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It sounds like an eternity ago, but it is actually only
fifteen years: 1967. Major things had happened in the East-
West conflict process. The French President, Charles DeGaulle,
had disinvited NATO from France and with it a number of military
installations, and taken NATO out of the integrated military
command of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation. At the same
time there was clearly the beginning of something new calied
“cooperation”. Detente had started, although it took some time
before there was general and shared awareness that such a thing
was around, not only in plans and speeches, but in reality. NATO
even produced a paper, under the name of the Belgian Foreign
Minister Pierre Harmel, a document from which there is still

quite a Tot to Tearn.!

In Strasbourg the Council of Europe was interested in
exploring, in general terms, possible new patterns of East-
West cooperation and asked the newly founded International Peace
Research Association whether such a study could be made. The
task fell on the present author and the document was produced
the same year.zln that document there are some elements of a
theory of peace, or more precisely, a list of conditions under
which cooperation is seen as conducive to peace.3 Five such
conditions are singled out for special attention: there has
to be symmetry or some degree of equality between the partners;
there has to be homology or some degree of structural similarity
between the partners; there has to be symbiosis in the sense
that cooperation is really important for both partners; there
has to be some element of institution-building at the supra-
national level; and there has to be entropy meaning that the
cooperation has to take place in all kinds of channels, well
distributed, not only government to governmentand between the

superpowers, for instance.

It is easily seen in retrospect that the critical condition
among these five is the first one, the condition of symmetry.



The partners are relatively homologous, after all they are aTi
countries in the Northern hemisphere, modern and industrialized
with bureaucratic and corporate institutions, with professions
and yrbanization. They only differ as to whether capital

should dominate over state, state over capital. or they should

be in some kind of balance; and they differ with respect to
political institutions, the extent to which rulers should be
accountable to the population in elections. Moreovers there was
no doubt that the cooperation was symbiotic and still is: East
needs technology, West needs raw materials and energy so there
is at least that basis to build on.as very clearly illustrated
today in the famous gas-pipeline from East to West.} BUL it has
been equally clear all the time that supra-national dinstitution-
building has not been on the agenda beyond the very limited
functions provided by the Economic Commission for Europe under
the United Natjons Economic and Social Council, located in
Geneva; much as it has also been clear that the Tevel of

entropy has been low, cooperation has been governmental although

certainly not only between the superpowers.5

The crucial condition is that of symmetry, and here five
more specific points were mentioned: the gains should be about
equal, the inputs should be about equal, the level of depen-
dency on the cooperation about equal, participation about
equal, and the change caused by the cooperation about equa1.6
The rationaleunderlying such conditions becomes very clear
when one considers the situation when they do not obtain.
Imagine that one party puts very much into it because it means
so much, depends on it, participates with great eagerness and
as a result exposes itself tp the risk of change. It would also
have to gain a lot in order to feel that the pattern of
cooperation is reasonable. On the other hand, imagine a party
that does not put very much into the cooperation, neitherdepends
on it nor participates very much, changes nothing: in that
case, if it does not gain very much it may not matter much;
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but if it gains a lot it has certainly made an advantageous
deal. And since this 1is politics, not simply a question of
trade it is not sufficient that gains are seen as off-setting
inputs. It is also important that the net balance should be

relatively equal, that participation in joint enterprises of .
all kinds should be relatively equal and that changes should |
balance out. For if they do not then one party can use,or has
already used,the cooperation or existence as a lever in orderto,
eg, make the other party more "capita1ist2 That certainly is poli-
tics. Either partymay feel that one orboth_needs change more

than the other, and that the other is justified in using the
leverage it has. But such feelings are not very helpful in

this connection. We are dealing with parties that both are
tremendously self-righteous at least at the higher levels of power.
Both see themselves as carriers of the message and the cause
that will ultimately prevail, neither is willing to be subject to
or submit to the other.And cooperation inevitably Teads to change.

Hence, conditions such as thesesor similar conditions, have
to be taken seriousiy. The frequently quoted expression to
the effect that cooperation should be to "mutual benefit" is
a more general formulation in that same direction. It is also
relatively easy, on the background of such conditionss to see
what went wrong in East-West cooperation. Take the case of
Poland as an example, extreme but also fairly typical. Trade
relations are set up, basically exchanging raw material, semi-
manufactures and agricultural products,and some finijshed bpro-
ducts from the earlier phases of the industrial revolution,
from the East with much more advanced technology and products
from Tater phases of industrialism from the Nest.” In a sense
this pattern is normaly this is what East-West trade has been
about for centuries, as has been the case for North-South trade,
only even more so. And that makes the results quite predictable.
More particularly, there are three basic changes that will
take place in the Eastern country (or the Southern country}:



the people will get addicted to the type of consumer goods
that become available under the deal; the elites will become
addicted to the capital goods or resources in general that
become available through them, sinceit will enhance their
power, at Teast in their own eyes;8and the deal will in genera’
be decreasingly favourable to the East (South). This is so
because of the tendency of terms of trade between the pro-
cessed and the unprocessed to develop in disfavour of the
latter, with the notable exception of energy resources, since
1973. But this is not true for all types of energy resources:
Poland did not benefit from improved or equal terms of trade
over time with its export of coal; Soviet Union did benefit
because of the export of gas and oil. The same would generally
apply to agricultural products: to pay for technology with
agricultural produce will tend to become an uphill fight.

Hence, the options available te the Eastern (Southern)
country in the deal become increasingly limited. One measure
would be to compensate for deteriorating terms of trade
through increasing output, by increasing the productivity
and/or the input of work in number of workers, number of hours -
the latter possibly disguised as "voluntary contribution®
Another possibility is to fill the gap between the imports
and exports with Toans that then will have to be serviced.

If one engages in both at the same time the net result will
be a tendency to exploit workers more and more at the same
time as the country sinks into debt burdens that tend to
consume closer and closer to 100 percent of the income from
export? meaning that the policy is self-defeating. In this kind

of situation the addiction of the people to the Tife-style of
the West,combined with increasing exploitation of them in
order to pay for it and for the considerably higher Tife-
styles of their own elites, not to mention for the waste in
the whole process, cannot but lead to revolts, even attémpts
at revolution. When an addicted system has managed to paint itself



s

into the corner the room for maneuver for the governing elites
is very limited. Whatever it grants to the population in general,
and the workers in particular,in terms of consumers goods or
improved working conditions (including decreased hours of work)
will have to be more than conpensated for by increased pro-
ductivity and it is not at all obvious that that would be so
high on the agenda of those who want a system-change. The rest
of the story, given the case of Poland, is rather well known.

This is not to say that the system would have reacted
differently had East-West trade been differently structured.
There are certainly also overriding political causes for the
Polish débacle, some of them located inside Poland in the struggle
between the Polish people and the power elite fighting for
survival as a group; and outside Polandin the fear in the Soviet
Union of losing a client country or even having it turntagainst
the Soviet Union, and the interest of the US in harms . this happen. The non-
symmetric way in which that trade pattern was structured
certainly was one important factor in it all. Bas.ic changes were
being wrought inside the Polish social formation without any
corresponding change taking place in the West as a result of
the pattern of exchange. Dependency was very high, inputs
equally so, the net gains more and more dubious. If the pur-
pose was to promote security through cooperation, not only
through the highly dangerous means of deterrence, even balance
of terror, then the purpose was not obtained. It was simply
a bad piece of social engineering at the international Tevel.
If the purpose was to wreak havoc inside Poland then the
purpose was obtained, but in that case it does not belong
under the heading of "active peaceful coexistence”. Hence,
and that is the net conclusion of this exploration so far: it
has to be done in a different way if we are to attempt it .

again.



But before we try to say something about that it should
once more be remembered how epoch-making the changes at the
end of the 1960s were as a phase in East-West history. A new
paradigm was being ushered in. There was to be Tess concern
with the military, even with the mi]itafy balance, and more
concern with other types of relations between East and West;
less concern with moralism and political conflicts in general,
more concern with factors that could unite or at least serve
as a basis of cooperation. After all this was the type of
politics that had been started in the 1950s and formalized in
the Rome Treaty, eventually leading to the European Community
whereby two arch-ememies, Germany and France, were to be brought
under a common roof in a pattern of symmetric, homologous,
symbiotic, supra-national, and highly entropic cooperation.10
Even though the situation was different could one not try what
seemed to work in the case of European Community also at the
East-West Tevel?

Today, fifteen years later, the question sounds totally
misplaced. The United States has an administration so bent on
trying to bring the Soviet Union down on her knees, through
military threats, political action and economic pressures,
beyond what the US thinks the Soviet Union can stand?1That
policy will not succeed; the Soviet Union is not to be black-
mailed into capitulation - this may be one of the few things
elite and people in that enormous country might agree totally
on. But it certainly means that the atmosphere could not be
much worse, short of a hot war. The five rules mentioned above
are traffic rules in a gentier internationaT climate, rules
of behaviour for associative politics, building peace by
coming closer to one another, yet not so close that the
jidentity of the systems is threatened. They are rules that
presuppose that both parties see their own security as some-
how predicated upon the other party feeling secure; not insecure.

Here it should again be remembered that if security is the



probability of keeping one's own system intact so that

possible changes are truly endogencus changes, then cooperation
may threaten security. It does involve the risk of change, one
reason why both parties will probably prefer to keep cooperation
below certain Timits for themselves. But then they must at the
same time also understand that there are such Timits for the
other party; a good example here be{ng television cooperation

by beaming TVY-programs from satellites even if this is not
wanted by the ruling elites. 12 An unnecessary provocation.

Singling out the US present administration for attention
in no way means that there is not a constant underlayer of
efforts by both camps to subvert the other. No doubt this is
most pronounced in the superpowers; only that at present there
is an explicitness, a directness and something viciously
aggressive about US behaviour in this regard. But that
administration is not going to last forever, for which reason
it makes sense to ask the question: What would be some new
departures if one should try again? In other words, if once
more one should try to build security on cooperation rather than
deterrence (and in addition to that build it on defense rather
than deterrence), then precisely what should one do?

Assuming that there 1is something to the principles Tisted
in the beginning the first conclusion to be drawn may be what
one should learn from the past fifteen years: Do not give to

economic relations, whether in the form of trade or joint

ventures, such a dominant position in the whole cooperation

picture. Of course there are exceptions to this rule: between
countries at a relatively similar level of technical-economic
development there should be no objection; relations between
Bulgaria and Greece possibly being an example, and there are
others. With the terms of trade developing the way they tend

to do, and adding to this the very asymmetric spin-off effects,13
inegalitarian deals are doomed to be destabilizing, not only



inside the Eastern countries, but also for the relationship as

a whole.

The second major conclusion to be drawn would be something
1ike this: Do not give to intergovernmental relations, whether in
the field of economics, politics, military matters or what’not,such

a dominant position in the whole cooperation picture. That good,

even cooperative intergovernmental relations are a necessary con-
dition for good international relations in the contemporary world
goes without saying. But they are not sufficient as a condition.

Much more has to be done at the non-governmental level, and it is
possible to do so. I can give a small scale testimony to this my-
self, having been 20 times to the Soviet Union during the 30 years
1953 to 1982. On most occasions it was for meetings and conferences,
usually in a context of some type of cooperation between an organisation
in the Soviet Union and an organisation in the West. All these 19
occasions were instructive, but visit no. 20 summer 1982 was by

far the best one: a camping trip with the other members of the
family, by car through the Western part of the Soviet Union from
North to South, entering from Finland, exiting to Rumania weeks later.

Very many people have done this, and the exchanges of infor-
mation and opinion at night, at the camping sites almost always
tended in the same direction: once inside the Soviet Union the free-
dom to move around appears unrestricted(except that one should show
up at night at the place where overnight facilities have been booked
in advance) and that the Soviet people in general are as warm,
charming and interested in talking and discussing with foreigners
as it is humanly possibly. That there are material shortcomings
relative to the affiuence still prevailing in the West is well-known,
that does not have to stand in the way of a most positive experience.
And the one single headline that can be written on top of that
experience, in fact on top of all 20 of them would be: the Soviet

people wants peace not war, It sounds l1ike a platitude, but if so



it is a rather important platitude and it is one that, unfortunately
cannot be said of all peoples in the world.

Of course, travels of that type should be reciprocal.
If our individualistic tourism cannot be fully engaged in when travelling
in the Soviet Union it can to a considerably extent be so in Eastern
Europe,and millions make use of this opportunity every year (if one
includes Yugoslavia).Most travellers, however, would be surprised
to find how much latitude there is for individualistic tourism
also in the Soviet Union as long as one accepts that there has to be
some planning in advance and as long as one is not limited by group
travel: the groups have a tendency tobe "processed'with political
overtones, substituting for the economic overtones in the corresponding
tybe of processing in the West. There is stupid propaganda in both places.

Whether the Soviet Union will give this opportunity of individulalis-
tic tourism to its own citizens in the near future remains to be seen;
if not group travel is also a possiblity and should be much more en-
couraged. But I will go further than that: given the state of extremely
dangerous tensions between East and West tourism as such becomes a
luxury, a political dimension should be added. Discussions, dialogues
should be encouraged. Informed or uninformed, critical or constructive,
or all four combineds.does not matter so much. What matters is that
as many people as possible try to explore together what the problems
are that seem to divide our countries and groups of countries and
what the possible solutions might be. If in the East this would lead
to the introduction of officaldom, of discussions that are more
controlled than people in the West are used to then that
should not be a major objection - at any rate it would be a part
of contemporary reality. Imagine thousands of such encounters,not
so spectacular as when Scandinavian women were marching to Minsk
summer 1982 but involving many many more people: does it not stand
to reason that this could increase the level of mutual concern,
the number of pecple who would start thinking constructively of how

P
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negative stereotypes could be counteracted,not merely by changing

images of the other side but by doing something about our own side

so that the other side has reasons for changing its images? Add,

then, to this the dimension of people meeting within their professional
or other concerns, physicians meeting physicians (as they have done,

and very effectively so,in the area of warning agaihst any faith in

the health system being adequate to handle the consequences of a

nuclear war), retired people-meeting retired people, young people, students,
womens organisations - whatever. I am thinking in terms of Europe as

one great peace seminar, for people in general and for people that are
somewhat similar one way or the other; if possible reporting their
findings to the population at large so that it could give more people more
material to consider. As is always the case it might very well be

that the process is more important than the goal, that discussions

of how to achieve peace may themselves lead to more peace than the
proposals that come out of the discussions. J

However: good feelings and understanding are important, not
only at the government£1 but also at the people level, but politics
is also made out of harder stuff. The basic idea behind this approach
to peace and security is symbiosis; that countries are mutually
useful to each other. The security of a country is a function not only

of its usefulness to its own citizens, so that they remain relatively
satisfied, but also of its usefulness to the outside. This can only
come about through interaction. Much of this usefulness will have to be
economic, but it can also be political, humanitarian, ecological,
cultrual to mention some. Switzerland has been mentioned above,

using its banking services, its conference services and its Red Cross
Organisations as examples of being useful to the world community
along the first three of these dimensions. The invulnerability of
France relative to any adversary may consist not only in excellent
French technology that can be bought but also in the ever lasting
significance of French culture. The security of Norway, on the other
hand, may rest more on a humanitarian factor: the image of Norway
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as a country that comes to the rescue of others in distress, including
Armenians after the first world war. In short, there are so many formulas;
and each country may develop its own formula. But above all of them

the following has to be written: they only contribute to security

if it can be convincingly shown that they are better available when

the country is free and intact than when it is conquered and déstroyed.

And that points to an important anaiytical distinction. When-
ever a country has something to offer to the world community in
general,and adversary countries in particular,the latter might think:
"This looks nice, ! would like to possess it completely, forever -

a war has its risks but might be worth it if possession could be the out-
come”. The outer usefulness of a country hence, depends on its ability
to show that the usefulness is only available under conditions of
peace and freedom; if not those things will either be destroyed by

the warfare itself,or by self-inflicted sabotage. Any country with
important raw materials is useful to others when these commodities

are floated on the world market,and this may add to its security.

But it may also add to its insecurity by tempting others into con-
quest. To counteract that.usefulness in peace should somehow

be accompanied by uselessness in war - for instance by finding

a process whereby raw materials,even ores,would be destroyed in the

war process. To take an example; if it is really true that the ice-
free harbors in Norway constitute a temptation to the Soviet Navy

then some way of making these harbors useless in war, if not blocing
them on a permanent basis by artificial ice then by some other method,
should be found and the results should be communicated.

However, all of this is a rather negative approach. The -basic
approach would have to be positive, and be based on national self-
reliance. Concretely this would combine inner strength with outer
usefulness in a carefully worked out balance. On the one hand there
would have to be sufficient mobilization of economic factors inside
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a country to guarantee self-sufficiency in times of crisis so that the
country cannot be blackmailed into surrender because essential
products are not produced within the borders of a country.rBeyond

that Tevel, however, the country would reach out for partners all

over the world, also-indeed-with potential adversaries, in the search
for symmetric (equitable) trade structures.

To concretize:. the
gas- pipline from the Soviet Union to Western Europe constitutes
a linkage between East and West of a highly symbiotic nature. That
linkage, however, should never constitute the only answer to the energy
supply problem of the countries in Western Europe. It should come
on top of a program of energy self-sufficiency by means of the
many methods that now are known in the field of energy conversion,
including isolation and fight against waste. Only that way can the
needs of people and the interests of countries be turned into the
raw material out of which peace and security can be constructed, partly
through inner strength ("independence")spartly through outer use-
fulness ("interdependence"). It is on top of an infrastructure
of national self-reliance, combining a minimum self-suyfficiency with
equitable trade at the international level that much deeper - webs
of human interrelations can be spun, ultimately based on thousands,
millions of person to person contacts. o | R

And in that bonnection may

be one should conclude with one Tittle point: Eastern Europeans

are so much more competent in Western European languages than vice
versa. As a very minimum the level of knowledge of that beautiful
(although unnecessarily difficult)Russian language should increase:
there were good attempts in the early years after the Second world
war that should be taken up again. The suffering caused by the
intricacies by Russian grammar are considerable, but more than
compensated for by the beauties of the language and the culture

to which the language is the key. And the Soviet Union could contri-
bute greatly to this by organizing summer schools in Russian (1ike so
many Western European countries do for their languages in their many
resort areas, thereby also opening their country more for meaningful

tourism.
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