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| nt roducti on

Hi story does not repeat itself, and even if the present
sonetinmes resenbles the past it is not identical to it.*
Nort h- East Asia and Europe nmay appear sonewhat simlar,
but current and future devel opnents in North-East Asia
will differ fromthe seem ngly conparable events which
took place in Europe because of the unique security

envi ronment and prem ses and the changed tines and
specific features of North-East Asia. Accordingly, when
di scussing the usability of the European achi evenents in
conventional arns control there are several genera
caveats. First, the European nodel is inapplicable in the
context of the Korean peninsula. This has been argued
nunmerous tines in the literature and is conmonly agreed.
Second, the apparent simlarities between the fornmer East
and West Gerrmany and North and South Korea - two pairs of
ideologically, politically and mlitarily divided
countries - should not be taken at face value. The
specific situation in North-East Asia nust be anal yzed
carefully and measures taken accordingly. Third, non-
viol ent, peaceful transformation, such as that which
occurred in Europe (albeit the preferable scenario) is
still not certain to transpire in inter-Korean rel ations.
The North Korean comuni st regine, which is both coping
with serious domestic difficulties and seeking to
establish a nore open dial ogue with other countries of
the world, may well prove unpredictable and
irresponsi ble. The follow ng analysis is based on the
conviction that this will not occur and that arns control
measures can be taken to facilitate the process of
political and mlitary detente and foster change in the
regi on.

The European experience with conventional arns control is
generally and rightly regarded as a success story. In
conditions of enmty and distrust, two mlitary groupings
entangled in the ideological and political conplexities
of the cold war nmanaged to negoti ate and agree on
advanced regi nes that hel ped overcone a | ack of
confidence in each other's intentions both on the



mlitary and political planes. Wiile the 1973-87 inter-
alliance talks on force reductions failed to achieve
success, confidence-buil ding neasures (CBMs) not only
survived but also were devel oped. G adually, the way was
paved towards enhanced political dialogue and,
eventual ly, substantial and mlitarily significant armns
control neasures.

The new risks and chal |l enges of the post-cold war era
resulted in a shift of the centre of gravity in the 1990s
and the next decade. In the early 1990s European arns
control faced a paradoxical situation: it was to be
carried out in a security environnent different fromthat
for which it was intended. Modreover it was eclipsed by

ot her cooperative security tools - crisis managenent,
conflict prevention and peace operations. Although the
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe Treaty (CFE) was
designed for the cold war, the parties to it deci ded that
the treaty should be inplenented in a slightly nodified
formrather than renegoti ated and exposed to potentially
destabilizing political, mlitary and other factors of

t he post cold-war world. Once the inplenentation stage
was concluded, further steps were taken to adapt the
treaty to the new circunstances. Confidence- and
security-building nmeasures (CSBMs) were a somewhat
different matter. Unlike the new structural arnms contro
measures, CSBMs were already in place and well devel oped.
However, they are not imune to the inpact of politica
change.

The profound transfornmati on of the European security
environment, including arns control, was not acconpanied
by maj or changes el sewhere. Despite hopes and
expectations of a political and mlitary breakthrough on
t he Korean peninsula followi ng the end of the cold war,

t he past decade has seen a stalemate for the nost part.
The inmpact of the change in world politics on the Korean
situation was rather disappointing; the "historic' visit
in June 2000 of the North Korean | eader to his South
Korean counterpart has thus far proved to be |ess
significant than expected.

Thi s paper reviews the European experience. That
experience may suggest possible security approaches which
coul d be taken by the antagoni sts on the Korean peninsul a
once they are willing to enter arns control talks.

The prem ses of arms control in Europe



Eur opean conventional arns control has interested policy-
makers and schol ars since the 1950s, and this was
particularly true in the 1980s. However, interest in
mlitary-rel ated measures to enhance security and
stability dwindled wth the end of the bloc confrontation
in Europe and the world, as their applicability to new

ri sks and chal |l enges enmergi ng on the continent becane a
noot point. Nonethel ess, arnms control was not abandoned,
and the search for new neasures and approaches has

conti nued.

There were at | east six major prem ses for the arns
control dial ogue in Europe.

The first was the limted nunber of actors - two mgjor
politico-mlitary blocs (the North Atlantic Treaty

Organi zati on, NATO, and the Warsaw Treaty Organi zati on,
WO wth antagonistic ideologies and political systens
but nonet hel ess sharing an interest in avoiding serious
mlitary conflict. An inportant role was also played by a
third party - the group of the European neutral and non-
al i gned countri es.

The second was the fairly high degree of stability of the
Eur opean security system whi ch acconpani ed the high

| evel s of tension and confrontation in East-West

rel ations.

The third element was the relatively recent nature of the
ant agoni sm bet ween the European actors. There was no
deep-seated historical ideological hostility to hinder

di al ogue between the adversaries. The successive crises
of the 1960s (Berlin, Cuba, Czechosl ovakia) brought hone
to the Western and Eastern | eaders the necessity to

el aborate neasures to prevent war between the East and
the West. The 1969 NATO Harnel Report, the settlenent of
certain aspects of the German question and the German
Gstpolitik, stressing the renunciation of use of force at
the threshold of the 1960s and the 1970s, each in its own
way cleared the path to inter-bloc detente and di al ogue.

The fourth prem se was that both sides wanted to avoid

i nadvertent major mlitary conflict or nuclear
anni hil ation. The configuration of nmassive armanents -
conventional and nuclear - especially in Central Europe,
called for sone neasure of nutual reassurance in the
absence of di sarmanent or arns control.



The fifth factor was the creation of a politica
framewor k, the Conference on Security and Co-operation in
Europe (CSCE), for the el aboration, negotiation and
revi ew of inplenentation.

The sixth factor was the civilizational and cultura
affinity of the states concerned - their shared val ues
and goal s were conducive to nutual understanding, albeit
not always in equal neasure and often restrained for

i deol ogi cal and political reasons.

A historical overvi ew

Ready- made bl ueprints or theories could not be applied to
the issue of arns control in Europe. Its evol ution
proceeded in accordance wth the political, mlitary,

soci o-econom ¢, cultural and other needs and interests of
the region. At |least five stages can be distinguished in
the history of European arns control.

1. The origins. In the post-Wrld War Il period, the

Eur opean powers tried to inject confidence into their
mutual relations, especially in the face of the

danger ous, devel opi ng East-West bl oc confrontation.
Sovi et di sarmanent propaganda, which ainmed to achieve

i deol ogi cal and political gains rather than true arns
reductions, did not inpress the West. At the height of
the cold war, with its excessively mlitant strategies
and postures, there was little roomfor institutionalized
mlitary-rel ated nmeasures to enhance nutual confidence
and security. Neverthel ess, or maybe because of it, in
the m d-1950s the 'CGeneva spirit' of detente devel oped
bet ween the two superpowers and the blocs | ed by them
Wiile the potentially valuable initiatives on Open Skies,
observers at strategic sites or nucl ear-weapon-free zones
fell victimto the deep distrust and di vergent outl ooks
of the antagonists - the Soviet broad 'political-

decl aratory' versus the Western 'mlitary-technical
approach - they set a precedent for a nmultilateral East-
West forumto exchange views on CBMs. The first period of
detente ended with the Cuban and Berlin crises in the
early 1960s.

2. The next stage occurred with the adoption of the first
generation of CBMs. The 1973-75 Hel si nki CSCE was not
focused primarily on CBMs. |ndeed, seen fromtoday's
vant age point, the Hel sinki CBMs were very nodest. It was



t he Mutual Bal ance Force Reduction (MBFR) negotiation and
its '"associated neasures' that were designed to address
the main issues of security in relations between the two
bl ocs. For NATO the inclusion of CBMs in the CSCE
package was an additional test of the WIO s goodw I |. The
i dea of CBMs was reluctantly accepted by the Sovi et

Uni on, which wanted CBMs to follow, not precede, troop
and armanent reductions. In addition, the USSR, enjoying
supremacy in conventional forces in Europe, was not eager
to accept any constraints.

The record of CBMinplenentation in 1975-85 was generally
di sappoi nting. Nunerous Soviet violations of the nodest
CBM commitnments were legitinmately suspected. Information
provi ded by the WIO nenbers was of little use because it
was i nconplete and unclear, and their invitations to
observe mlitary activities all but routinely ignored the
NATO states. The crisis in Poland in 1980-81 denonstrated
t hat non-obligatory CBVMs could be mani pul ated to force a
state to act in a certain manner or to threaten it with
mlitary intervention. The acrinoni ous debates at the
CSCE fol |l ow-up conferences in Bel grade (1977-78) and
Madrid (1980-83) illustrated the divergent views of the
bl ocs regarding the role that they should play and
denonstrated that the confidence-building process, inits
Hel si nki-created form was ineffective.

3. At the 1984-86 Stockhol m Conference a nore advanced
generation of CBMs - the so-called CSBMs, was el abor at ed.
In the face of political stalemate and in the wake of the
new Sovi et doctrine of glasnost, the states which signed
the 1986 Stockhol m Docunent agreed to adopt neasures that
woul d nmeet four major criteria: (a) to be politically
binding; (b) to be mlitarily significant; (c) to be
verifiable, when possible; and (d) to extend fromthe
Atlantic to the Urals.

4. The CSBM package was further expanded in the
successi ve Vienna Docunents. This expansion paralleled a
structural arns control endeavour - the negotiation and
signing of the 1990 CFE Treaty, which established a

bal ance of forces between NATO and the WGQ,

The breakdown of the East-Wst bloc system and the

di ssolution of the Soviet Union heral ded changes in the
approach to mlitary security processes in Europe.
Participants at the 1992 CSCE Hel sinki Summt created a
Forum for Security Co-operation, a single nultilatera



arnms control body for European states, with the aim of

" establishing anong t hensel ves new security relations
based on co-operative and common approaches to security'.
Al'l the subsequent changes, especially those regarding
communi cati ons, transparency and consultation, earned the
measures the name 'third generation-CSBMs '.

5. A new chapter in the history of European arnms contro
opened with the nost recent accords: the 1999 adapted CFE
Treaty and the Vienna Docunent 1999. The Agreenent on
Adaptation of the CFE Treaty further reduces the |levels
of heavy armanents in Europe and is open to new parties.
It succeeded in renoving the bloc straitjacket fromthe
treaty, freeing it to adjust to the new security
environment in Europe. Its entry into force remains

stall ed by Russia's non-conpliance in the context of the
Chechnya conflict.

The success of the revised Vienna Docunent consists of

t he adoption of a new chapter, which envisages

conpl ementing the Organi zation for Security and Co-
operation in Europe (OSCE) CSBMs with voluntary politica
and | egally binding neasures tailored to regi onal needs.
This success is qualified: it is the beginning of the
road rather than the culmnation of efforts by the
participating states,

Arnms control in the post-cold war period

The rol e and pl ace of European arns control has changed
since 1989: it is |less conspicuous and seens | ess useful
in the face of new chall enges and threats. Its evol ution
in the qualitatively changed security environment took
pl ace on three general |evels: in the pan-European
context, bel ow the European (regional, sub-regional,
bilateral) level, and through arrangenents that have a
confidence- and security building effect.

The post col d-war period has wi tnessed quantitative
rather than qualitative changes Structural arnms control
for exanple, still focuses on the sane categories of
weaponry. The successive versions of the Vienna Docunent
(1990, 1992, 1994 and 1999) were based on the

achi evenments of the former era, building on preceding
accords. For all its commtnents and appeals that the new
ri sks and chal | enges, especially those related to sub-
regional and intra-state crises and conflicts, should be
urgently addressed, the OSCE community has stuck to old



patterns and directions, which has resulted in a host of
incremental |y growi ng obligations, procedures and
mechani sns as well as the cost of inplenenting and
sustai ning them States have been unable to quickly
conceptual i ze change and translate it into nore

appropri ate approaches to security-building. In fact the
main threats to international security since the end of
the cold war have been generated by situations within
states: conflicts stemmng fromethnic, religious,
historical and cultural differences. The situation which
arms control was intended to avoid - preparations for a
sudden, unexpected nmass-scal e attack | aunched by one
state (or mlitary bl oc) against another - no | onger

exi st s.

The inplenmentation of international agreements is a
nmeasure of their relevance and viability. The history of
conpliance with the CSBM docunents is replete with cases
of states not conformng to the provisions of the Vienna
Docunent. M nor non-conpliance issues are usually of a
non-political character and stemfrom various technica
or financial causes or are related to i nexperience. This
is nost true of sone of the former Soviet republics,

whi ch have limted experience of conplex arnms contro
procedures and scant resources to neet all the

requi renents of conpliance. They have generally conplied
with verification neasures, while the provision of
various kinds of information (e.g., on mlitary
activities, defense planning and budgets) has been | ess
forthcom ng. Thus far, the CSBM operation has for the
nost part taken place in 'fair-weather' conditions, that
is, in peacetine. Qther, 'conpliant' participants have
therefore adopted fairly liberal attitudes and been
willing to render assistance to their |ess experienced
partners. However, serious cases of non-conpliance with
the arns control agreenents have al so occurred during
maj or donestic and international crises. Both conflicts
in Chechnya in 1994-95 and 1999 and the Kosovo
intervention in 1999 denonstrated the limtations of arns
control 'inter arma'.

The centre of gravity of arns control in Europe is now
shifting towards the regions fromwhich the main
chal l enges to peace and stability flow The Bal kan
crises, which started in the early 1990s, showed both the
i nadequacy of traditional arnms control and CSBMs and the
need for new solutions. In the aftermath of the Bosni an
tragedy, the 1995 Dayton Agreenent instituted



(sub)regional arns control neasures and CSBMs for the
entities of Bosnia and Herzegovina, It is to be hoped
that the network of various regional arns control-rel ated
accords there (including neasures under the Stability
Pact for South Eastern Europe) will inject enough
stability and security into the Bal kans to nake the peace
process in the region irreversible.

Arrangenents in other regions of Europe are al so

prom sing. In the past decade there have been nore than
20 initiatives by OSCE states to supplenent their Vienna
Docunent obligations with additional bilatera

conmm tnments. These endeavours include Open Skies
arrangenments, nunerous confidence-buil ding agreenents
bet ween Bal kan states, especially with regard to border
areas, the Baltic Sea states' bilateral CSBM
arrangenents, and unilateral initiatives.

The third strain of mlitary security-building solutions
is the so-called norm and standard-setting neasures,

whi ch enconpass the Code of Conduct on Politico-Mlitary
Aspects of Security, the G obal Exchange of Mlitary
Information (GEM ), the principles governing conventiona
arnms transfers and non-proliferation and stabilizing
nmeasures for localized crisis situations, and the recent
OSCE Document on Small Arns and Li ght Weapons. The Code
of Conduct is of particular interest. It fornmulates a
kind of solidarity rule with a state that has fallen
victimto the threat or use of force. Currently, its nost
rel evant provisions are those related to the use of force
for donestic security. They were invoked in both the
Chechen and Kosovo crises. The code has not been utilized
toits full extent and further el aboration of its

provi sions woul d renove the vagueness about its rel evant
comm tnments and strengthen the enforcenent of conpliance.

Eur opean arnms control and external regional contexts

Eur opean arnms control was tailored to the specific
context of a divided Europe. The experience of some non-
Eur opean regions seens to prove its exclusivity rather
than universality. The results of various attenpts to
inmport it into other politico-mlitary contexts have been
m xed. In the Association of South-East Asian Nations
(ASEAN) region and in Central Asia and Latin Anerica
mlitary CBMs have been agreed upon as conponents of
packages of broader confidence-enhancing steps and have
been tested by the political and mlitary authorities.



China, Russia and three Central Asian states have even
reached a 'hard' arms control agreenent. In other
conflict-ridden parts of the world such activities have
remai ned at the | evel of discussions or theoretica
concepts proposed by policy anal ysts. Nonet hel ess,
out si de Europe confidence-buil ding may be successfully
pursued and function as the first step towards a nore
advanced arns control regine.

If it is assuned that the historical prem ses for arns
control in Europe (a limted nunber of actors, a high

| evel of stability, no | ong-standi ng deep antagoni sns,
fear of inadvertent nuclear catastrophe, an institutiona
framework and affinity of values), are essentia
conditions for applying the neasures outside the OSCE
area, their applicability would be out of the question.
It is atruismthat each region has its own political
social, economc and mlitary characteristics as well as
specific peculiarities which should be taken into account
when attenpting to strengthen confi dence anbng st ates.

However, both perception and experience suggest that once
states are ready to believe that the benefits of peaceful
rel ati ons outwei gh the costs of confrontation and
conflict anmong them there is a starting point for a
security-building process. Sonme of the OSCE experience
could be of relevance. In seeking such a regine, several
basi ¢ prem ses ought to be taken into account:

1. It is inportant that the beneficiaries of future CBMs
understand their capabilities and limtations. Arns
control is not a cure-all for international security
problenms. It is part of a w der cooperative process of
reconfiguring interstate relations, but does not create
such a process.

2. Stability and predictability in the region in question
are preconditions for confidence and security building.
This can only be achi eved agai nst a broader background of
political, econom c and social relations and ties in the
area of application. Confidence is a 'fair-weather'’
feature and cannot exist in a state of crisis or

conflict.

3. Convergence of the norns and val ues pursued by the
parties to an agreenent is desirable. It is a challenge
to ensure that the obligations undertaken are respected.
I n nondenocratic regi mes decisions and pl edges can be



made easily, but they are just as soon abandoned.
Denocracies require protracted processes of adopting

obl i gations, but when an essential decision has been nmade
it is nore difficult to retreat fromit.

4. Arnms control measures are not val uable per se; they
serve broader objectives. It is advisable that strong
overarchi ng goal (s) be shared by parties in their pursuit
of better nutual relations, whether it is to avert war or
buil d durabl e peace. In the northern hem sphere the goa

i s cooperative security. Elsewhere, advanced cooperative
undertaki ngs are not yet in place. Instead arned forces
are seen as the main tool for enhancing state security,
and the interests and perceptions of nei ghbouring
countries are rarely taken into account by states.

Mor eover, such tenets as the renunciation of violence,
non-vi ol ati on of borders and non-intervention are not
addressed in earnest in other regions. In order to

i npl ement arnms control in a non-European context, a

conpr ehensive political framework wi thin which such
nmeasures could be el aborated, reviewed and/or verified is
needed, supported by broad political commtnents and
principl es.

5. Political culture is also significant. Countries that
are at different stages of state formation, with various
political cultures and outl ooks, risk nutual

m sunder st andi ng and m sconcepti ons. Sone observers point
especially to the psychol ogi cal aspect of |aunching a
confidence- and security-building process; if poorly
timed, the introduction of CBMs nmay be counterproductive
or sinmply fail.

6. Sub-regional and bilateral solutions appear to hold
greater promse for the pursuit of confidence at the
early stages of an arns control process than the

i ntroduction of a conprehensive regine as an instant

' package solution'. The process nust be a well

consi dered, well-prepared, well-tined, earnestly executed
i ncrenental exercise rather than a ready-made bl ueprint.

As noted above, the European acconplishnents in the
conventional arnms control field remain unique, both in
the scope and conplexity of the adopted neasures. The
situation on the Korean peninsula is roughly rem niscent
of the cold war circunstances of the |ate 1960s, on the
eve of political and mlitary detente, when nutual

m sperceptions, profound distrust and fears prevail ed.



This does not necessarily nean that only neasures |ike
those used in Europe in the 1960s and 1970s are
applicable. Both Korean states are in the rather
privileged position of being able to benefit from
Europe's structural and operational arms contro

achi evenents. The nmenu of neasures is at their disposal,
frompolitical declaratory and technical mlitary CBMs
and CSBMs through other stability enhancing nmeasures to
"hard" arns control arrangenents. The main challenge is
when, how, in what context (bilateral, sub-regional), at
what pace and to what degree they are willing to make use
of these nmeasures in their security context.

In the light of these general prem ses, the follow ng
factors could be taken into account while pursuing an
arnms control dial ogue:

1. Gadualism or a step-by-step approach. This strategy
was successfully enployed in the European process. It
started froma few crude neasures, fromwhich the edifice
of confidence- and security-building neasures and arns
control on the continent was then increnmentally built and
devel oped over a period of years.

2. Sel ectiveness, Pursuing an all-enconpassi ng approach
shoul d be avoi ded because this creates the risk of total
coll apse in the event of a nmmjor disagreenent or

di fference over one element of the whole. Links anong
various areas of negotiation can easily hanper or
hanstring progress in arns control talks. Therefore it is
advi sabl e to separate the negotiations on a range of
issues. As a result of such an approach, the deadl ocked
MBFR tal ks could not inpair the C(S)BMdi al ogue in the
1970s and the 1980s.

3. This does not prevent the parties from conducting
paral | el dial ogues on both mlitary and non-mlitary
security issues. The goal is to avoid a situation in
which the entire security-building process mght easily
becone hostage or fall victimto |lack of progress in the
mlitary sphere.

4. Flexibility. In the light of the European East-West
talks, in the early stages it is advisable not to
enphasi ze stringent |egal agreenments. Politically binding
accords are preferable. Sonme unilateral gestures are

al | owabl e, but should be nade with caution.



5. Institutional framework. Such a forum should be
provided with a mandate (aim principles, nodalities,
zone of application, etc.) and an agenda. This will help
ensure regul ar and conti nuous contact and comruni cation
and, later, enable verification and inprovenent of

i npl enentation. Such a role was and is played by the
CSCE/ OSCE and its arns control-related bodies. In the
early 1980s, the arns control foruns additionally

provi ded the major powers with a venue for dial ogue
during the political deadl ock over NATO s dual -track

policy.

6. Miutual advantage shoul d be sought and political wll
sustai ned rather than pursuing the |ogic of zero-sum
ganmes and negative rhetoric. Sending positive signals is
of essential inportance for the political climte of
negoti ati ons and dialogue. In addition to mlitary
significant nmeasures, politically synbolic and

decl aratory neasures - such as non-use of force and
reduced mlitary spending - can be useful.

7. The participation of a third party/parties is

advi sabl e. Such an el enent can play the brokering role,
hel p break deadl ocks and suggest new sol utions. The

Eur opean neutral and non-aligned countries played a
positive role in the bloc negotiations, especially in
overcom ng stalemates. In the North-East Asian context,

t he engagenent of the major powers concerned - China,
Japan, Russia and the USA - shoul d be sustained provided
that they are not played off against either Korean state.
Additionally, placing the future inter-Korean regine in a
br oader regional context would enhance its chances of
survi val

8. Arns control is a continuing process. Once started it
cannot nerely be stopped at sone stage and decl ared
conplete. Even in the nost advanced regi ne, the dynam sm
of international relations calls for its cultivation and
further devel opnent.

9. The European record far exceeds what has so far been
agreed and put into effect. |Ideas such as the concepts of
t hi nned-out troop zones adjacent to the line of divide or
non- of fensi ve defense as el aborated in the 1980s as wel |
as naval neasures could be of use in the search for an

i nnovative and creative approach in North-East Asia.

Concl usi on



Europe and the Korean peninsula are in an asymretri cal
situation today. Having acconplished nost of its mlitary
security job, conventional arnms control in Europe is no

| onger of the utnobst urgency. In contrast, the Korean
peni nsul a confronts the task of building a basic security
arrangenent including, hopefully, a conventional arns
control conponent.

Nevert hel ess, the answer to the question contained in the
title of this paper - Can the European experience be of
use? - should be 'yes'. The final shape and content of
conventional arms control on the Korean peninsula wll be
determ ned by its regional actors. Europe's arnms contro
hi story provides both an inpressive range of neasures and
mechani sns for use and at the sane tine, a caution

agai nst various risks and pitfalls that can be avoi ded.
Mor eover, the European experience should not be
considered only in the context of the cold war but shoul d
also be seen in its entirety. The existing record of
conventional arnms control denonstrates that it can help
‘demlitarize' political relations, elimnate the risk of
irrational and di sproportionate responses, and provide
means for addressing crisis situations. The success of
arnms control is nmeasured by its dimnishing role as a
‘mlitarized tool and its enhanced status as a politica
i nstrunment of cooperative relations.

The record of OSCE acconplishnments is not perfect and
work remains to be done. There is a need to ensure
conpliance, verify obligations and i nprove the response
to new chall enges and perils. In this sense, the European
| esson can be of significant value to the North-East

Asi an region, Currently, European arnms control is
undergoi ng a significant evolution. Four genera
tendencies are discernible. First, it is turning from
"hard', structural (that is, limtation and reduction)
steps towards 'soft', less stringent arrangenents made in
a cooperative spirit: CSBMs, risk reduction, transparency
and other stability enhancing neasures. Second, there is
i ncreased regionalization of European arnms control.

Third, attenpts are being nade to enploy CSBMs in "all-
weat her', donestic-related mssions; here it appears that
lack of political will, not insufficient nechanisns, is
what prevents states from nmaki ng progress. Fourth, the

i npact of arnms control neasures is being enhanced by
conmbi ning themw th other soft security steps and
institutions under an international unbrella, as is being



done within the Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe.
It is hoped that the resulting synergy will enhance the
chances for peace and stability in volatile sub-regions
and in Europe as a whole. Al these trends are worth
careful analysis by states in the North-East Asian

regi on.

* The 19t h-century phil osopher Karl Marx even observed
t hat when history repeats itself the result is a farce.



