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security agreements, in which, of course,
some of the major concessions would have
been made by the East to the West. Sim-
ilarly, any long-term commercial or eco-
nomic agreement would have been tied to
the observance of the humanitarian and
intellectual provisions of "Basket Three".

Such a strategy appeared for a time
to unite The Nine. Indeed, it was perhaps
the first united foray of the nine members
into the field of foreign-policy making. It
is hard to say whether, in any event, it
would have succeeded. No matter - it
made the Soviet Union uncomfortable in
Geneva and brought the United States
into a position where, for the sake of
further progress at SALT and in the
MBFR talks, it helped to rescue the Soviet
Union from its discomfort and to wind up
the Helsinki Conference as qui,ckly as
possible. And since that time détente itself
has, in any case, come increasingly into
question. Western Europe was disap-
pointed with the results of détente while
it was still flourishing; when, instead, it
began to show the fissiparous tendencies of
super-power competition, Europeans also
competed. The expectations that commer-
cial policy would provide the basis for a
foreign policy gave way instead to separate Europeans
accommodations by the various European make separate
governments with Moscow. accommodations

The British, the French and the Ger- with Moscow
mans have all competed to supply Moscow
with credits to buy from them, and so pro-
vide employment at home. In one sense, at
least, Solzhenitsyn seems to be right:
instead of using their economic strength
as a bargaining counter to reach security
agreements, the West Europeans contin-
ued to subsidize a Soviet peace economy,
which in turn enabled the Soviet Govern-
ment to maintain a war economy. The
fruits of détente are, therefore, at best
uncertain and divisive. But this pattern
also reflects something of the economic
weakness of Western Europe - and this
weakness derives from North-South rela-
tions rather than East-West relations.

Threefold changes
Within a year of the enlargement of the
Community, the rise in oil prices, already
evident at the beginning of 1973, was about
to undergo its drainatic quadruple leap.
The changes of 1974 were threefold. First,
they bitterly divided Europeans and Amer-
icans. The disputes between the United
States and the EEC countries arose out of
the question of rendering assistance to
Israel during the war of October 1973, but
they also extended to the question of
whether one should confront or accomodate
the oil-producing nations. To the extent


