the rubbish of the Second Basket.'" 2°

In any case, the Final Act did endorse the inviolability of
nati onal boundaries and guarantee signatories agai nst any
assaul ts on those boundaries. The only boundari es concei vably at
i ssue, however, had already been accepted by the Federal Republic
of Germany in a series of bilateral treaties with the Sovi et
Union and its East European allies. Mreover, one of the Act's
seven Principles specifically provided that frontiers could be
changed by peaceful neans and by agreenent. This was a provision
that was especially inportant to the Federal Republic, in line
with its insistence on keeping open the possibility of eventual
reunification with its East Gernman nei ghbors.

Finally, any suggestion that the Final Act, concluded thirty
years after the Nazi surrender, should have in sonme way |eft open
the concept of a non-peaceful change of borders in Europe would
have been net, then as now, with al nost universal derision. The
Sovi et | eaders undoubtedly hoped that the Hel sinki Final Act
woul d constitute a surrogate peace treaty which would, in their

terms, "draw a line under World War 11", and thus provide a nuch
desired aura of legitimacy to their rule. This did not happen,
however, and the "Hel sinki Process" by illumnating the regine's
essential illegitimacy served instead to inpell a nunber of

fateful changes in the Soviet system and enpire.

An inportant role in that devel opnent was played by the
provi sions of the Final Act calling for a series of follow up
conferences at which conpliance with its various provisions could
be assessed. This may have been one of the nost significant
aspects of the Final Act and the ultimate basis for a reasoned
judgenent on the validity of the "Hel sinki Process" as a whol e.
The prospect of regular scrutiny of their conpliance with the
measures agreed upon in the Final Act turned out to be a very
sobering one for the Soviet authorities and their counterparts in
Eastern Europe. In sone cases, this produced notabl e advances
toward greater respect for human rights. Even when unsuccessf ul
in the short run, the process naintained a high | evel of public

2 ipid., p. 51
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concern, which denied the offenders the luxury of ignoring their
critics. Sonme Swedi sh observers were heard to nutter that these
meetings, and in fact CSCE as a whole, were only "an interesting
enpl oynment experience for the higher bourgeoisie of Europe." The
organi zation and its plethora of gatherings did serve a useful

pur pose, however, as the world's experience since the 1975
Hel si nki Conference has anply shown.

The first so-call ed Review Conference, which convened in
Bel grade, Yugoslavia in 1977 was in the view of nost observers
unnecessarily confrontational. The proceedi ngs quickly
degenerated into a shouting match between the U. S. Del egati on,
headed by a former justice of the Suprene Court, Arthur Col dberg,
and his Soviet counterparts. To sone extent, this probably
reflected Soviet realization by that tinme that Leonid Brezhnev's
all eged diplomatic triunph at Hel sinki contained within itself
the seeds of grave difficulties for the reginmes in Eastern
Eur ope.

Because the Soviet Governnment and its fell ow nenbers of the
War saw Pact had published the text of the Helsinki Final Act in
official press organs, many of their citizens had taken the
promses in it seriously. Not coincidentally, this was the tine
of the Charter 77 nmovenent in Czechosl ovakia, the rise of the
Solidarity Trade Union in Poland, and the creation of Hel sink
Monitor groups within the USSR itself. Brezhnev and his
col | eagues, it becane clear, failed to appreciate the extent to
whi ch the Hel sinki Final Act had given a certain inprimatur to
t he subsurface yearning throughout Eastern Europe for a nore
humane soci ety.

It was al so evident that, in such circunstances, there was
no possibility of making further progress in such a dangerous
direction at Bel grade. After many weeks of nutual denunciations,
all the delegations were relieved to adjourn, agreeing only to
meet again in Madrid in 1980, when it was hoped that the
i nternational atnosphere m ght be nore conducive to serious
negoti ati ons.

That at nosphere was hardly inproved by the Soviet Union's
i nvasi on of Afghanistan in 1979, although the situation in that
country had never been considered to fall wthin the purview of
CSCE. Accordingly, when the preparatory phase of the Madrid
nmeeting began in Septenber 1980 it was in the shadow of the
events in Kabul. A grueling diplomatic battle ensued over how the
mai n conference woul d address "review of inplenentation"” of the
Hel sinki Final Act. When the main Conference began in Novenber,
and thereafter until the follow ng Decenber, Wstern del egati ons,
led by the United States relentlessly criticized the performnce
of the Soviet Union and its allies.
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I n Decenber 1981, the Polish Governnent instituted martia
law in an attenpt to clanp down on rising discontent. By the tine
the Conference returned fromChristmas recess, the allies had
deci ded on a course of action which would maintain public
pressure on the Eastern bloc reginmes to live up to their
commtnments at Helsinki. Nearly 20 Foreign Mnisters cane to the
reopening session in Madrid to denounce Sovi et and Polish
vi ol ations of those commtnents. One nonth later, the Conference
agreed to recess until the end of the year, hoping that the
international situation at that tine would be nore propitious for
progress on contentious issues.

When the Conference reassenbled, late in 1982, tenpers had
cooled only slightly. However, over the course of the next 10
mont hs, with considerabl e assistance fromthe group of Neutra
and Non-Aligned countries, all 35 participants nmanaged to reach
agreenent on a conprehensive and substantial concl udi ng docunent.
In addition to separate chapters on the Decl aration of
Principles, detailed coverage of human rights issues, and
cooperation in the economc area, the Madrid Concl udi ng Docunent
provi ded for a nunber of subsequent conferences on specialized
topi cs. These included experts neetings on the Peaceful
Settlenment of Disputes,as well as one on Mediterranean
Cooperation, plus a Cultural Forumin Budapest in 1985. At the
experts neeting on Human Rights in Otawa, also in 1985, the
United States and the allies pressed for a nunber of inprovenents
in human rights conduct but the Eastern bloc was unwilling to
accept those proposals, or the shorter proposal offered by the
NNA's. Alater neeting, in Bern in the spring of 1986, on a
related topic, "human contacts”, also failed to reach agreenent
on a final docunent. Significantly, however, the Soviet Union
agreed to allow 119 Soviet citizens to join their famlies in the
United States.

The nost inportant spin-off from Madrid, however, was a
Conf erence on Confidence and Security Building Measures and
D sarmanent in Europe which convened in Stockholmearly in 1984,
after a short preparatory neeting in Helsinki. The Stockhol m
Conf erence eventual ly produced an accord which largely reflected
the Western approach, broadeni ng and strengt heni ng neasures for
advance notification and observers, and making them obligatory.
Most inportant, perhaps, the zone of CBM application was
broadened to cover all of the USSR s European territory,
reflecting de Gaulle's old vision of a Europe "fromthe Atlantic
to the Ural s".

The succeedi ng CSCE foll ow-up neeting convened in Vienna in

Novenber 1986, concluding in January 1989. In his speech to the
closing session, U S. Secretary of State George Shultz was able
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to point to a nunber of inprovenents on the European scene. Wile
observing that sone dark areas still remained, he observed that
"the picture in the Soviet Union and sonme countries of Eastern
Eur ope had brightened in significant respects."” Specifically, the
noted that the jamm ng of radi o broadcasts had stopped, prison
gates in the USSR had opened for nore than 600 prisoners of

consci ence, including Helsinki nmonitors, and there was a greater
freedom of expression and assenbly in countries where those basic
rights had been deni ed.

In addition to those substantial gains, Secretary Shul z was
able to wel cone the begi nning of major negotiations on reducing
conventional arnms in Europe, as a followon to the Stockhol m
Conf erence. These negotiations replaced the sluggi sh MBFR tal ks,
whi ch had been running in Vienna since 1973. Significantly,
France agreed to participate in the new conventional arns talKks,
a wel cone change fromits absence at MBFR The Vi enna Conference
al so schedul ed several supplenentary neetings on specialized
topics, including one in Moscow -- on human rights. It was al so
agreed to have anot her revi ew conference, back again in Helsinki,
in 1992.

It was not coincidental, as they used to say in Pravda, that
many of the favorabl e devel opnents in East-West relations occured
after M khail Gorbachev becane the Soviet Union's paranount
| eader in 1985. It was CGorbachev, or his speech witers, who
coi ned the term "Europe-Qur Common House" for an appearance in
London, even before he becane General Secretary of the USSR s
Communi st Party.

But, although Gorbachev incorporated new vigor into the
Sovi et approach, his efforts can be seen basically as the | ogical
carrying out of his predecessors' attenpts to convert Western
Europe's unfocused interest in detente into concrete econom c and
political gains. He did, however, notably accelerate the already
exi sting Soviet drive for closer ties with the West, partly
t hrough a nore reasoned approach to the human rights aspects of
the Hel sinki Final Act. In foreign affairs generally, Gorbachev
reki ndl ed once again Leonid Brezhnev's repeatedly frustrated
guest for international respectability, seeking thereby to
achieve that elusive legitimcy which could justify the existence
of the Soviet regine, at hone as well as abroad.

The cumul ative effect of the "Hel sinki process"” was
dramati zed during what becane known as the annus mrabilis of
1989. Wien the Hungari an Governnent decided that sumrer to permt
t housands of East Germans to flee to West CGermany through Hungary
and Austria, in spite of objections fromthe East German
Governnent, it justified its action as obligatory under the
Hel sinki Final Act. The Hungari an stance, opening the floodgates
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to emgration, led the way toward the rapid coll apse of Mscow s
Eastern European satellite regines. As WIliam Hyl and, then
editor of Foreign Affairs, pointed out a few years later, "If it

can be said that there was one point when the Soviet enpire
finally began to crack, it was at Hel sinki"

VI

More or less sinmultaneouly with the resurgence of interest
in the possibilities of a nore united Europe, the world, and not
only Europe, began to assimlate a new global lingua franca with
the potential to fill the kind of role played by French at the
time of the Congress of Vienna. Oiginally an elite | anguage,

i ke nineteenth century French, English quickly spread nore
broadly because of the inportance to European recovery of the
U S. contribution thereto. Fromthat junp start, so to speak, it
began to accelerate even nore due to the popularity of Anmerican
and English filnms and popul ar nusic and, nore recently, by w de
access to such high technol ogy vehicles as the Cabl e News Network
and the Internet.

English had its rivals as the favored node of expression,
even in Western Europe, where French cultural supremacy was
w dely accepted. In spite of official French insistence on parity
for French in international organizations, however, at NATO
Engl i sh quickly becanme by far the nost commonly heard tongue in
both in neetings and in corridor conversations, even in Paris and
then still nore in Evere, outside of Brussels. General De
Gaul l e's decision to renove France from NATO s integrated
mlitary command structure and force NATO Headquarters to | eave
French territory in 1967 nerely accel erated an al ready existing
trend. NATO nenber states naturally w shed to have as their
Per manent Representatives individuals able to conmunicate
effectively in the | anguage of the organization's dom nant
state. Moreover, the inability of nost U S. Pernmanent
Representatives to speak any foreign | anguages ensured t hat
di scussion at any neetings held without interpreters, such as the
regul ar informal |uncheons attended by the PernReps and the
Secretary CGeneral, had to take place in English.

The story in Eastern Europe showed the other side of the sane
coin. The favored, not to say required, |anguage was Russi an and

2" Hyland, WIliam Mrtal Rivals (Random House, New York,
1987) p. 128
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the Soviet Governnent, like its American rival took pains to
bring many prom si ng young people to Moscow and its many state
uni versities where they could absorb the Russian | anguage and the
i nportant nmessage conveyed through it. In consequence, English
did not conpletely dom nate the neetings of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe, where Russian was de rigeur
for nost of the Eastern representatives. French was also a nore
effective rival at CSCE gat herings because it was the favored

| anguage within the EC caucus, which usually convened before the
NATO caucus, which was itself dom nated of course by English
Curiously, the Warsaw Pact coordi nati on neetings were known as
the Eastern caucus, which is itself an Americanism of |ndian
ori gin.

The coll apse of the Soviet systemand the end of the Cold
War permtted, encouraged, and in sone ways required all of the
exi sting Pan- European organi zations to reexam ne their
organi zati ons and m ssions. Even before that tinme, however, the
Eur opean Community had begun to examne its opportunities and
responsibilities in the security field. As early as Decenber 14,
1973, shortly after the accession of Geat Britain, Denmark, and
Irel and had raised the EC s nenbership to nine, its Foreign
M ni sters issued a Docunent on European ldentity. This laid
inportant stress on the fact that foreign policy and security
i ssues had an inportant role to play in bringing about a nore
uni t ed Eur ope.

Limted progress was thereafter regi stered under the rubric
of Political Cooperation, designed to harnonize the foreign
policies of the EC nenbers. However, there continued to be
reluctance on the part of several EC nenbers to put security
questions explicitly within the Political Cooperation franmework.

Several countries tried to take the next step in this process,
but it was not until the London Report, in Decenber 1981, that
t he European Council could be persuaded to agree that
the Community's Political Cooperation network was entitled to
address the "political aspects of security.”

Later, several initiatives were |aunched, ained at putting
sone flesh on the bones of this skeletal proposition, of which
t he nost notable probably were the draft Treaty for European
Union, inspired by Altiero Spinelli, and the Genscher- Col onbo
pl an. Neither of those efforts survived the buffeting of inter-
European and trans-Atlantic criticismbut they did inpart a
certain inpetus to the process of politico-mlitary integration.
Even so, when the Community adopted a Sol enm Decl arati on on
Eur opean Union at Stuttgart on June 18, 1983, the discussion
under the Political Cooperation rubric was authorized only on the
political and econom c aspects of security. This nobve was
endorsed by a European Parlianent Resol ution on February 14,
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1984. Concurrently, the Conm ssion of the EC worked toward
bringing the production of mlitary equi pnment within the scope of
the Community's industrial policies.

A nore concrete step canme shortly thereafter, follow ng
suggestions fromthe French and Bel gi an Governnents. This was the
Rone Decl aration of Novenber 1, 1984, in which the Foreign and
Def ense M nisters of the seven WEU nenber nations stated that
they were "conscious of the continuing necessity to strengthen
Western security and of the specifically Western European
geogr aphical, political, psychological and mlitary di nensions”
and "underlined their determ nation to nmake better use of the WEU
framework in order to increase cooperation between the nenber
states in the field of security policy, and to encourage
concensus. "

Francois Mtterand' s sponsorship of the European Single Act
of 1985, an anendnent to the 1957 Treaty of Ronme establishing the
EC, advanced matters a few centineters nore. It was designed to
reinforce Europe's voice in the transatlantic dialogue and its
ratification by Ireland brought that country into the collective
security framework for the first time. A European Politi cal
Cooperation Secretariat was established, separate fromboth the
Comm ssion and the Council. Over time, this strengthened the
al ready existing tendency for nenber states to discuss political
i ssues jointly, consulting and seeking to work together.

The resurrection of the WEU fromits | ong dormant stage was
conditioned in the Rone Declaration by the "indivisibility of
security within the North Atlantic Treaty area"” and "the cruci al
i nportance of the contribution to the conmmon security of the
allies who are not nenbers of WEU' and the need for concertation
with them The renewed interest in WEU s potential was then
significantly accel erated by w despread European consternation
over the U S. willingness at the October 1986 Reykjavik sunmt
nmeeting wth Soviet |eader M khail Gorbachev to negotiate about
possi bl e sweepi ng reductions in nuclear weapons, W thout
coordination wth Anerica's European allies. The European
Socialist Parties, not always the nost vigilant proponents of a
strong defense posture, passed a resolution on the Reykjavik
meeti ng which procl ai mred, "The Western European Countries cannot
del egate their responsibility for security to others.™

More concretely, steps were taken to strengthen the WEU
organi zati onal framework, new and nore energetic personnel were
brought in to staff it, and in October 1987 the WEU at a neeting
in The Hague reached agreenent upon a "Platformon Security
I nterests", enphasizing the inportance of nucl ear weapons to
Eur opean Defense. The Platform al so defined the conditions for
the further devel opnent of the WEU s role as a forumfor regul ar
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di scussi on of defense and security issues affecting Europe. The
WEU Counci | again began neeting at the | evel of Foreign and

Def ense M nisters, and Spain and Portugal were welconed into the
VWEU s ranks. In 1989, G eece and Turkey were accorded
consultative status wwth WEU, foll owed by Norway. |In Novenber
1989, an Institute for Security Studies was fornmed, based in
Paris, charged with assisting in the devel opnent of a European
security identity as foreseen in The Hague Pl atform

Wiile the WEU Parlianmentary Assenbly has remained in Paris,
its Council and Secretariat, fornmerly based in London, were noved
to Brussels in 1993, facilitating coordination with both NATO and
t he European Union. The WEU, |ike the other nodern Pan-European
institutions, has continued to evolve in an attenpt to adapt to
t he changed security situation in Europe. It currently consists
of four different nenbership categories: 1) full nenbers, who are
menbers of NATO as well as WEU; 2) associ ate nenbers, the
Eur opean nenbers of NATO not nenbers of the EU (Icel and, Norway,
and Turkey), 3)observers (Austria, Finland, Ireland, Sweden),
whi ch are nmenbers of the EU but not NATO plus Denmark, which is
a nenber of both, and; 4) associate partners, those Central and
Eastern European countries which are candi dates for EU nenbership
and have reached "Europe Agreenents” with the EU

In January 1994, NATO s Heads of State and Governnent, in
the wake of the Maastricht Treaty, recogni zed WEU s dual role as
t he defense conponent of the European Union and a strengthened
pillar of the Atlantic Alliance. They al so recogni zed the concept
of "Conbi ned Joint Task Forces" (CJTFs), which are designed to
facilitate asset-sharing between NATO and WEU. The purpose of
CJTFs is to make it possible, on the basis of consultations in
the North Atlantic Council, to use NATO assets in operations
undertaken by the European allies under the WEU. However, the
guestion remains of whether the WEU will retain its separate
status or be incorporated into the EU Until now, the latter
option has been infeasible because several EU nenbers are not
interested in pursuing full nmenbership in the WEU. It has al so
been argued that continued separation is desirable because this
makes it possible to admt new countries, such as Finland,
Sweden, and Austria, into the EU wi thout necessarily extendi ng
specific security guarantees to them

VI

CSCE nmenbers reponded with adm rable speed to the end of the
Cold War, proclaimng in Novenber 1990 "a new era of Denocracy,
Peace and Unity." In the Charter of Paris For a New Europe, its
participants declared that "henceforth our relations will be
founded on respect and cooperation.” The Charter reviewed the
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progress made on the di sarmanent agenda by the Agreenent on
Conventional Arnms in Europe and found it good. It also called for
further novenent on the Open Skies initiative, a conprehensive
ban on chem cal weapons, and other security neasures. The Paris
Conference noted, in particular, its "great satisfaction" over
the Treaty on the Final Settlenent with respect to Germany, which
had been signed in Mdscow on Septenber 12, 1990. Moreover, it
sincerely wel coned "the fact that the German people have united
to becone one State" in accordance with the Hel sinki Final Act,
and in full accord with their neighbors. It further endorsed the
participation of both North Anerican and European States as a
fundanmental characteristic of the CSCE

Movi ng beyond justifiable self-congratulation, the Paris
Charter also noved to establish new structures and institutions
for the CSCE Process, focusing principally on the nediation of
di sputes and the prevention of interstate conflict. Accordingly,
it established a permanent Secretariat to provide an
admnistrative framework for the organi zation. (This was
originally concentrated in Prague but sonme el enents were
subsequently noved to Vienna). The Charter al so established a
Conflict Prevention Center in Vienna, as well as an O fice for
Free Elections in Warsaw. (Later in 1992 the |latter was expanded
into an Ofice of Denocratic Institutions and Human R ghts.) In
addition, the Paris neeting called for the creation of a CSCE
Parliamentary Assenbly, which held its first plenary session in
Budapest in July 1992.

O her adm nistrative organs al so took shape in the 1992 tine
frame: an Econom c¢ Forum which was not conceived as a pernmanent
institution but rather as a procedure for conveni ng conferences
on specific problens of econom c cooperation; a Conciliation and
Arbitration Court "Wthin the CSCE", which reflects the fact that
the Court is not supported by all CSCE nenbers; and the Forum for
Security Cooperation, which provides a center for the discussion
of arns control matters.

Up until the spring of 1990, the United States had
resolutely objected to the establishnent of any standing
institutions for the CSCE and accepted themat Paris only with
great reluctance. A simlar reluctance was often denonstrated by
the representatives of Mdscow, still identified at that tine as
the seat of the USSR It thus required another six nonths of
negoti ati ons before all parties could be brought to accept a
procedure for convening senior officials within seventy-two hours
in acrisis energency. Two nore years were needed until the CSCE
Foreign Mnisters, neeting in Rone late in 1993, established a
Commttee of Senior Oficials (CSO, who would be in permanent
session in Vienna, parallel to the Permanent Representatives at
NATO, and available to neet on very short notice.
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The next top level CSCE neeting, at Helsinki in July 1992,
also rejoiced in "the end of the cold war, the fall of
totalitarian regines and the dem se of the ideol ogy on which they
were based." In the neantine, the CSCE Council of Foreign
M nisters, neeting at Prague in January 1992, had accepted the
Sovi et successor states into the CSCE. The Baltic states had
al ready becone nenbers but the January deci sion extended CSCE s
menbership into Central Asian countries such as Kazakhstan and
Uzbeki stan. Sonme of them brought their intense rivalries and
conflicts with theminto the Pan- European system These probl ens
were paralleled and dramati zed by the outbreak of hostilities in
the former Yugoslav Federation, a charter nmenber of the
or gani zati on.

The Hel sinki 1992 docunent is notable for the way in which
it describes the rel ationshi ps anong the various pan- Eur opean
organi zations. In this connection, it welconed "the rapid
adaptation of European and Transatlantic institutions and
or gani zati ons which are increasingly working together to face up
to the chall enges before us and to provide a solid foundation for
peace and prosperity."” The European Comrunity, which it noted is
closely involved in CSCE activities, was "noving towards a union
and has decided to broaden its nmenbership.” NATO, "one of the
essential transatlantic |links, has adopted a new strategic
concept and strengthened its role as an integral aspect for
security in Europe. NATO has al so offered practical support for
the work of the CSCE." The newy established North Atlantic Co-
operation Council (NACC) was seen as establishing "patterns of
co-operation wth new partners, in harnony with CSCE goal s."

The Western European Union was praised for offering to
provi de resources in support of the CSCE and descri bed as an
"integral part of the devel opnment of the European Union," as well
as "the neans to strengthen the European pillar of the Atlantic
Al liance."” The Council of Europe was al so recogni zed as
cooperating with the CSCE in the human di nension, and, |ike the
others, is opening up to new nenbers. Continuing its conveni ent
checkl i st of conplenentary organi zati ons, the 1992 Hel si nk
docunent praised the work of the Group of Seven and the G oup of
Twenty- Four for their assistance to countries in transition, the
Organi zation for Econom c Co-operation and Devel opnent (OECD),
the United Nations Econom ¢ Comm ssion for Europe (ECE), and the
Eur opean Bank for Reconstruction and Devel opnent (EBRD) for their
contributions toward the construction of a new Europe. In
addi tion, Hel sinki 1992 wel comed the fact that the Commonweal th
of Independent States (CIS) had stated its readi ness to assi st
the CSCE in pursuit of its objectives, and noted that several
regi onal European groups also served to nultiply the |inks
uni ting CSCE partici pants.
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The CSCE itself was defined as "a forum for dial ogue,
negoti ati on and co-operation, providing direction and givVing
i mpul se to the shaping of the new Europe." Resurrecting the
"Litvinov Doctrine" of the 1930s, the Helsinki neeting stated its
conviction that "security is indivisible." Pointing with pride to
the instrunental role CSCE had played in pronoting change, it
resolved that "now it nust adapt to the task of managing them"
Much of the organization's activity since that tinme has been
devoted to precisely that task - managi ng change.

When the CSCE | eaders net again at Budapest in Decenber 1994
their sunmt declaration recognized the Conference as "the
security structure enbracing States from Vancouver to
VI adi vostok." Determned to give a new political inpetus to the
CSCE, they proclained that it would from January 1995 be known as
the Organi zation for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE)
To date, however, the change of name has not been reflected in
any dramatic reorgani zation or operational refornms. A nunber of
tracki ng changes were necessary in order to convert subsidiary
CSCE organi zations to an OSCE format but none of the name changes
appear to have any | egal consequences. Accordingly, sonme critics
of the Budapest Conference have maintained that "the transition
fromthe CSCE to the OSCE has been conceived nore in formal than
in actual terms." ?® Qther participants and observers have argued
i nstead that the changes were nuch nore consequential and that
wi t hout the new organi zational framework, the OSCE s subsequent
prom nent role in working toward a settlenent in Bosnia-

Her zegovi na woul d not have been possi bl e.

Many of the Heads of State or Governnment who attended the
Budapest sunmmt session on 5 and 6 Decenber 1994 evidently found
their experience there a di sappointing one. Although there were
ot her reasons for their discontent, the wi ndy oratory encouraged
by the usual "take your turn" addresses fromnore than fifty
national |eaders seened to lie at the root of much of it. In
contrast, the working session preceding the sunmmt, the Budapest
Revi ew Conference, which ran from Cctober 10 to Decenber 2, was
by all accounts a nore productive affair. Its neetings were
enlivened in particular by some spirited debates on the future
organi zati on and purvi ew of the whol e Hel sinki process.

The Russi an del egati on at Budapest argued strenuously for
converting the Conference into a full-fledged international
organi zation wth a legally binding charter. Myscow al so pressed
for a decision making body, simlar to the United Nations
Security Council, with permanent and non-permanent nenbers, which

28 Ghebali, Victor-Yves, in NATO Review, Mrch 1995
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could performan effective conflict nmanagenent role. It also
suggested the establishnent of "Regional Tables", to consider
security, stability, and cooperation in areas such as the

Bal kans, Mediterranean, etc. The Russi an proposal would have
established OSCE as the central coordinator for all security
institutions in the area from Vancouver to Val di vostok, including
NATO and the Commonweal th of | ndependent States. Additionally,
the latter organization, which includes nost of the forner
republics of the USSR, would have the primary role in pronoting
security throughout that area.

Many NATO nenbers, and especially the U S., were naturally
opposed to such a blatant effort to put their Al liance under OSCE
control and to elevate the ranshackl e but Russian domnated C S
to the sane | evel as the Western European security structures. In
addition, many of the fornmer conponents of the USSR were
naturally just as opposed as NATO nenbers were to sanctifying the
primacy of Russia in its "Near Abroad."

Less anbitious but still activist proposals were advanced by
several delegations. Austria and Hungary suggested a new "Advi ser
on Issues of Stability and Security", whose role would parallel
that of the existing CSCE H gh Comm ssioner on Nati onal
Mnorities. Gernmany and the Netherl ands suggested instead that
the role of the CSCE as a United Nations regional arrangenment be
strengt hened, and proposed also to link it nore directly to
Eur opean and Transatl| antic security organi zations.

In the end, none of the conpeting proposals were adopted
al t hough sone m nor el enents of the German/ Net herl ands proposal
were accepted. The Russians were nollified somewhat by the change
of nanme to OSCE and, potentially, by the prospect of a serious
di scussion on a "nodel of comon and conprehensive security for
our region for the twenty-first century."” The results of this
di scussion were to be submitted to the next Summit Meeting, in
Li sbon in 1966.

Bot h at OSCE Headquarters in Vienna and at NATO Headquarters
out si de of Brussels, nost of 1996 was accordingly devoted to the
el aboration of the proposed Security Mddel for the Twenty-first
Century. Discussions in both |ocales during the summer of that
year showed consi derabl e anticipation, mngled wth apprehension,
about the end result of the study and its hoped-for
i npl enentation at the Lisbon Sunmt Meeting. It was also readily
apparent that hopes for a favorable outcone were closely
internmeshed with the thorny question of NATO s eventual expansion
into Central and Eastern Europe.

Questions as to whether to expand NATO at all, when, and to
whom tended to dom nate any di scussion of further devel opnents
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in the European security field. There was consi derable

specul ation anong the del egates in Brussels and Vi enna t hat
Russi a hoped to get some quid pro quo in CSCE for NATO s nobve
eastward. It remains difficult to inmagi ne, however, what
concessions in the CSCE framework coul d conpensate Russia for the
incorporation of its former satellites into a mlitary alliance
originally engendered by the desire to defend its nenbers agai nst
its Soviet precursor. A nore |ikely scenario would foresee sone
ki nd of conpensation for Russia in the provisions of the CFE
Treaty, a devel opnent which has been under way for sone tine. It
m ght al so assuage Russian chagrin if sone steps could be taken
to enphasi ze the binding nature of CSCE commtnents, even if
converting theminto specific |legal obligations appears to be out
of the question.

After President Yeltsin's successful reelection bid in the

spring of 1996, the Western countries, and particularly the U S.,
hoped that the summit gathering in Lisbon would provide a
propitious setting for a one-on-one neeting between Presidents
Cinton and Yeltsin which could stinmulate a serious attenpt to
cone to closure on a nunber of issues. Experience with the
Russi an Governnment seened clearly to show that only Yeltsin's
personal involvenent in an issue would permt real progress to be
regi stered on inportant issues. Yeltsin's continuing ill health
unfortunately put paid to those hopes and in the event neither
President attended the Lisbon neeting.

What ever its end-gane strategy for the negotiations on
OSCE' s future, the Russian Government returned to the charge
along the lines of its previous proposals. In a nmenorandum of
March 21, 1996, the Federation called for a political declaration
whi ch woul d be | arge-scal e and conprehensive. Specifically, it
called for the "El aboration of a European Security Charter which
woul d reflect the realities of present-day Europe and be
conparable to the Helsinki Final Act in terns of its inportance.”
On such a basis, it proposed noving towards "treaty and | egal
shaping of the security systemin the OSCE region." Such a treaty
woul d, it argued, provide for "a network of agreenments on the
coordi nation and allocation of functions between existing
Eur opean and Euro-Atlantic institutions and structures." The
Russi an nmenorandum al so called for "possible establishment in the
future of a Security Council for Europe (or the OSCE Executive
Comm ttee) which would have appropriate powers."

Recapitul ating some of its earlier proposals again, the
menor andum cal l ed for the "substantial strengthening of the OSCE
and its |legal foundation”, as well as the "introduction of a
practice of convening 'Regional Tables', the streanlining and
i nprovenent of the Organization's institutions and nechani sns;
and coordination of their activities with those of the Security
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Council and other UN bodies. Finally, the Russian Federation
proposed the "Convening in 1997-1998 of a European Conference
entitled 'Europe of the 21st Century', to be attended both by the
OSCE participating states and existing nultilateral structures,
with the aimof establishing and | aunchi ng mechani sns of the

i nt eragency division of |abor""

The renewed Russian attenpt to provide itself with a |level of
i nfluence "nore equal than others" via an OSCE Executive
Comm ttee or through a direct link with the UN Security Council,
where it enjoys a veto, was not received any nore warmy than its
proposal s at Budapest had been in 1994. Sonme OSCE participants
found nmerit in a few of the Russian ideas but their end purpose
was too transparent to attract w de spread support. As a result,
the Russian initiative would find very few echoes in the eventual
Li sbon Decl arati on.

When OSCE convened again at summt |evel in Lisbon early in
Decenber 1996, its | eaders nodded in the direction of Russian
W shes by promsing "to establish a co-operative foundation for
our common security.” They al so decided to continue their
efforts to further enhance OSCE's "efficiency as a primary
instrunment for early warning, conflict prevention, crisis
managenent and post-conflict rehabilitation capabilities.™
Further, it described the separate Lisbon Declaration on a Common
and Conprehensive Security Mdel for Europe for the Twenty-First
Century as "as a conprehensive expression of our endeavor to
strengthen security and stability in the OSCE region; as such it
conplenments the nutually reinforcing efforts of other European
and Transatlantic institutions and organi zations in this field."

The Russi an del egation could al so take sone satisfaction in
the sunmmt declaration's recognition of its "Regional Tables"
concept as it welconed "various initiatives fostering sub-
regi onal dial ogue and cooperation..." It was probably |ess
content with the declaration's words about the situations in
CGeorgia and Mol dova and its tentative wel cone of "recent steps
towards a peaceful settlenment in Chechnya, Russian Federation.”
The summt | eaders also reaffirmed their "utnost support for the
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Georgia withinits
internationally recognized borders" and in the sane context
condemed a variety of actions which it considered to "underm ne
the positive efforts undertaken to pronote political settlenent
of these conflicts." They did, however, agree that the Russian
Federation should continue, as part of the Internationa
Communi ty, represented by the United Nations and the OSCE, to
serve as a "facilitator” in the search for a peaceful settlenent
t here.

The summt declaration further noted that sone progress had
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been made towards a political settlenment in Ml dova but asserted
that "real political will was needed now to overcone the
remaining difficulties.” Hgh on the list of those difficulties
was clearly the continued presence of Russian troops, in spite of
t he Mol do- Russi an agreenent of October 21, 1994 on their

w thdrawal . The sunmt | eaders indicated that "W expect an
early, orderly and conplete w thdrawal of the Russian troops."

The actual Declaration on a Conprehensive Security Mdel for
the Twenty-First Century proved to be rather thin gruel
di sappoi nting a nunber of del egations, including the Russian. It
seens clear that sone NATO nenbers, and particularly the United
States, wished to avoid any serious progress toward such a nodel
as long as the nore inportant issue of NATO expansi on renai ned
unsettl ed. Consequently, the final text bristles with such
generalities as the pledge to "create a commbn security space
free of dividing lines in which all states are equal
partners....The OSCE plays a central role in achieving our goal
of a common security space.”

The Security Model Declaration again nmakes a gesture toward
Russia's desire to "encourage bilateral or regional initiatives"
and allows that "In exceptional circunstances the participating
states may jointly decide to refer a nmatter to the United Nations
Security Council on behalf of the OSCE" if its action may be
required under Chapter VII of the UN Charter.? In another
gesture, not so clearly in accord with Russian w shes, although
it could have wi de application, the Mddel Declaration noted that,
"Wthin the OSCE, no State, organization, or grouping can have
any superior responsibility for maintaining peace and stability
in the OSCE region, or regard any part of the OSCE region as its
sphere of influence."

Wth specific reference to the Security Mddel, the summt
| eaders insisted that "Qur work on the security nodel is well
under way and will actively continue. W instruct our
representatives to work energetically on the security nodel...
and asked for a report to the next OSCE Mnisterial Council, in
Copenhagen in Decenber 1997. Their declaration also sets out a
rat her bl and agenda for continuation of work on the security
nmodel . Al t hough unspoken, an understandi ng seens to exist that
resol ution of the NATO expansion issue would permt a nore robust
agreenent on a security nodel to energe in Decenber. There is
al so a current of thought which points out that such decl arations
are, after all, largely hortatory in nature. The real inportance
of the Lisbon summt, in this view, is the progress that was nade
on nore concrete issues, such as the promse to rework the CFE to

29 Enphasi s added.
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adapt it to the new political and mlitary realities in Europe.

Al t hough the Lisbon Conference was in many ways only a
reprise of Budpest, all parties appear to see hopes for nore
significant noves toward agreenent during 1997. The nost
contentious issues remain the Russian push to enphasi ze the
bi ndi ng nature of OSCE comm tnents and the Anmerican resistance to
all owi ng OSCE to becone the centerpiece for the envi saged new
security structure in Europe. An intensified series of
negoti ations; bilateral, nmultilateral, and "nultiple bilateral"”
are foreseen as the mechanismto achieve tangible results, which
could then be codified at the Decenber neeting in Copenhagen.

I X

Henry Ki ssinger has, in his perceptive fashion, often
pointed to the irony behind the creation of the North Atlantic
Treaty. Anmerican proponents, including then Secretary of State
Dean Acheson, felt obliged to deny vigorously the fact that NATO
was a mlitary alliance because of the American public's aversion
to bal ance of power concepts. It was instead justified by the
"doctrine of collective security, which WIlson had first put

forward as the alternative to the alliance system...In short,
the Atlantic Alliance, not really being an alliance, possessed a
claimto noral universality..... Thus t he European bal ance of

power was being resurrected in uniquely American rhetoric.”

Many years | ater, when the Conference on Security and Cooperation
cane into being, and it really was intended to be a collective
security organi zation, its existence could, anong the confirned
opponents of realpolitik, take sone of the noral high ground
away from NATO

A nore inportant problemthe CSCE faced, and its successor
still faces is the conparative ignorance about its multifaceted
activities anong Anerican and Canadian citizens. Wat little
medi a coverage CSCE/ OSCE has received in North America has dealt
al nost entirely with human rights questions. Al so, Canadian and
U. S. newspapers and other nedia still persistently refer to OSCE
as a "European" organi zation, ignoring its Transatlantic
character. To Europeans, on the other hand, human rights is only
one aspect of the "Hel sinki process”, which has had an inportant
beari ng on European security issues and, potentially, on econom c
guestions as well. Mre inportant, perhaps, North American
critics tend to underestimate the extent to which the existence
of the Hel sinki process reinforces the ability of the United

%0 Kissinger, Henry, D plonmacy (New York, Sinon and Schuster
1994) p. 460 -
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States and Canada to maintain close cooperation with their
Eur opean partners across a broad spectrum of political, economc,
and security neasures.

More broadly, the Hel sinki process can be seen as an
essenti al backdrop agai nst which have been staged the nore
contentious and concrete dramas of mlitary and economc rivalry,
such as the deploynent and elim nation of nuclear as well as
conventi onal weapons. The 1984 CDE Conference in Stockhol mand
its successor gatherings have continued to play an essential part
in establishing the kind of Confidence and Security Buil ding
Measures that mtigate against the revival of mlitary
conpetition in Europe. In this regard, it should be kept in m nd
that effective Confidence Buil ding Measures are not designed to
i ncrease the confidence of possible antagonists in one another.
Rat her, they serve to strengthen confidence in one's own ability
to deal with any mlitary contingency posed by the actions of
others. OSCE has al so played a hel pful role in the economc
devel opment of Eastern Europe and the lands fornerly part of the
Soviet Union. At the sane tinme, of course, all of the
participating states continue to pursue in OSCE their nationa
ainms and thus, in classic diplomatic fashion, to expand their own
freedom of action and to limt that of their rivals and possible
adversari es.

The | engthy negotiations which I ed to the Hel sinki Final Act
initiated a new kind of diplomacy, or at |east a new way of
keepi ng score, and its follow on neetings have illustrated both
its weak and strong points. Anong those weak points on the
presentational side is the fact that there is no voting and,
therefore, no clear indication of the relative degree of support
for contending viewpoints. Al decisions, even on such nundane
matters as taking a coffee break, require a concensus of all the
participants. As a result, the term nology agreed at OSCE
nmeetings tends to be even nore bland than that put forward in the
United Nations by sponsors who hope to garner as many favorable
votes as possible on a particular issue. On the other hand,
practically universal menbership in OSCE ensures that every
nation, no matter how small, can be assured of an opportunity to
make its views known to the nations nost inportant to it.

Looki ng back at the Cold War and its abrupt end shortly
after the Vienna Review Conference in 1989, it seens clear that
the CSCE process proved to be a useful if rather blunt instrunent
for encouraging a nore |iberal attitude in the East toward
em gration and human rights questions. It was also effective in
wor ki ng toward nore "transparency” in the mlitary security
field. At a mninmm CSCE scrutiny required the Soviet Union and
its allies to pay a certain political price for its refusal to
[ive up to their Helsinki commtnments. In particular, it hel ped
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seriously to weaken the inpact of Soviet propaganda on Wstern
Eur opean audi ences, sone of which had been only too ready to
wel conme uncritically Soviet protestations of good will and
peaceful intent.

At the very | east one can argue that the during the Cold War
period CSCE erected a standard to which the wi se and honest could
repair. It is, perhaps, only an indication of what La
Rochef oucaul d call ed the "homage vice pays to virtue" that many
who were neither wise nor honest tried to take up positions under
t he same banner. The CSCE process did, however, provide sone
self-corrective for that tendency, by the way it allowed such
hypocri sy to be exposed to public view. This did, in fact,
provi de sonme incentive for nations to live up to their
conmmi t ment s.

X

The end of the Cold War has unfortunately led to the revival
of long repressed nationalist rivalries in the Bal kans, as
el sewhere, sonetines exacerbated by what has been terned the
cl ash of cultures. Several continuing problem areas have recently
| ent thenselves to OSCE intercession, including Moscow s often
strained relations with the Baltic states. OSCE m ssions to areas
rich now principally in ethnic hostility, such as Georgi a,
Abkhazi a, Tajikistan, and Nagor no- Karabakh have, in spite of
numer ous set backs, served to reduce the level of mlitary
conflict there. In addition, the fate of Hungarian mnorities in
Romani a, Sl ovakia, Croatia, Ukraine, and Serbia has apparently

been favorably influenced by OSCE m nistrations, |everaged by the
possibility of eventual Hungarian nenbership in NATO

As explored nore fully below, OSCE, in cooperation with
NATO, has | abored, with considerable effect, to aneliorate the
endem ¢ struggles in Bosnia and Macedonia. It nay perhaps be able
to assist also in noderating sone of the inflamed issues
el sewhere in former Yugoslavia, in Kosovo for exanple, and even
in Al bania. OSCE s continuing review of successful efforts to
maxi m ze deterrence and mnim ze provocation anong and within
states could perhaps offer sone hel pful exanples to the groups
presently in conflict in several of those areas.

CSCE (and the UN) have often been critized by the NATO
partners for their inability to fashion tangible results on the
political front. In fairness, however, one nust concede that the
mlitary role, at |least as conceived by its |eaders, is nuch
sinpler than the civilian one. Mlitary responsibilities have
been |l argely confined to the concrete problens of boundary
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separation and keeping the various factions from applying
mlitary violence to one another. In contrast, CSCE and the UN
must be the great persuaders, inducing groups and individuals to
cooperate, cease discrimnation, and live together in peace on
di sputed territories.

The sonetinmes patchwork nature of the division of
responsibilities in former Yugoslavia has, of course, provided
many opportunities for verbal sniping fromall sides in an
attenpt to avoid blame or direct it at others. Inpatience and
frustration have occasionally reached a dangerous pitch but
cool er heads and the passage of tine have usually led to nore
heal thy sentinments. In fairness to all, it nust be admtted that
the international comunity has been saddled with an al nost
i npossi ble task in Bosnia. The Bal kans is one of those regions
which truly "produces nore history than it consunes" and Bosni a
appears to be the focal point for all the aninosities that
geographic propinquity and historic grievances can produce.

I n Bosnia and near by areas, noreover, NATO and the OSCE are
only two of a nunber of interlocking organizations which have
wor ked to tenper the excesses created by underlying tensions and
hostilities. Throughout fornmer Yugoslovia there has been a
proliferation of agencies and individuals working on the ground
to repair the damage caused by the war and prepare the way for an
eventual peaceful recovery. The United Nations M ssion in Bosnia
and Herzegovi na oversees the operation and restructuring of civil
police while the European Conm ssion and the Wrld Bank work on
econom ¢ reconstruction. The U N.'s H gh Conm ssioner for
Refugees (UNCR) is responsible for humanitarian relief, refugees,
and di spl aced persons but the International Commttee of the Red
Cross cares for prisoners of war. The H gh Representative, forner
Swedi sh Prime Mnister, Carl Bildt, is active in all those fields
but has no direct authority in any of them

To continue the list of OSCE tasks in Bosnia, it has the
responsibility for arnms control inplenentation, but again has to
rely on mlitary expertise and support from NATO. In addition,
OSCE' s nonitoring of human rights is an inportant part of its
functions but UNHCR and OHR are al so nuch concerned. A simlar
pattern of overlapping functions is reflected in the preparation
for and conduct of elections. OSCE carries the primry
responsibility on this question but can only carry out its
responsi bility because of NATO s extensive support. The O fice of
the H gh Representative (OHR) is, of course, much involved in
election matters as well. Although few observers would
caracterize the el ections of Septenber 14, 1996 as free and fair,
there appears to be w de-spread agreenent that the results
probably reflect the general will of the people of Bosnia-

Her zegoveni a.

48



Nevert hel ess, there has been considerable criticismof the
OSCE' s performance in organi zing and conducting the elections. In
spite of this, one nust grant the organization and its associ ates
a good deal of credit for undertaking a nost difficult and
t hankl ess task. One can hope that the experience of taking part
in multi-party elections and particularly the conduct of the
mul tinational staff which makes them possible, will provide an
incentive for the still unreconciled popul ations of Bosnia to try
once nore to live together in peace, as they did for so many
years. The outconme of the repeatedly postponed muni ci pal
el ections, now schedul ed for Septenber 1997, shoul d denonstrate
how real i stic such hopes are.

In short, international operations in Bosnia are a prine
exanpl e of al phabet soup - with a good deal of overlap on nearly
all questions. This has, however, not prevented effective joint
action on a nunber of questions and, in spite of occasional
personal or organizational perturbations, the general |evel of
cooperation has been comendabl e. Earlier tensions between UN
officials and the staff of UNPROFOR have been much attenuated
through the latter's replacenent by a NATO | ed Peace
| npl enent ati on Force (I FOR) and nore recently by the smaller
Stabilization Force (SFOR). This holds true even though NATO
operations continue to fall under the authority of the UNSC

An encour agi ng exanple of serendipity may be discerned in
the way common tasks have encouraged the further growth of
cooperation anong nations formerly lined up mlitantly against
one another. NATO s creation of its Partnership for Peace (PfP)
programin January 1994 has greatly facilitated its operations in
Bosnia, initially through its Iinks with Hungary and Al bania and
later with 12 of the other PfP nenbers who have provided forces
for IFOR In addition, the other participants in | FOR were Egypt,
Jordan, Ml aysia and Morocco, all of which except for Ml aysia
have been taking part in NATO s Mediterranean Initiative.

The nmenberships of PfP and the North Atlantic Cooperation
Counci | now approxi mate the geographic spread of OSCE whi ch,
since the accession of tiny Andorra, nunbers 55 nenbers. Al
three groups have quite different functions, of course, with NACC
devoting itself to broad nultilateral discussions while PfP is
essentially a bi-lateral framework for cooperation between NATO
and the individual Partner nations. However, the personal and
professional links created in one organi zation can soneti nmes
facilitate parallel cooperation in the others.

Assum ng that cooperation between OSCE and the NATO fam |y

of nations is |logical and sonetines necessary, the question
arises as to whether tighter structural |inks between them should
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be established. But the necessity for closer cooperation between
NATO and OSCE in areas such as Bosnia has already required and
encouraged the gromh of interlocking nechanisns to deal with
joint problens. Mreover, although a nunber of nmenbers in both
organi zati ons have di scouraged formal ties between them in
practice a significant amount of cross consultation now takes

pl ace on a regul ar basis. The objective in this, which does not
appear to encounter serious objection, is to ensure coherence and
mut ual reinforcenent across a w de spectrum of common probl ens.

As noted above, an inportant step in this direction was
t aken by NATO Foreign Mnisters as early as their Gslo neeting in
June 1992. At that time, they offered support, on a case-to-case
basis, to CSCE activities in the field of conflict prevention and
crisis managenent. Foll ow ng that decision, NATO s Seni or
Political Commttee devel oped a set of principles for such
support, without regard to whether it would cone from national or
coll ective assets. NATO subsequently nade a simlar offer to the
Uni ted Nati ons.

In the case of OSCE, enhanced relations wth NATO have been
founded on cl oser contacts between the respective Secretariats
and with the Chairman-in-Ofice of OSCE, as well as the exchange
of relevant docunents and participation in neetings and sem nars.
In the autumm of 1995, the North Atlantic Council acted to carry
such contacts further, including systematic representation in one

another's neetings. A representative of the OSCE Chairman-in-

O fice now briefs various NATO and NACC gat heri ngs on OSCE

devel opnents. The OSCE has a permanent place in the Ad Hoc G oup
on Cooperation in Peacekeeping and briefings of the group by the
Chairman-in-Ofice are valued highly. Gther OSCE officials, such
as the Secretary General and the Director of the Conflict
Prevention Center, participate in appropriate NATO sem nars. In
line with this general policy, the Swiss Foreign Mnister, Flavio
Cotti, was invited to attend the NACC M nisterial in June 1996
and to nake a presentation on current OSCE issues.

NATO officials, for their part, have reciprocated by
increasingly frequent participation in OSCE neetings. NATO s
Secretary CGeneral attends, either personally or through his
representative, all OSCE Mnisterial Council Meetings and
Summits, as well as sessions of the OSCE Parlianentary Assenbly.
Hi gh | evel NATO officials have spoken to OSCE gat herings on such
matters as the Partnership for Peace and the Alliance's role in
the former Yugoslavia. In addition, NATO and NACC officials have
taken part in a nunber of OSCE sem nars, such as those on CSBM s

mlitary doctrines, peacekeeping, early-warning and conflict
prevention, plus those on the OSCE Security Mdel. The NACC Ad
Hoc G oup on Cooperation in Peacekeeping has been a particularly
useful forum for discussing issues in that area. Simlarly, the
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practical cooperation activities carried out in the PfP framework
have made possible a significant inprovenent in the ability of
NATO nenbers to work effectively with PfP in peacekeepi ng
oper ati ons, whether nmandated by the OSCE or the United Nations.

NATO has extended not abl e assi stance to OSCE by maki ng
available to it verification experts with many years of
experience in the inplenentation of the CFE Treaty. NATO has al so
provi ded tangi bl e support to the continuing negotiations set up
under the Dayton Agreenment. Hi ghly qualified professionals from
NATO s Verification and I nplenentation Coordination Section
(VICS) have hel ped to ensure suitable verification provisions in
t hose negotiations and courses have been held to train
inspectors. NATO mlitary officers have been stationed in Vienna
as personal advisers to the Chairnen where they serve as a
channel between the negotiators, NATO Headquarters and | FOR/ SFOR
All of this interaction has built a very practical system of
daily cooperation which can not fail to enhance the ability of
NATO, OSCE, and rel ated organi zations to deal with future crises
in the European and Transatl antic areas.

X

One can now, and none too soon, return to the original
question posed by this study, i.e., whether NATO and the OSCE are
destined to be partners or rivals in the post-Cold War era. In
the light of the foregoing analysis, the answer appears to be a
resounding "Yes and No." The affirmative side of that
concl usi on may be observed nobst convincingly in the extent of the
cooperation and nutual support the two organi zati ons have
denonstrated in the conflict |aden area of what was fornerly
Yugosl avia. At the sane tinme, personal and institutional
rivalries persist, in Bosnia and el sewhere. On bal ance, however,
there are clearly nore "Pluses" than "M nuses" on the final
bal ance sheet.

OSCE and NATO, like the many ot her organizations spawned by
Pan- Eur opean sentinents since the end of Wrld War I, both have
their strengths and weaknesses and strive to fulfill their
original mandates. Fromthis optic, NATO retains its essentia
character as a defensive fence against possible mlitary threats,
particularly fromthe East. OSCE, on the other hand, is still a
bridge, designed to facilitate peaceful intercourse anong its
numer ous nenbers. NATO is sonetinmes described as OSCE s Executive
Agent, dealing with lowintensity conflicts which do not call for
major mlitary operations.

Fortunately for the purposes of this study, both fences and
bri dges provide inportant conponents for a stable and secure
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Eur opean and Transatl| antic area. NATO can be seen as the
"architectural” elenent in the equation, while OSCE s role seens
to be nore along "horticultural™ lines. The em nent British
historial, Mchael Howard, has recently recogni zed this concept
with his comments,

"....l am always uneasy when | hear our Anerican friends
tal k about 'a new European architecture' . Peoples are not
bui | di ng bl ocks; neither are we building on an open-field
site. If there has to be an analogy let it be that of a
garden. The peoples of Europe and their institutions should
be regarded as distinct and living organisns, rooted in the
particular soil of their regions...Like all plants, their
institutions need manuring, training, and sonetines drastic
pruni ng of dead or diseased vegetation. Weds nust be

wat ched for and eradicated."”

Fully agreeing with Prof. Howard's views, one nust still
insist that mnimal architecture is sonetinmes essential. Wile
even the best trellis wll not sustain growh w thout proper
soil, water, sunshine and encouragenent (fertilizer), a sturdy
fence is often required to protect one's garden fromthe
appetites of assorted predators. Accordingly, until NATO nenbers
are fully convinced of Russia's denocratic orientation, there
will be a felt need for sonme kind of joint protection against a
renewal of inperial appetites in Mdscow.

At the sane tinme, OSCE may be envisaged as fertile ground on
whi ch to pursue the kind of creative horticulture which can
stinmulate the further healthy devel opnment of European security
and prosperity. For, as M chael Howard al so points out, "the work
of cultivation is never ending." One can only add that "nending
fences" is also a vital chore which nmust continue if the
beneficial elenents of nature are to bear fruit.

March 12, 1997

%1 Howard, M chael, in The Washi ngton Post, March 5, 1997
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