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Introduction .

After some hesitation and discussion among
themselves the governments of the member
states of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion have, upon insistent bidding from the
Warsaw Pact governments, agreed to partici-
pate in a Conference on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe. The prospect of a political
conference in which the protagonists of the
two great alliance systems, viz. the NATO and
the Warsaw Pact Organization, together with
representatives of non-committed nations, are
going to participate, does not only pose diffi-
cult questions for the statesman and the mili-
tary leader but also interesting problems for
the political scientist. These observations are
made from the latter point of view.

Discounting the usual commonplaces about
peace, security and detente, it is not easy to
make out what the prospective participants
are really driving at; what their expectations
are. These questions of immediate political
and military practice shall not be the concern

of these remarks, which rather try to.appraise

some of the more general ideological, political
and legal features. As a first observation it is
to be noted that the scheme of this Conference
constitutes a revival of the idea of collective
security. The impact of this idea on the alli-

‘ /.\ ance system seems to be a problem of theoreti-

cal and practical dimensions which is thereby
coming to the fore with renewed vigor,

L

There will certainly be no lack of proposals,
schemes and plans on how to make Europe
safer, and how to consolidate and improve the
present state of precarious peace. From .the
founding of the League of Nations in 1919, the
first international institution in which the idea
of collective security materialized, until recent
days, the historical record shows many and
different treaties, charts, plans and drafts de-
signed to promote international security. The
United Nations Organization, which was
meant to be the improved successor of the
League of Nations, is the greatest and most
elaborately planned incarnation of the postu-
late of collective security. Still, since its
foundation and in view of the resuscitation of
the policy of special alliances in all corners of
the globe, new ideas, new devices have been in-
vented and offered for the same end. The
differences lie in the territorial extension to
be given such an agreement—regional instead
of universal—and in 'the measures proposed.
These proposals have, in turn, been ‘condi-
tioned by the evolution of technology, i.e., in
particular by the development of the atomic
bomb. With special reference to Europe, a
variety of such plans and proposals have been
on record for the last twenty years. They
range from non-aggression pacts, today pref-
erentially termed renunciation of force
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treaties; agreements on disarmament in gen-
eral, or in respect to particular armaments;
agreements on the mutual reduction of troops;
nuclear-free zones like the “Rapacki plan;”

zones of limited armament; dlsengagement-
plans and the like.

At the Geneva Foreign Ministers’ Confer-
ence of October 1955, the governments of the

" three Western Powers submitted the Eden

Plan, which envisaged measures for European
security combined with steps for the reunifi-
cation of Germany. It was drafted on the as-
sumption that true security could only be ex-
pected if—(alongside with commitments of

non-aggressxon)—the removal of the main

reason for tension in Central Europe, the con-
tinued partition of Germany, was at least initi-
ated. As far as its military component was
concerned, the Eden Plan contained the fol-
lowing proposals:

1. renunciation of the use of force; -

2. the commitment to deny military or eco-.

, nomlc aid to any aggressor;

*3. limiting the strength of troops and arms
' in a zone on’ either side of a line of
demarcation - between a reunified Ger-
-many . and - the countrles of . Eastern

- Europe; :

4. reclprocal inspections and controls to as-

_certain whether the arms limitations are
being adhered to and as an advance
warning Qf preparations for attack;

5. a commitment on the part of all parties
-to the treaty to take suitable measures
to deal with the danger of attack. '

It' is natural that German political groups
in former years were especially prolific in the
production ‘of plans for European security and
German reunification, until recently regarded
as inseparable twin issues by the Govern-
ments’ of the Western Alliance. Thus, the
German Social Democratic Party in 1959 came

out in favor of a “Plan for Germany,” in

which proposals ‘for a limited-arms-and-con-
trol-zone were tied up with steps for the res-
toration of German unity. This was. later




completed by concrete proposals for effective
arms control; they provided for reciprocal in-
ternational controls on the ground-both sta-
tionary (in maritime harbors and air bases)
and moblle-plus air survelllanee and advanced
radar stations at given pomts on the opposing
edges of the “zone of detente,” i.e., a NATO
radar station on the Bug in Poland and an
East Bloc radar station on the Rhme It would
be no surprise if such proposals or any varia-
tion and combination of them were to be ad-
vanced by one or the other side in the course
of the forthcoming conference. Their crown-
ing idea, however, would be the proposal of a
collective security pact; a treaty of mutual
assistance against aggressmn which has re-
peatedly been advocated in East and West.

IL

The plans and proposals -mentioned were
mostly accompanied by assurances that, at
least for the time being, the existing alliances
should be maintained. Their obligations were
held to be compatible with the agreements to
be proposed. The most far reaching political
imagination even conceived the notion of an
overall collective security pact embracing the
two European alliance systems. Two ques-
tions arise in face of these developments and
schemes:

1. Would the propesed agi'eements be legQ
ally in- harmony Wlth the ex1stmg alli-
--ances? -

2. Do they fit in-the’ polltlcal loglc of the
- alliance system?

The first question could, of. course, only be
answered. accurately by comparing the texts
of different treaties.
amine, for instance, whether the rights and
obligations ‘of the North- Atlantic Treaty
would be prejudiced or impaired by an arms
limitation pact, by a renunciation of force
treaty, or by a general collective security pact.
This cannot be done before the clauses of such
treaties are drafted in detail. Since most po-
litical treaties follow certain patterns,  how-
ever, a comparison of types embodied in out-
standing historical specimens will serve best

One would have to ex-
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to clarify the problem. :The typological ap-
proach, by aiming at the essence of a treaty,,
also ascertains its inherent loglc

" Historically speaking, the alliance is not
only the older type compared with dlfferent
collectlve security agreements but it is one of
the most ancient political compacts at all, if
not the oldest. Textbooks ' of International
Law show an embarassmg variance of defini-
tions because they sometimes lack clear cut
criteria and confuse different types of treaties.
In our context it is only the military alliance
we speak of. This is a treaty between two or
more states, persons in international law, who
promise -each other military assistance under
certain circumstances. Up to the 19th century
alliances could be defensive as well as offensive
in character, according to the purpose pursued
by the contracting parties. The present time
knows only treaties which, at least in -their
wording, serve the common defense. The core
of such a treaty is the clause on the casus
foederis, in which the parties pledge them-
selves to mutual military assistance in the in-
stance that any one of them be attacked by
another state. At first sight there may appear
no difference between such a treaty -termed
alliance and a collective security pact of more
recent, invention, by which states also pledge
themselves. to mutual military assistance in
case one of them became the victim of aggres-
sion.. Inorder to give evidence that we are
not making a distinction without a difference;
a few more criteria have to be added. - The
difference will become .clearer. with some ex-
amples taken from the history of international
law... - o , ,

“A good illustration of the classical alliance
is to be found in the German-Austrian alliance
of October 7, 1879, the counterpart of the
Entente cordiale between France and England
formed some time later. Article 1 states in the
main part: “Should . . . anyone of the two Em-
pires . .. be attacked by Russia,” both powers
would assist one another with all their mili-
tary strength and would conclude a peace only
conjointly and by mutual agreement. The
classical alliance is the association of two or
more states promising each other military as-
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sistance in case of attack from a third state,
a power outside their association, which some-
times even expressly named. ' The alliance is
extroverted, which is to say, it is pointed out-
wards, directed against one or any number

of other nations specified or unspecified. Po-
litically speaking, it presupposes a friend-foe

relationship and a certain measuré of interna-
tional tension, from which it draws its politi-
cal and psychological strength

Let us compare the casus foederis of a typi-

cal ‘alliance ‘with the casus securitatis of the
first modern collective security pact, viz. the
covenant of the League of Nations. In Article
11 it proclaimed “that any war or threat of
war, . whether -immediately affecting 'any of
the Members of the League or not, is hereby
declared a matter of concern to the whole
League, and the League shall take any action
that may be deemed wise and effectual to safe-
guard the peace of nations. ... .” According to
Art. 16, “should any member of the League
resort to war in disregard of its covenants un-
der Articles 12, 138 or 15,” (i.e., in violation
of the provisions for the peaceful settlement
of international disputes), “it shall:ipso facto

be deemed to have committed an act of war

against all ‘other Members of the League.”
Article 16 of the League Covenant, while only
of historic interest, has -rightly been called
“the pioneering attempt at putting a system
of collective security into effect.” ! The strik-
ing feature of such a systemis to be seen in
the completely: abstract formulation of the
conditions of mutual assistance.
for this abstraction and generalization lies in
the fact that there is no particular potential
aggressor to be faced, let alone to be named,
but it is supposed that any one partner of the
treaty may turn mto an aggressor state. Any
one of the contractmg states may become as-
sistant pohceman or international cr1m1na] as
the case may be. ;

. Whereas the Zeague of Natzons was de-

signed :as the universal organization of inter-
national peace, another typical example of a:

collective security arrangement, the Locarno
Pact of 1925, applied the same principle to a
restricted region of Western Europe. ' In this

“The reason:

Pact the contracting partles undertook the fol-

lowmg obligations:

1 Germany, Belgmm France, Great Brit-
" ain and Italy pledged themselves to guar-
antee the territorial status quo of the

. borders between Germany and Belgium
" and between Germany and France, in-

cluding the stipulations of the Treaty of

 Versailles covering the demilitarized
zone of the Rhineland (Art 1).

2. Germany, Belgium and France vowed
~ not to attack one another. - R

. 3. In the event that anyone of these powers

" should nonetheless attack any one of the

other contracting countries, all other
parties to the treaty would offer assist-
ance to the nation under attack, while
Great Britain and Italy were to act as
S guarantor poWers . ‘

1L

Behind the difference of the two types of
assistance, clauses lies a contrast of political
philosophy and of outlook on the international
scene. Whereas the classical alliance is based
on the assumption of a particular and concrete
danger to particular states coming from ap-
other particular state or states, the collective
security system tries to protect from the men-
ace of war and aggression :in -the abstract
without reference to any  special potential
enemy. Whereas the alliance is extroverted
with a spearhead pointing to & known, even
if not always revealed threat to the national
security of the allies, the collective security
pact is introverted, implying the possibility of
attack from any one member of the system
itself.’
A, B, and C try to protect themselves against

nations D, E, and F; in the latter kind of pact

nations- A, B, C, D, E, and F wish to protect

their common security from whatever danger

there may arise.
In ‘the words of Professor Morgenthau

collective security is the most far reach-
--ing: attempt on record -to overcome the *
deficiencies of a completely decentralized

In the former kind of treaty nations:




system of law enforcement. While tradi-
tional international law leaves the en-
forcement of the rules to the injured
- states, collective security envisages the
enforcement of the rules of international
law by all the members. of the community
of nations, whether or not they have -
suffered injury in the particular case. As
an -ideal collective security is without
flaw ;—However, the two attempts which
have been made to put the idea of collec-
tive security into practice—Article 16 of
the Covenant of the League of Nations
and Chapter VII of the Charter of the
United Nations—fall short of the ideal.2

At the origin of the idea of collective secur-
ity was a widespread feeling of discontent
with the system of alliance during and after
the first World War. Many observers, pub-
licists and statesmen held it partly responsi-
ble for the outbreak and extension of the war.
According to  President Wilson’s Fourteen
Points, the international peace organization
which he advocated should not suffer any
“leagues or alliances or special covenants”
alongside it. The policy of alliances was con-
demned, however, not only by pacifists and
internationalists, but also by isolationists and
nationalists, even if their motives were not
identical. While the first school of thought
rejected the aspect of power politics, the sec-
ond one shrunk from the commitments and
burdens following from “entangling alliances.”

In spite of this, soon after the League of

"Nations had begun to operate new alliances

sprung up. France in particular was of the
opinion that its security and pre-eminence
needed to be further. reinforced through a
series of bilateral treaties directed against
Germany with Poland, Rumania and Czecho-
slovakia, while the successor states to the
Austro-Hungarian monarchy, Yugoslavia and
Czechoslovakia had joined with Rumania to
form a ‘little entente.”” In 1936 France, in a
counter-move to German rearmament, con-
cluded an alliance with Soviet Russia, which
served as an excuse for Hitler to denounce
the Locarno treaty and to restore military
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sovereignty over the demilitarized zone of the
Rhineland.

At the time the United Nations were
founded more alliances were already in exist-
ence or in the way of preparation. Russia lajd
the ground for her special relationship with
neighboring nations, which later culminated
in'the Warsaw Pact. In 1967 the Department
of State informed the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee that the United States enter-
tained alliance relationships with 42 countries,
the most important of which were formed by

‘the Rio Pact, the North Atlantic Treaty, the

SEATO, and the CENTO Pact.? To have con-
cluded alliances or “special covenants,” to use
the language of Woodrow Wilson, notwith-
standing the League of Nations system then,
and the United Nations Organization now,
can be explained only by the conviction of the
contracting states that their national security
is not being adequately safeguarded by the
universal organization for collective security.
Although the alliance type of assistance
treaty is rather unpopular with political
scientists and international lawyers it had a
renaissance after both World Wars. In the
light of this development the proposal of a
Conference on European Security and Coop-
eration may be viewed as an effort, for what-
ever reasons it should be made, to make the
pendulum swing into the other direction again.

IV.

A comparison between alliances of the clas-
sical or nineteenth century type with alliances
of today shows, however, that the ideology
and phraseology of collective security has not
been without influence on their content and
their wording. Thus, modern alliance treaties
avoid calling any potential enemy by name;
they formulate the casus foederis as ab-
stractly and innocuously as possible; they take
pains to keep in harmony with the system of
the United Nations. The North Atlantic
Treaty and the Warsaw Pact have been more
or less adapted to this new way of thinking
in international law. The notorious fact, that
NATO was founded and is maintained as a
protective alliance against the Soviet Union
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a§ the predominent power of world: Com-
munism, is nowhere expressed in.the’ treaty
text. At the most, it can be deduced from the
implications of the statement of aims and gen-
eeral ideas contained in the Preamble and from
‘the reference to the “principles” contained in
Article 10. It can also be gathered from the
parhamentary debates and accessory explana-
tions during the treaty—makmg-procedure
"Similarly the Warsaw Pact does not actually
cite any hostlle power by name in its substan-
tive provisions, against whom the signatory
powers claim to have to protect themselves.
But in presenting itself in the Preamble as
‘an answer to the accession of the Federal Re-
public of ‘Germany to NATO, the Warsaw
Treaty ‘at least points out a certain political
orientation. The Western European Union
‘or Brussels Treaty in its initial version of
1948 was still expressly directed agalnst Ger-
many, a country recently defeated and dis-
‘armed, the unfriendly citation of which the
'draftsmen of the time could afford without
‘risking "diplomatic tension. When Italy and
the FRG acceded to the WEU all reference
to a potential aggressor was omitted. The
adaptation of the existing alliances to the
United Nations System is further effectuated
by certain harmomzmg clauses and refer-
ences. There is, first of all, the reference to
Article 57 of the UN Charter, which reserves
“the inherent right of individual or collective
self-defense.” There - is, furthermore, the
promise to report measures taken to the Se-
curity Council and the engagement to suspend
them as soon as the Security: Counc11 decides
on its own action.*

1 v.

After having outlined some essential fea-
tures of modern alliances as compared to typi-
.cal ' collective . security treaties it is.now ap-
propriate to revert to the question of their
legal compatibility. At the time of the crea-
tion: of the North Atlantic Treaty its con-
formity with the Charter of the United Na-
tions ‘'was a much debated question. It was
answered in the negative by communist au-
thors and by politicians of the East: Block.

Western international lawyers have long since
agreed in a majority that the alliance for the
purpose of collective self-defense is compatible
with the Charfer by virtue of Article 51.
Some authors also refer to Article 62 of - the
UN Charter, thus defining NATO as a regional
organization admitted by the Charter. On
the other hand, it admits of little doubt, that
any alliance within or without the system of
the United Nations, is not in harmony with
the original and pure idea of collective secur-
ity. However, be this as it may, the issue to
be faced now is rather the reverse problem,
to wit: whether and to what extent new and
additional collective security  arrangements
would fit into the existing alliance system

In Art1c1e 5 of the North Atlantlc Treaty -
the parties agree that an armed attack

. against one or more of them in Europe

. or North America shall be considered an ,
attack against them all; and consequently :
they agree that, if such an armed attack
occurs, each of them, in exercise of the ;
right of individual or collective self-de-
fense recognized by Article 51 of the
Charter of the United Nations, will assist

- the Party or Parties so attacked by taking

- forthwith, individually and in concert
with the other Parties, such action as it
- deems necessary, including the use of .
armed force, to restore and maintain the

.. security of the North Atlantic area.

The alliance clause of the Western European
Union Treaty (Article V) in. its version of
October 1954 is formulated some what more
cogently

If any of the ngh Contracting Parties
should be the object of an armed attack -
in Europe, the other High Contracting
Parties will, in-accordance with the pro-
.~ visions of Article 51 of the Charter of
- the United Nations, afford the Party so
. attacked all the military and other aid -
. and assistance in their power. .

The corresponding assistance clause in ‘the
Warsaw Pact speaks of “the event of an armed
attack in Europe” on one or several of the
signatory ‘states “by any state or group of




states,” and obliges each signatory to im-
mediate assistance, individually and in agree-
ment with other signatory states, “by all
means it may consider necessary, including
the use of armed force.” Reference is again
made to Article 51 of the UN Charters.

The first problem to consider relates to the
proposal of a collective security treaty com-
prising both NATO and the Warsaw Pact. By
such an overall pact the existing treaty obli-
gations to render military assistance to a vic-
tim of armed aggression would be legally
doubled. - But would they also be politically
reinforced? To illustrate the question let us
take an example. Assuming that Western Eu-
rope—that is, the Federal Republic of Ger-
many, Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxemborg,
Denmark and Norway,—or Italy or Greece
and Turkey, became victims of an aggression
from the Warsaw Pact; in such a contingency
France, Great Britain and the United States
by virtue of Article 5 of the Atlantic Treaty
are bound to render them assistance by such
action as they deem necessary. The same
holds good vice versa. Had there before been
concluded a collective security pact having all
the aforementioned states as members, it
could not but give rise to the same obligation.
In an analogous manner, the pledges of help
made by the East Bloc nations among them-
selves would be redoubled. They would be ob-

ligated to assist one of their partners, if at-

tacked from one or more third nations, both
in accordance with the Warsaw Pact and in
accordance with the proposed European Se-
curity Pact. The new element to be intro-
duced into the political constellation of Eu-
rope, however, if a collective security pact on
the Locarno or League of Nations model came
about, would consist in the crosswise obliga-
tion of assistance. East Bloc and Western na-
tions would not only have to help countries of
their own camp but likewise those of the op-
posite camp. In theory, to form a hypotheti-
cal illustration, in the event of an aggression
by the USSR on the FRG not only the NATO
powers but also the rest of the Warsaw Pact
would have to rush to the latter’s help. On
the other hand, were the FRG to attack the
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USSR, NATO would have to help the latter.
Or, to give more realistic examples, in case of
a clash between Greece and Turkey the USSR
would be entitled to intervene, just as the
United States in the event of a new Russian
military intervention in one of the satellite
nations. All these cases are purely hypothe-
tical, as everyone knows, if only for the simple
reason that East and West will not agree on
who is the aggressor in any particular conflict.

"And only if they did agree could the states,

partners to a collective security treaty, feel
released from the obligation of assistance
versus an aggressive ally.

VL

The idea of a 'collective 'security pact con-
cluded between the existing alliances has little
chance of realization and is of no immediate
interest in the context of the European Se-
curity Conference. Even if the two systems
of treaties might be reconciled in law they
would not match in practice. An ultimate
proof of that could be drawn from the consid-
eration of the aspect of staff work indispensi-
ble for the military preparations under collec-
tive self-defense as well as under collective
security. To have an all-European general
staff planning with reciprocal exchanges of
military information for any and all conceiv-
able possibilities of aggression in Europe; to
imagine the staffs of NATO and the Warsaw
Pact cooperating on common plans for two
hypothetical situations-—an attack from the
East and an attack from the West—is an ab-
surd notion. As long as the two camps are
facing each other with conflicting political as-
pirations and ideologies no new system of col-
lective security can be expected to work any
better than the old ones, including the United
Nations. Casting aside then the idea of a col-
lective security pact coexisting with the al-
liances in East and West, the question may
well be put in terms of a possible substitution
of the alliances by a collective security ar-
rangement. Such a replacement of special
covenants by a universal collective security
system was the basic idea of the League of
Nations and the United Nations, especially
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of Chapter VII of the UN Charter. It has been

repeatedly proposed also after the post-war al-
liance system of today had been established.
In particular, moderate socialists and adher-
ents of a policy of neutrality in Western na-
tions cherished such ideas, although they
seemed to have dropped them during the last
ten or fifteen years. It should be noted, how-
ever, that the Soviet Union, .too, has been a
staunch ;supporter of the mnotion of replace-

ment, which is also reflected. in Article 11,

Section 2 of the  Warsaw Treaty of May 14,
-19556: :

In the event of the organization of a sys-
tem of collective security in Europe and
the conclusion of a general European
treaty of collective security to that end,
- which the contractmg parties shall un-
‘ceasmgly seek to bring about, the present =
. -treaty shall cease to be eﬁeetive on the
- date the general European treaty comes
. into force. . o

Th1s clause of the Warsaw Treaty is worth
remembermg when the prOSpects of a Euro-
pean security conference are being discussed,
although enthusiasm for the idea of replace-
ment of systems seems to have dwindled not
only in the West but also in Moscow. There
is reason to believe that this idea was advo-
cated by Moscow with the after thought of
dissolving the opposite camp while their own
would remain virtually intact because of its
different structure. Perhaps they are no
longer as confident of this as before. But it re-
mains true that, whereas a dissolution of
NATO would leave its members, especially the
smaller ones, floating under the pressure of
centrifugal forces, dissolving the Warsaw
Pact would not have the same effect. There
are not only the bilateral treaties of assist-
ance'ahd friendship between the Soviet Union
and its satellites, but there is, first and fore-
most, the solidarity of the ruling Commumst
parties, as expressed in the theory of Socialist
Internationalism and the doctrine of “limited
sovereignty of socialist nations.” Last but not
least, there is also the geographic position and
military predominence of the Soviet Union.

VIL

In order to stabilize peace in Europe on more
pragmatic lines and by means of less ambi-
tions and dubious devices, the method of re-
nunciation of force treaties has recently been
strongly advocated and applied, in particular
by the FRG. One outstanding example is the
Moscow Treaty between the FRG and. the
USSR of August 12, 1970. In Article 2 the

contracting parties promise to be guided by

the purposes and principles of the United Na-
tions in their mutual relations and in matters
of European and international security. Ac-
cordingly, they will settle their disputes ex-
clugively by peaceful means and they under-
take to refrain from the threat or use of force,
pursuant to Article 2 of the UN: Charter, in

‘matters affecting European and international

security, as well as in their mutual relations.
Can this bilateral renunciation of force be-
tween the FRG and the Soviet Union be recon-
ciled with the obligations of the respective
alliances of the two partners? The answer
can be drawn from Article 4 of the Moscow
Treaty, according to which ‘‘the. present
Treaty . . . shall not affect any bilateral or
multilateral treaties .or arrangements pre-
viously concluded by them (i.e., the FRG and
the USSR).” Applied to their respective alli-
ances this means that the clauses calling for
assistance to an ally under attack remain bind-
ing in gpite of the renunciation of force clause
of the later treaty. Otherwise, had no such Ar-
ticle been inserted into the Moscow Treaty, it
would  at least have been doubtful - whether
the two partners having renounced force
against each other were to be relied upon as
allies by their respective blocs in case of an
armed conflict. Put in general and abstract
terms the problem consists in the conclusion
of a Treaty in which members of a military
alliance commit themselves: not to use force
against a state outside the alliance (and possi-
bly its enemy). To keep such a treaty from
legally derogating the assistance pact it has
to be provided with a harmonizing clause con-
taining an exception in favor of assistance to
allies under unprovoked aggression. In order
briefly to mention other known proposals de-




signed to enhance European security; arms
limitation zones, mutual balanced forces re-
duction, prohlbltlon of the stationing of
atomlc-weapons in certain areas, 1nspect10n
systems; it may be summarily stated that they
may in principle be consonant with the alli-

ance obligations, provided the essence of mu-

tual assistance in war and of mutual support
in defense preparation is not impaired.

VIIL

It is submitted that the real issue between
a policy of alliance and a policy of general col-
lective security does not lie in their legal as-
pects but in. their implications of social and
political psychology. While diplomatic drafts-
manship may in the end always find harmo-
nizing clauses in order to avoid a contradic-
tion in terms, the inner logic of concepts and
the mental basis of the two systems will re-
main contradictory. Whereas special alliances
have in view the concrete security of particu-
lar nations who feel threatened by other na-
tions, systems of collective security aim at
general and abstract security for all nations
of the world or of a particular region, without
admitting of any particular danger or politi-
cal division. In making people believe that
the devices of collective security would afford
the desired protection and: that tension.has
materially diminished, such systems tend to
undermine the moral effectiveness of existing

alliances, to cause a gradual “sagging of the
beams” ® although the basic conflicts of in-

terests and of political aspirations have not
been solved. For reasons outlined above it
would be the democratic West which had to
face such a development more than the com-
munist East. NATO members, in particular,
would find it increasingly difficult to comply
with Article 3 of the Atlantic treaty, accord-
ing to which they are expected “separately
and jointly, by means of continuous and effec-
tive self-he