
he phrase "an all-European conference".

b `VarsâwPact proposals. One was_ Berlin.
ute If thé borders between the two Germanies
1tdr'were 3i;o be treated as inviolable, the same

should apply to -Berlin. But this was not
tior ` - ,

^mentioned. The second gap involved dis-
to

arnlament. The Bucharest' declaration, no"86
^do^jbfi^ at the insistence of the host govern-

ns' ^ment ^. had mentioned liquidation of foreign
^eTe bases^ the withdrawal of "all forces from

foyeign territories", the réduction of Ger-
met°man forces, the establishment of nuclear-
als h frèé zones and an end to flights by planes
^n Alcarrying nuclear weapons. However, the
nta'tY,arjo I vy Vary statement - to which Ro-
7Jesknaniâ ys,as not a party - backed away by
^ja ^Sayin„ simply that all proposals "deserve
1e lthoroizgh examination".
reqr W' he NATO ministers decided at their
g ttineeting in Reykjavik in June 1968 to
ilitséxplor'e arms control and issued a declara-

0^on on mutual force reductions. This was
een [he fiist specific proposal for what has

ince become known as Mutual and Bal-
of,Ancedl Reduction of Forces (MBFR).

third point requiring clarification
forxas which countries would participate.

s; hie position of the United States and
,Qd ^anada. - NATO's two non-European

nembérs - had been left ambiguous and
ingitatenrents from Moscow and other capi-
he x1ls in. Eastern Europe frequently used

sh^eithér of the two North American coun-
;ries cùuld accept this and, in the ultimate
wderstanding about a conference, it was
i, reec^ that they should take part.

au , In October 1969, the foreign ministers
ugerif the Warsaw Pact powers met in Prague,
r broposed two central questions for the
Iuûgenda of an all-European conference and
feJublished draft declarations as a basis for

cearnplenienting the objectives outlined in.
)rs&beir proposals. The proposed agenda
n4ems ^vere:
zltir, Ensuring of European security and

ilenunciation of the use of force or threat
il # its use in the mutual relations among
rop?tates in Europe;

expansion of trade, economic, scien-
kerif c and technical relations on the prin-
W?3ple of equal rights aimed at the devel-

ropPment of political co-operation among
o^uro;)aan states.

^vi I> June 1970, the same ministers,
esnfter ^. meeting in Budapest, reiterated
da Elese j, roposals with two changes. They
çbdded ;cultural relations to the subjects

ad7tecl in the second item and suggested a
fol'11ird i fem:

V^ï The creation at the all-European con-
érenceiof a body to deal with questions of

pm?cûritÿ and co-operation in Europe.
Although the phrase,, "all-Europeanti ference" was still used, it was explicitly

stated that the United States and Canada
would take part.

Two sets of issues
There are two groups of issues involved in
European security. One reflects the end of
the Second World War and is keyed to
the future of Germany. It includes terri-
torial questions such as Poland's Western
frontier along the Oder-Neisse Line and
the status of the two Germanies and
Berlin. It is these that the Soviet Union
and its allies are anxious to see settled.
The second group of issues stems from' the
cold war period. They include establish-
ment of the two military alliances, the
issue of nuclear weapons, freedom of move-
ment throughout the continent and the
Brezhnev Doctrine. It is thése areas in
which the Western powers want to see
changes.

It is hardly surprising, therefore, to
find that different countries have different
motives for wanting a European security
conference. They are more positive and
pronounced for the nations of Eastern
Europe. For example, the Soviet Union
would like to see the withdrawal of U.S.
troops; the GDR hopes for recognition;
and Poland wants a settlement of its West-
ern frontiers. The Western countries, put
in the position of reacting to a proposal,
have been more cautious and less certain
of what they would like to achieve. Initial-
ly, they laid stress on MBFR, although
France was strongly opposed and Britain
lukewarm. When the Soviet Union indi-
cated an interest in pursuing this line, it
became apparent that NATO had not West shies away
decided on how best to proceed. from results

Remembering the fruitless meetings that would rank
of foreign ministers in the immediaté post- as meaningless
war period, the West has shied away from
what it feels would be meaningless results
or propaganda accomplishments. Proposals
for non-aggression treaties or agreements
on the renunciation of the use of force are
regarded as having little value. Yet this is
not true for the East. Romania, for ex-
ample, sets considerable store by these,
believing they would be an answer to the
Brezhnev Doctrine and prevent another
Czechoslovakia.

Advantages for West
As time passed, certain positive advan-
tages began to appear for the West. The
United States, faced with growing pressure
in Congress for the withdrawal of U.S.
troops from Europe, may find in CSCE
and MBFR a convenient way of accom-,
plishing this. Canada, too, might then
withdraw its troops, a step some members
of the Government would appear to favour


