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Abstract: The issue of peace and security in Europe was one of
the key issues of the Yugoslav foreign policy during the 1960s.
Yugoslavia supported initiatives for the suspension and prohi-
bition of nuclear testing, destruction of obsolete military arse-
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The renewal of nuclear testing, construction of the Berlin Wall,
conflicts between military blocs, assassinations, crises, revolutions, ideo-
logical conflicts and interventions, fractures and conservative colonial re-
gime... were some of the problems arising from the controversial nature of

*  Thisarticle has been written within the framework of the scholarly project: Serbs and
Serbia in a Yugoslav and International Context: internal Development and Position in
European/International Community (No. 47027), financed by the Ministry of Educa-
tion, Science and Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia.
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the Cold War in the early 1960s.! The key issues of security and coopera-
tion needed to be negotiated. Non-aligned countries presented this need
to the representatives of the great powers (Khrushchev and Eisenhower)
at the 15" Session of the UN General Assembly in 1960.2 During the 1960s
the great powers showed a great interest in conclusion of partial agree-
ments on control of the nuclear weapon thus securing themselves from the
opposing side. They started the talks on suspension and prohibition of nu-
clear tests, destruction of obsolete military arsenal, nuclear non-prolifer-
ation, and achieving global security.® The initiatives for the establishment
of a nuclear-free zone in Northern Europe (Finland, Norway, Sweden, and
Denmark),* denuclearization of the Mediterranean,” “freezing” of hydro-
gen and nuclear weapons in Central Europe,® stability and security in Eu-

1 Llon JI. Teguc, Xaadnu pam. Mu danac 3namo, (beorpag: Clio, 2003); Od Arne Ve-
stad, Globalni hladni rat, (Beograd: Arhipelag, 2008); Henri KisindZer, Diplomatija,
1-2, (Beograd: Verzal press, 1999); Boatep Jlakep, Mcmopuja Espone 1945-1992,
(Beorpag: Clio, 1999); The Cambridge History of the Cold War, 1, edited by Melvyn P.
Leffler and Odd Arne Westad, (Camridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010).

2 One of five signatories of the mentioned appeal was Josip Broz Tito. /l[paran
Boretuh, Jby6oapar lumuh, beoepadcka koHgepenyuja HecepcmaHux 3emasva (1-6.
cenmembap 1961), (beorpaz;: 3aBoj 3a yni6enuke, 2013), 235-242.

3 For more information, see: Ljubivoje A¢imovi¢, Problemi bezbednosti i saradnje u
Evropi, (Beograd: Institut za medunarodnu politiku i privredu, 1978); Radovan Vuka-
dinovi¢, Evropska sigurnost i suradnja, (Zagreb, Globus, 1976); Radovan Vukadinovig,
Lidija Cehuli¢ Vukadinovi¢, Davor BoZzinovié, NATO euroatlanska integracija, (Zagreb:
Topical, 2007), 65-132; Lidija Cehuli¢ Vukadinovié, Euroatlantizam i suvremeni me-
dunarodni odnosi, (Zagreb: Politicka kultura, 2010), 61-87; Marco Rimanelli, The A to
Z of NATO and other International Security Organizations, (Lanham-Toronto, Plymon-
th: Scarecrow press, 2009), LXXVI-LXXXI; The Cambridge History of the Cold War, 11,
edited Melvyn P. Leffler and Odd Arne Westad, (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2010).

4  Thisidea was elaborated by Finnish President Urho Kekkonen in May 1963.

5 In May 1963, the USSR pledged to eliminate all forms of atomic weapons, close
the military bases in the Mediterranean and ban the production of nuclear weap-
ons, as well as those present at the Conference of Non-Aligned Countries, held in
Algiers in 1964. One of the promoters of the document was Yugoslavia. Its repre-
sentatives submitted a proposal to require the Government of the Mediterranean
countries to make Mediterranean, a nuclear-free zone. The great forces were also
asked to remove nuclear arsenals from the area of the Mediterranean and close
military bases.

6  Theideawasfirstpropagated by Secretary of Polish United Workers* Party Vladislav
Gomulka in December 1963 and February 1964 (the so-called “Gomulka Plan”). It
involved the establishing of nuclear-free zones, the cessation of production of nu-
clear weapons and the international control of the whole process of denucleariza-
tion.
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rope,” holding the Conference on Security and Cooperation,® new forms of
NATO presence in Europe,” Europe’s independence from US,° became in-
creasingly frequent.! Yugoslav state leadership had its own way of think-
ing, firm attitudes, and concrete initiatives regarding important issues of
European future.

During the 1960s, Europe was filled with contradictions and con-
flicts and Yugoslavia was searching its place therein. The main interest
of a Yugoslav state was the stability of foreign policy. The opposed war
blocks widely respected its independence and territorial integrity. The
West ceased to expect indirect involvement of Yugoslavia in its mili-
tary-political structure.’? The Balkan Alliance, as a potential military pact,

7  Theidea was presented by Andrei Gromyko in the autumn of 1964, at the 19th ses-
sion of the UN General Assembly.

8  The idea was launched by the Political Consultative Committee of the Warsaw Pact
in January 1965. A year later, in January 1966, the political leadership of the German
Democratic Republic came forward with a proposal of measures for reducing ten-
sions and establishing security in Europe. The need for such a meeting was confirmed
by the 23" Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) held in March
1966. Political Consultative Committee of the member states of Warsaw Pact issued
a Declaration on strengthening of peace and security in Europe in July 1966. In the
fall of 1966, at the 21+ session of the UN General Assembly, a special resolution was
passed which regulated the exploration and use of the space, which is the cosmic
space was declared a nuclear-free zone. In late April 1967, the Conference of Europe-
an Communistand Workers’ Parties held in Karlovy Vary made a special “Declaration
on Peace and Security in Europe”.

9  This was discussed at the meetings of NATO member states from January to June
1965 without informing the public.

10 These ideas were particularly prominent in France. More on French politics: “France
‘Gaullism’ and the Cold War”, The Cambridge History of the Cold War,11/158-178.

11 For more information, see: D. Poki¢, ,Kontrola naoruzanja u Evropi (predlozi i inici-
jative 1946-1969)“ Materijali o evropskoj bezbednosti, publikacija DSIP-a, (Beograd,
1969); Diplomatic Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Serbia
(Diplomatski arhiv Ministarstva spoljnih poslova Republike Srbije - DAMSPRS), Poli-
tical Archives (Politi¢ka arhiva— PA), 1966, f-154, dok. 2, br. 46194, Problemi evropske
bezbednostiiinicijative isto¢noevropskih zemalja, 2. 3. 1966; V. Vuksanovi¢, , Znacaj-
niji predlozi i inicijative za reSenje pitanja evropske bezbednosti i saradnje”, Materi-
jali o evropskoj bezbednosti, 106-108.

12 More onrelations between Yugoslavia and the West: Dragan Bogeti¢, Jugoslavija i Za-
pad 1952-1955, (Beograd: Sluzbeni list SR], 2000); Darko Beki¢, Jugoslavija u hlad-
nom ratu (Odnosi s velikim silama 1948-1955), (Zagreb: Globus, 1988).
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was almost completely “off”.}* The fear of the West that Yugoslavia was
a “Trojan horse” of the world communism was no longer real.!* There
was a belief that Yugoslavia could erode the monolithic structure of the
Eastern Bloc countries. On the other hand, Yugoslavia resisted the harsh
pressures for inclusion in the “camp” of socialist countries.!> The accusa-
tions of revisionism no longer had the form of campaign nor the potential
they had in the late 1950s and early 1960s. The Party and State leader-
ship was in favour of both East and West.!® Therefore, they stood away
from all the initiatives that could be interpreted as siding with one of the
parties in conflict, especially those that created the illusion of unilateral
and concerted action with the parties of socialist countries.!” The policy of
non-alignment and one of the leading positions he had in the movement,

13 More on relations between Yugoslavia and the Balkan Pact: Balkanski pakt, Zbornik
dokumenata, priredili M. Terzi¢, M. Basara, D. Tasi¢ et al., (Beograd: Vojnoistorijski
institut, 2005); Balkanski pakt, Zbornik radova, ur. Nemanja MiloSevi¢, (Beograd:
Institut za strategijska istrazivanja, 2009).

14 Lorejn Lis, Odrzavanje Tita na povrsini. Sjedinjene drzZave, Jugoslavija i hladni rat,
(Beograd: BMG, 2003).

15 For more information, see: Jyzocsiasuja u CCCP. Cycpemu u pazeosopu Ha Hajeuwem
Hugoy pykosodusaaya Jyeocaasuje u CCCP 1946-1964, npupeauau Jb. Jumuh, M.
Munomesuh, A. C. Ctukanus u ap., (beorpaa: Apxus Jyrocnaswuje, 2015); Jyeocsao-
8eHcKo-cogjemcku odHocu 1945-1956, 360pHUK AOKyMeHaTa, npupeanau Jb. [lu-
muh, M. Musnomesuh, b. boposan, (beorpas: MuHHCTAapCTBO CIIO/BHUX MOCJIOBA,
2010); b. Tripkovi¢, Jugoslavija-SSSR 1956-1971, (Beograd: Institut za savremenu
istoriju, 2013); Lj. Dimi¢, Jugoslavija i hladni rat, Ogledi o spoljnoj politici Josipa Broza
Tita, (Beograd: Arhipelag, 2014). For more information on USSR foreign policy,
see: Giuseppe Boffa, Povijest Sovjetskog Saveza. Od domovinskog rata do poloZaja
druge velesile. Staljin i Hruscov, 11, (Opatija: Otokar KerSovani, 1985); Mihail Geler
i Aleksandar Nekri¢, Utopija na vliasti. Istorija Sovjetskog Saveza, (Podgorica: CID,
2000); Vojtech Mastny, “Soviet foreign policy 1953-1962", Cambridge History of the
Cold War, (Cambridge, 2010),312-333.

16 Dragan Bogeti¢, Nova strategija spoljne politike Jugoslavije 1956-1961, (Beograd:
Institut za savremenu istoriju, 2006); Jyeocsaasuja u CCCP. Cycpemu u pa3zogopu
Ha HajeuweM HUsoy pykosodusaaya Jyzocaasuje u CCCP 1964-1980, npupenunu Jb.
Jumuh, A. )Kuotuh, A. AHukejeB u 1ip., (Beorpaa: Apxus Jyrocnasuje, 2016); Dimi¢,
Jugoslavija i hladni rat.

17 Archives of Yugoslavia, Office of the President of the Republic (Arhiv Jugoslavije,
Kabinet predsednika Republike - AJ, KPR), I-4-d, ZabeleSka o razgovoru drzavnog
podsekretara za inostrane poslove V. Mi¢unovic¢a sa ambasadorom SSSR Valjkovim
25. 11. 1954; Tekst jugoslovenskog odgovora na notu Vlade SSSR od 13. 11. 1954;
Archives of Yugoslavia, Central Committee, The League of Communists of Yugoslavia
(Arhiv Jugoslavije, Centralni komitet Saveza komunista Jugoslavije A], CK SK]), IX,
144/V1-3,8,9,15,19, 22,26, 34,37,42, 46.
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gave J. B. Tito the capacity to deal with the world politics!® which was con-
trary to the size, economic potential, military power and internal stability
of the country. The elimination of the fear of foreign invasion indirectly
influenced the development of internal relations, calculations within the
party leadership, “loosening” of the Yugoslav Federation, opening of the
national question, independence of the republics, and a new constitution-
al and legal system of the country. The internal crisis was deep: state and
party, ideological and organizational, political and economic, social and
moral. According to the party leadership, it lasted more than a decade,
and shook the foundations of the party in power, overcoming the state,
destroying institutions and society, and threatening international stabili-
ty, and causing numerous controversial problems.*

Yugoslav foreign policy during the 1960s was influenced by sev-
eral factors. Cooperation with the countries of Afro-Asian space, i.e. the
world that emerged from the anti-colonial revolutions and existed way
from Europe, the USSR, and the United States which were divided by the
cold war, and had similar problems as Yugoslavia, most directly influ-
enced the Yugoslav foreign policy at the beginning of the 1960s.%° The en-

18 Boretuh, lumuh, beozpadcka kongepenyuja HecepcmaHux 3emMasba, 235-242.

19 For more information on a crisis in Yugoslav state and society during the 1960s, see:
Ilouemaxk kpaja CPPJ. CmeHozpamu u dpyeu npamehu dokyMeHmu npowupeHe cedHuye
HzepuHoe komumema CK CK] odpacare 00 14. do 16. mapma 1962, (Beorpaa: Apxus
JyrocnaBuje, 1998); VII konepec SKJ, (beorpaa, 1964); Yemspma cednuya CK SK],
(Beorpag;: Apxus JyrocnaBuje 1999); YempHnaecma cednuya CK CK Cpéuje, (beorpag,
1968); Branko Petranovi¢, Momcilo Zecevic, Jugoslovenski federalizam. Ideje i stvar-
nost, 11, (Beograd: Prosveta, 1987); Bpanxko IleTpanoBuh, Jyzocs08eHcko uckycmeo
cpncke HayuoHaaHe uHmezpayuje, (Beorpag: Cayx6eHu sauct, 1993); DusSan Bi-
landzi¢, Hrvatska moderna povjest, (Zagreb: Golden marketing, 1999); Jby6ozapar
Jumuh, Hcmopuja cpncke dpscasiocmu. Cpbujay Jyeocaasuju, 111, (HoBu Caa: Cpricka
aKka/ieMyja Hayka 4 yMmeTHocTH (orpaHak y Hosom Capy), ,Becena’, usgaBauka
yCTaHOBa NpaBocjaBHe enapxuje bayke u JpymTBo ucropuyapa jy>kHo6adykor u
cpeMckor okpyra, 2011).

20 For more information, see: Leo Mates, Nesvrstanost. Teorija i savremena praksa,
(Beograd: Institut za medunarodnu politiku i privredu, 1970); Leo Mates,
Medunarodni odnosi socijalisticke Jugoslavije, (Beograd, 1976); Bojana Tadi¢, Olivera
Bogeti¢, Dragan Bogeti¢, Osobenosti i dileme nesvrstanosti, (Beograd: Komunist,
1982); Olivera Bogeti¢ i Dragan Bogeti¢, Nastanak i razvoj pokreta nesvrstanosti,
(Beograd: Export Press, 1981); Dragan Bogeti¢, Koreni jugoslovenskog opredeljenja
za nesvrstanost, (Beograd: Institut za savremenu istoriju, 1981); Od Arne Vestad,
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gagement in non-alignment policy pushed European issues into the back-
ground of the Yugoslav foreign policy interests. This, of course, did not
mean that the Yugoslav state leaders and the Yugoslav diplomacy “left”
Europe and stopped being interested in its problems. By dealing with the
issue of world peace, resolving conflicts by peaceful means, prohibition
of spreading nuclear weapons and nuclear testing, curbing the arms race,
advocating the peaceful and active coexistence of countries with different
political systems and ideological beliefs, Yugoslavia most directly contrib-
uted to stabilizing the situation in Europe.?! Since Yugoslavia was insepa-
rably linked to the European soil, its stability most directly depended on
its relationship with the East and West, as well as on easing the “tensions”
between the East and West in a divided Europe. The decrease of the Eu-
ropean crisis and peace across the continent, were of critical importance
for Yugoslavia.

During the preparations for the Conference of Heads of State and
Government of the Non-Aligned Countries, held from September 1 to 6
1961 in Belgrade, Yugoslav diplomacy wanted to give importance to Ber-
lin and Germany issue, and the Conference itself to contribute to over-
coming the current situation. Especially because in the time immediately
preceding the conference, the Cold War was in full swing. Confrontations
between the East and West regarding the Berlin issue resulted in raising
the Berlin Wall around mid-August 1961.22 The World peace was threat-
ened by military interventions of the colonial powers in Congo, Ango-
la, Vietnam, Laos and the escalation of the crisis over Cuba. The nuclear
moratorium was not respected. The information about the renewal of
nuclear testing, the events in Berlin and the measures yet to be taken
by each of the parties to the conflict, reached Belgrade directly from
first-hand sources. Yugoslav diplomats were aware of the fact that de-
spite diplomatic rhetoric, sometimes sharp, sometimes conciliatory, both

Globalni hladni rat, (Beograd: Arhipelag, 2009); Boretuh, [Jumuh, beozpadcka
KoH¢bepeHyuja HecepcmaHux 3eMasba.

21 Ibid.

22 Formore information on German issue, see: Dirk Verheyen, The German Questions: A
Cultural, Historical and Geopolitical Exploration, (Boulder - San Francisko - Oxford,
1991); William Glenn Gray, Germany'’s Cold War. The Global Campaign to Isolate East
Germany 1949-1969, (Chapel Hill - London: UNC Press, 2003).
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sides in the conflict made the peaceful solution of the problems quite
difficult. For Yugoslavia, the Berlin issue was not a regional problem, but
a crisis that could produce a new war. In the talks with the US represent-
atives, Belgrade pointed out that the rearmament of the Federal Republic
of Germany was a mistake, advocated recognition of Oder-Neisse line,
pointing to the need for acceptance of the two German states. For these
reasons, Yugoslav diplomacy appealed to the United States and the Soviet
Union to sit at the negotiating table and constructively resolve existing
problems. When it comes to the Soviet Union, their decision on the re-
newal of nuclear testing was considered wrong, and the fact that it was
happening on the day of the Conference of Non-Aligned Countries, coun-
terproductive and bad.” Tito believed that the existence of two German
states was a reality, advocated the recognition of existing state and tried
to persuade the heads of state and government of influential non-aligned
countries to recognize East Germany as a separate state. Tito accused the
great powers because after 1945, when it comes to Germany, they did not
choose the path of democratization but militarization. Armed Germany
was not a factor of security in Europe. In Tito’s opinion, the most effective
way to resolve the Germany and Berlin Issue was through negotiations,
removing elements that potentially encouraged conflict, finding solu-
tions that could lead to peaceful and constructive cooperation, without
prejudging the final outcome. He opposed the efforts of “preserving” the
question of Germany believing that such solutions could activate a crisis
point and lead to new conflicts.?*

With equal enthusiasm Yugoslavia was engaged on the issue of
suspension of the arm race, banning nuclear testing, and condemnation
of colonialism. However, when condemning Soviet nuclear testing, Josip
Broz was clear, but “moderate”. This political move led to establishing
better cooperation with Moscow and tightening the relations with the
West in the coming years.?> However, the Yugoslav views presented in
September 1961, most directly contributed to the consolidation of the
peace in the world, and therefore the cooperation and security in Europe.

23 Boretuh, lumuh, beoepadcka kongepenyuja HecepcmaHux semassa, 326-396.

24 Ibid.

25 AJ, KPR (837), [-4-a/ Beogradska konferencija, Zabeleska o zaklju¢cima sa sastanka
jugoslovenske delegacije odrzanog 25. 8. 1961; AJ, KPR (837); I-5-b SAD, Zabeleska
o razgovoru drzavnog sekretara Koce Popovi¢a sa ambasadorom SAD DZordZom
Kenanom od 31.8.1961; Boretuh, lumuh, beoepadcka koHgpepenyuja HecepcmaHux
3emasna, 371-396,447-448.
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The attitudes advocated by Yugoslavia at the Conference of Heads
of State and Government of Non-Aligned Countries (September 1961),
encouraged the recovery of “frozen” relations with the USSR. In the
spring 1962, the Soviet state and party leadership re-examined their pol-
icy towards Yugoslavia. Due to the internal problems faced by Yugoslavia
at that time,?® the Soviet side wanted to know “to which limit Yugoslavia
was ready to go” in mutual cooperation. At the same time, there was a
“crystallization” and long-term defining of the Yugoslav policy towards
the USSR. Belgrade was not ready to change the general framework of
its foreign policy. Summing up the overall policy toward the Soviet Un-
ion, in April 1962, the Yugoslav state leadership thought that the Soviets
“should be opposed” if “the essence of our policy” was at stake, i.e. where
accepting Soviet tendencies could cause damage to our own political in-
terests. In such circumstances, Gromyko and Brezhnev visited Yugoslavia
in April and September/October 1962 respectively.

Gromyko’s visit to Yugoslavia came after the failure of negotia-
tions of the great powers in Geneva, so the main issues discussed were
Germany, Berlin and disarmament. On that occasion, the Yugoslav side
was informed that the US agreed to respect the sovereignty of East Ger-
many, after specifying the free entry to West Berlin. Very important was
the information that the US would not provide atomic weapons to West
Germany, if other countries not having this type of weapon “waived their
right therein” which idea was opposed by the USSR. Other issues dis-
cussed in Geneva that helped Yugoslav side define its views and policies
were: non-aggression pact, the signing of peace agreements, the issue of
German borders, the withdrawal of foreign troops from military bases
in the territory of other countries, the US proposal on reducing rocket
weapons by 30%, efforts of the United States and the consent of Soviet
Union to continue bilateral talks and supress De Gaulle and Adenauer.
Since the main issue to be solved in the future was the issue of “western
army” in West Berlin, Tito was of the opinion that it should be replaced
by the troops of neutral countries or the UN forces. The Yugoslav side
thought that Berlin as a political issue was outdated. It agreed with the
assessment of the Soviets that “disarmament situation was dark.” It also

26 For more information on the gravity of internal situation, see: lumuh, Hcmopuja
cpncke dpacasgHocmu, 111/367-370.
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advocated further negotiations, “flexible” approach to resolving issues
that posed a threat to peace. Tito advised his interlocutor that, if the US
reintroduced nuclear testing, the Soviets should not rush in doing the
same. He was convinced that nuclear testing would not change the “basic
balance” of political and military powers in the world; hence, Yugoslavia
remained persistent in advocating the abolishing of all kinds of nucle-
ar tests. Tito believed that “disarmament was the most important issue”
and that Berlin issue was just a “trifle”.?’

The visit of Leonid Brezhnev to Yugoslavia and his meeting with
Josip Broz Tito (September 9 - October 4, 1962) definitely marked a new
stage in relations between Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union. It was agreed
that relations must be further developed on realistic basis, gradually and
without illusions. Observing international situation, Brezhnev put spe-
cial emphasis on the role of the USSR in the struggle for the peace in
the world. He spoke about the policy of disarmament, nuclear tests, and
exploring the cosmos. As for the “European issues”, he mentioned Berlin
and the opinion of the Soviet side “that a peace treaty should be signed
by all the countries that fought with Germany.” In this way, according to
the Soviets, “new adventures of German militarism” would be definitely
stopped. In his talks with Brezhnev, Tito did not refer to the problems
faced by Europe. Being familiar with the remarks made by the Soviets, he
specifically referred to the policy of non-alignment noting that develop-
ing countries “played an important role not at the expense but rather to
the benefit of the Soviet Union.” On that occasion, Tito rejected the objec-
tions that Yugoslavia undermined the reputation of the USSR in the Third
world countries. He told Brezhnev that the Soviets must feel “their pref-
erences” regardless of the fact that Yugoslavia did not belong to any bloc.
Pointing out that in recent years Yugoslavia acquired “reputation, trust
and position that others did not have or could not acquire,” Tito directly
alluded to the benefits Moscow could have. He warned that the Yugoslav
policy of non-alignment should be understood as a policy “in the interest
of the general common goal” (that is, socialism) and “world peace” and
that Yugoslavia then had “much more benefits than it had with them”
because in that case everybody would lose. The message was clear - “You

27 A], KPR, [-3-a/101-33, Zabeleska o razgovoru J. B. Tita sa ministrom inostranih
poslova SSSR-a A. Gromikom od 17. 4. 1962; A], KPR, 1-3-a/ 101-33, Zabeleska o
razgovoru potpredsednika SIV-a E. Kardelja sa ministrom inostranih poslova SSSR-a
Andrejom Gromikom od 19.4.1962.
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have to take care of us and see us as your friends.”?® The talks in Belgrade
enabled, after six years, a new meeting between Tito and Khrushchew.

In early December 1962, after the years of conflict and different
opinions “Yugoslav state leadership, led by ]. B. Tito, once again found
itself in Moscow. The circumstances under which the meeting took place
enabled the “widest political exchange of views on major issues of in-
terest to international relations and relations between the two socialist
countries.”?® The talks they had on that occasion led the Yugoslav nation-
al leadership to the undivided impression that the Soviet Union after
Stalin’s death, aware of its responsibilities and power, opted for lasting
peace, resolution of international disputes by peaceful means, elimina-
tion of war in international relations, and peaceful building of a commu-
nist society. The undisputable military forces and nuclear potential of the
USSR were no longer the subject of speculations about the new world
war which would abolish capitalism. The conclusion of the Yugoslav side
was that the first country of socialism no longer based its internal nor ex-
ternal orientation on the element of “force.” The Yugoslav state leadership
was encouraged by the fact that the Soviet leadership “resolutely opposed
dogmatic currents” and considered dogmatism as “the main impediment
to the implementation of a peaceful course of socialist forces.”*°

When it comes to European issues, both sides remained on the
positions set out in the previous meetings of Tito with Gromyko and
Brezhnev. There were certain changes in the field of cooperation between
the socialist countries. Defining mutual relations and relations among
socialist countries, Khrushchev tried to demonstrate to Tito, once again,
that “imperialistic” part of Yugoslavia evaluated the extent to which it
contributed to breaking the “camp” of socialist countries. Noting the dif-
ferences between attitudes in the Warsaw Pact and the “camp”, Khrush-
chev did not exclude the possibility of Yugoslavia joining the “camp”, but
also keeping its place within the circle of Non-Aligned Countries.?* The

28 More about the meeting in: AJ, KPR, 1-3-a/101-40, ZabeleSke o razgovorima jugo-
slovenske i sovjetske delegacije 24.9. - 4. 10. 1962; A], KPR, I-3-a/101-40, Zajednic-
ko saopstenje o zvanicnoj poseti Predsednika Prezidijuma Vrhovnog sovjeta SSSR L.
Breznjeva FNR].

29 A],KPR,1-2/16-1, Informacija o poseti generalnog sekretara SK] i predsednika FNR]
J. B. Tita SSSR-u decembra 1962.

30 Ibid.

31 The Russian State Archive of Contemporary History (PTAHH), ®.52, On. 1, /1. 595, JI.
1-20; AJ, KPR, I-2/16-1, Informacija o poseti generalnog sekretara SK]J i predsednika
FNR]J J. B. Tita SSSR-u decembra 1962.
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conclusion of Yugoslav side, which very much stood out from the content
of the talks, was that the further cooperation with the Soviet Union and
the “camp” of socialist countries “did not raise a question of changing
the course or returning to the ‘camp’, and so on,” because Yugoslavia had
already advocated “principled socialist relations and practical interna-
tional cooperation.” The Yugoslav state leadership also believed that “the
importance of our socialist practice grew.” Such attitudes meant the turn
in foreign policy and nearing the attitudes of Moskva.*? Such a policy was
additionally supported by the poor relations with the West.

The engagement of Yugoslavia in the Balkans most directly con-
tributed to the cooperation and security in Europe. These activities in-
tensified starting from 1959 and were reflected in the efforts of Bulgaria
and Romania to turn the Balkans into a “zone of peace”, i.e. “nuclear-free
zone”. [t was an attempt of the Eastern Bloc to neutralize the bases with
nuclear weapons in the Balkans and the Adriatic region.3® The sessions of
1961 in Athens and 1962 in Sofia, showed the ideological bias and split in
attitudes of gathered States regarding the issue of security in the Balkans.
At the third session of the Committee for Balkan Cooperation, held in
Bucharest in late May, the Yugoslav representatives principally accepted
the idea of a “nuclear-free zone in the Balkans”, but also drew attention
to the unreality of the given initiative. In their opinion, it was necessary
to build better bilateral relations among the countries in the Balkans. For
these reasons, the main objective of Yugoslav diplomacy was “to improve
and develop all forms of cooperation among the Balkan countries.” This
was considered a prerequisite for “improving the atmosphere,” gradual
advance towards “general consolidation” and improvement of political
relations. In their opinion, only a comprehensive development of bilater-
al relations, Balkan cooperation and trust, could lead to the fulfilment of
the idea of “a nuclear-free zone in the Balkans and the Adriatic region,”
the conclusion of a non-aggression pact and collective security, and re-
duction of armaments. In Belgrade, it was estimated that any Yugoslav

32 Ibid.

33 Initiative to expand the Balkan cooperation was started by Romania, and very soon
supported by Bulgaria. Basic slogans reflecting the efforts of cooperation were “zone
of peace” and “nuclear-free zone in the Balkans.” DAMSPRS, PA, 1963, f-111, dok. 5,
br.418122,419793,442104, 442383,442432.
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initiative without good bilateral relations between the Balkan countries,
was unrealistic, and interpreted as siding with the Eastern bloc. For these
reasons, Yugoslavia and the Balkans opted for a policy of active peaceful
coexistence.** Such a policy most directly contributed to cooperation and
security in the Balkans, and therefore in Europe.

A year later, at the fourth session of the Committee for Balkan
Cooperation, held in Belgrade in June 1964, the Yugoslav representatives
tried to objectively perceive the world political situation and its impact
on the Balkans. They considered it important that the Balkan countries
accept the codification of the principles of coexistence and its application
in the Balkans. This context covered three basic principles of coopera-
tion, “the consistent application of communication method and peaceful
resolution of outstanding issues in the spirit of the principles of active
peaceful coexistence, active involvement in all actions aimed at ensur-
ing peace and constructive peaceful cooperation and further improve-
ment and development of good, neighbourly bilateral relations among
Balkan countries.” Yugoslav representatives generally accepted a notion
of “nuclear-free zones” in Europe, including the Balkans, but they also
considered that the creation of nuclear-free zone in the Balkans and the
Mediterranean was a “very narrow” issue for the capacity of a confer-
ence with the participation of representatives of the Balkan countries.
The strengthening of the cooperation in the Balkan was considered “as
widely as possible” through interconnection, development of cultural
relations and strengthening of scientific ties among the Balkan nations.
Those views were incorporated into the framework of Yugoslav foreign
policy.®

A new meeting between Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union took
place in the second half of August 1963.2¢ “The Chinese issue” which
burdened external and internal position of the Soviet leadership largely

34 DAMSPRS, PA,1963,f-111,dok. 5,br. 418122,419793, 442104, 442383, 442432.

35 DAMSPRS, PA, 1964, f-182, dok. 9 i 10, br. 46004, 410664, 415924 i dok. 10, br.
424414.

36 During his visit to Yugoslavia N. S. Khrushchev visited the earthquake-devastated
Skopje and Zagreb. A], KPR, I -3-a/101-51, Razgovor N. S. Hru$¢ova i predsednika
Tita sa rukovodstvom Makedonije, 22. avgust 1963; PTAHHU, ®. 52, On. 1, /1. 544, JL
104-109, Pey H. C. Xpymr4oBa Ha pyuky y rpasy 3arpe6y 1. centem6ap 1963.
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influenced the content of the talks between N. S. Khrushchev and ]. B.
Tito. These were also influenced by a profound social crisis that made the
Soviets talk about the “brilliant” progress, successes in building social-
ism, the changed appearance of the towns and villages in the USSR.*’ The
aim was to make the Soviet Union more attractive than it really was. In
such circumstances, the talks on “European issues” were reduced to the
exchange of information, which contained the essence of the policy of
Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union. The position of Yugoslav foreign poli-
cy in Europe was marked “stable”. The relations with the Soviet Union
were defined as “good and getting better”. When it comes to the United
States, Tito noted that Yugoslavia was denied the status of most favoured
nation in trade, which meant that relations deteriorated. When it comes
to European countries, only relations with Spain and Albania were eval-
uated as bad, which indirectly led to the conclusion that Yugoslavia did
not distinguish between countries with different political or the same
systems. Tito noted that the cooperation with France was better than be-
fore, as well as that relations with West Germany were not diplomatic,
but economic, although reduced by 40%. When it comes to East Germa-
ny, he stressed the need and desire of Yugoslavia to improve relations
and noted that Belgrade and Berlin were negotiating compensation for
the victims of Nazi terror. Relations with the Third World countries Tito
defined as consistent.?®

The last meeting of N. S. Khrushchev and ]. B. Tito, which took
place in Moscow on June 8, 1964, was not an ordinary annual exchange
of views at the highest level of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia. “Consul-
tations” in which they exchanged information of “sensitive” character, set
out precise analyses, evaluated the characters and the ability of political
leaders of the Third World countries, defined the political aims and the
ways to fulfil them, expressed a high degree of agreement, contained all
the elements of a common policy. It was the result of the bonding of Yu-
goslavia and the Soviet Union, which started in 1962. Topics were the
same as in previous meetings, but the talks were much more meaningful
and rich. N. S. Khrushchev and J. B. Tito only incidentally mentioned the
“European issues” i.e. the relations between the socialist countries, par-
ticularly the crisis in relations between the USSR and Romania caused
by the fact that the authorities in that country accepted China’s position.

37 PrAHMU, ®.52,0n.1, 1. 544, J1. 5-36, 3anucHuk pasroopa H. C. XpyurdoBa u J. B. Tuta
oA 26. aBrycta 1963. roguHe.
38 Ibid.
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Yugoslav assessment was that the Soviet Union liberalized their former
views regarding forms of cooperation of socialist countries and par-
ties, but also that the ideological conflict with China urged it to disci-
pline others and impose itself as the indisputable leader of the socialist
world.* In such circumstances, Moscow blamed Belgrade for “demon-
strating” its non-bloc policy too openly which itself could not have been
possible if there were no military blocs and their differences. The dispute
was further “deepened” by Yugoslavia insisting on “its special course”
in building socialism. Especially because Khrushchev believed that the
behaviour of Bucharest was due to the fact that the Romanian leadership
followed the example of Yugoslavia and was entering the conflict with
the USSR, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, and Hunga-
ry more and more frequently. N. S. Khrushchev believed that such behav-
iour was the result of the weakening of tensions between military blocs
and the absence of a direct threat of war.** During his visit to Moscow, .
B. Tito emphasized that “both sides started with the recognition of two
sovereign German states with different social and political systems.” On
that occasion, the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia agreed on the unchangea-
bility of existing borders in Europe, not providing the German states with
nuclear weapons, further easing of tensions on the European continent
including the Balkans, the formation of nuclear-free zone, convening a
European conference on security and cooperation.*!

Frequent meetings between Belgrade and Moscow were part of
the initiatives coming from the East whose aim was to stabilize the situa-
tion in Europe. The intention of the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe was

39 PrAHH, &. 52, 0n. 1, 1. 595, JI. 85-134, 3anuck 6ecenn! H. C. Xpymesa c U. B. Tuto
Bo BpeMs BusuTa U. B. Tuto B Jlenunrpaz, 8-9. Uwons 1964r; AJ, KPR, 1-2/18-2, Za-
pis razgovora Prvog sekretara CK KPSS i Presedavajuceg Saveta ministara SSSR N. S.
Hrus$cova sa Generalnim sekretarom SK] i Predsednikom SFR] J. B. Titom, 8.jun 1964;
Jyeocaasuja-CCCP, Cycpemu u pazzogopu, 606-640.

40 Ibid.

41 PrAHH, @. 52, 0=. 1, [I. 595, JI. 85-134, 3anucs 6eceann! H. C. Xpymesa c U. B. Tuto
Bo BpeMs Busuta M. B. Tuto B Jlenunrpazn, 8-9. Uona 1964r; AJ, KPR, 1-2/18-2, Za-
pis razgovora Prvog sekretara CK KPSS i Presedavajuceg Saveta ministara SSSR N. S.
Hrus$c¢ova sa Generalnim sekretarom SK]J i Predsednikom SFR] J. B. Titom, 8. jun 1964.
godine; DAMSPRS, DA, PA, f-154, dok. 2, br. 46194, NaSe izjave u vezi problema evrop-
ske bezbednosti.
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to resolve the “German issue” in a peaceful manner and with the conclu-
sion of a peace treaty that would sanction the existence of two German
states, establish a special status of West Berlin, and leave the question
of German reunification to Bon and Berlin. According to the estimates of
Yugoslav diplomats, the main goal of the USSR was to prevent future ag-
gression of Germany. For Moscow, the establishment of European secu-
rity system was essentially linked to the German issue. In the initiatives
coming from Warsaw, Prague, Bucharest, and Berlin, Yugoslav diplomacy
saw the tendency of the arming of the Federal Republic of Germany, iso-
lated US policy - the Federal Republic of Germany in Europe, stopped the
formation of multilateral NATO forces in the Old World, “frozen” the pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons, made decisive steps towards improving
the international situation in accordance with the principles of the UN,
improved neighbourly relations, improved economic and cultural coop-
eration, preserved the existing borders...*? Such efforts were contrary to
the European policy of the US and attempts to use the “common policy”
of the West for creating the impression of the cessation of American he-
gemony in NATO, indirectly enabling the nuclear arming of Germany, and
putting all nuclear facilities of Western European countries under the
unique American control.*?

Yugoslavia also made a statement regarding these issues. In a
statement issued on the occasion of the Polish Memorandum on nuclear
armaments freeze in Europe (so-called “Gomulka plan”), in addition to
unconditional support, it was stressed that this should be the initial and
transitional measure, aimed at stopping the nuclear arms race and con-
solidating security and trust among the countries of Central Europe.*

In the late June and early July 1964, Tito visited Poland. During
the talks, one of the main issues was the cooperation and security in Eu-
rope. Both sides emphasized the importance of a “program of general and
complete disarmament,” which was proposed in Moscow. In this context,
they also supported initiatives “that led to the limitation of arming and

42 DAMSPRS, DA, PA, 1966, f-154, dok. 2, br. 46194, Problemi evropske bezbednosti i
inicijative istoCnoevropskih zemalja.

43 Radovan Vukadinovi¢, Sila i interesi: Vanjska politika SAD, (Zagreb: Centar za kulturnu
djelatnost omladine, 1972), 273; Cehuli¢ Vukadinovié, Euroatlantizam i suvremeni
medunarodni odnosi, 71, 72; Vukadinovi¢, Cehuli¢ Vukadinovié, BoZinovié, NATO
euroatlanska integracija, 114-126.

44 Jby6ogpar /Jumuh, ,JyrocnaBuja u ‘Ilnman Tomynka'™, pedepar mnojgHeT Ha
MebhyHnapozaHoj HayyHOj KOHepeHIUjU [y20c108eHCKO-N0bCKU 00Hocu Y XX 8eky,
Beorpapg 29-30. centembap 2016, (pag y mrammnu).
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easing tensions in particularly irregular regions.” One of such initiatives
was to establish “nuclear-free zone in Central Europe and the Balkans,
as well as in other parts of the world.” Yugoslavia also supported the Pol-
ish initiative regarding “nuclear and thermonuclear armament freeze in
Central Europe,” believing that it could encourage further steps in dis-
armament and easing of tensions in the area of crucial importance for
European security. Tito and his collocutors marked the “German issue”
a key to security in Europe. They were consistent in the view that the
policy conducted by DR Germany contributed to peace. In contrast, the
views of the Federal Republic of Germany were estimated as militaristic,
revanchist, revisionist, and the support that the West provided to such a
policy destructive for security in Europe. The stability of the European
continent depended on: accepting the reality of the existence of two Ger-
man states, recognition of the unchangeability of existing German and
Polish borders, renunciation of nuclear weapons on the territory of two
German states, and the signing of a peace treaty with the two German
states.*

Just a few days after Tito’s visit to Poland and the presentation
of two almost identical views on key issues of European security and co-
operation, the delegation of the Yugoslav League for Peace at the confer-
ence of the representatives of peace movements of Mediterranean coun-
tries, held in Algiers from July 5 to 9, 1964, promoted denuclearisation
of the Mediterranean. On that occasion, they adopted documents which
requested the removal of all nuclear weapons from Mediterranean, elim-
ination of military bases, suspension and prohibition of production,
distribution and import of nuclear assets. One of the proposals of the
Yugoslav delegation for the governments of the riparian Mediterranean
countries was to begin denuclearization themselves, appeal to the great
powers to withdraw their nuclear weapons, close the bases and suspend
the nuclear arms race.*®

45 AJ,KPR(837),1-2/20, Poseta]. B. Tita Poljskoj od 21. 6. do 2. 7. 1964; Dragan Bogetic¢,
»Razgovori Tita i Gomulke u VarSavi 1964. i u Beogradu 1965. godine. Sli¢nosti
i razlike u jugoslovenskim i poljskim stavovima o medunarodnim odnosima i o
odnosima izmedu socijalistickih zemalja“, Jugoslovensko-poljski odnosi u XX veku,
urednici prof. dr Momc¢ilo Pavlovi¢, dr hab. Andrzej Zaéminski, dr Dragomir BondZi¢,
(Beograd: Institut za savremenu istoriju, 2015), 323-342.

46 DAMSPRS, PA, 1964, {-242, dok. 9, br. 416670, 428910, 431753; 'h. BacusbeBuh,
,JyTOCJIOBEHCKH CTaBOBH O €BPOINICKOM MUTawy", Mamepujaiu o e8ponckoj
6e36edHocmu u capadreu, (beorpag, 1969), 162.
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During his visit to Czechoslovakia in early June 1965, Josip Broz
and Antonin Novotny noted “the unity of views” on major internation-
al issues. They urged the Government to “strengthen the security and
peace” in Europe, condemned the militarization of the Federal Republic
of Germany and the efforts to annul the results of the Second World War.
They were worried about Bon’s efforts to gain access to atomic weapons
and ignoring the existence of DR Germany by the Western states. In a
joint statement, Tito and Novotny once again emphasized the importance
of strengthening security in Europe, condemned the revival of the milita-
rist and revanchist tendencies, requested recognition of the two German
states and the normalization of the situation in Berlin, stood up for the
convening of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe.*’

The solving of “German issue” and European security were dis-
cussed in June 1965 and during Tito’s visit to the German Democratic
Republic. On that occasion, Josip Broz and Walter Ulbricht expressed
almost the “exact match” of the two countries’ positions on key inter-
national issues. They agreed upon the growing influence of socialism,
strengthening of the forces committed to peace, increasingly important
role of non-aligned countries, and increasingly aggressive policy of the
US and the West. When it comes to European issues, Tito and Ulbricht
were of the opinion “that certain efforts and measures had to be taken
to permanently guarantee European security and peaceful development
of the peoples of Europe.” These “efforts” and “measures” included the
easing of international tensions, negotiations of European countries on
disarmament, elimination of the “elements of the Cold War” in Europe,
creating nuclear-free zones... Considering the political situation in FR
Germany, they spotted the strengthening of militarist and revanchist
forces, their attempts to revise the results of World War II, change the ex-
isting borders, and get their hands on nuclear weapons. Tito and Ulbricht
agreed that peace and security in Europe could only occur with respect
to the reality of the existence of two German states with different social
and political system, respect for the existing balance of power, stopping
the arms race, the ban on the deployment of nuclear weapons on the ter-
ritory of the Federal Republic of Germany, normalizing the situation in
Berlin, stop ignoring and isolating DR Germany. In this context, the two

47  AJ,KPR(837),1-2/26-2, Poseta . B. Tita DR Cehoslovackoj, 2-8.jun 1965; DAMSPRS,
PA, f-154, dok. 2, br. 46194, NaSe izjave u vezi problema evropske bezbednosti.
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statesmen have called for the convening of the conference of European
states on security in Europe.*®

All estimations regarding developments and ways to establish
cooperation and security in Europe made in Prague and Berlin were re-
peated during Tito’s visit to the Soviet Union in June and July 1965. Le-
onid Brezhnev and Tito estimated that Europe was not ready to embark
on an adventure in Algeria caused by the change of Ben Bella. They were
of the opinion that NATO was losing the power, suffering divisions and
probably would not survive 1969 and signing of a new agreement with
the members. In this context, the Soviets were willing to support France
and Norway in their dissatisfaction with the policy of the NATO pact. In a
joint statement, Tito and Brezhnev expressed the need for the formation
of “a reliable system of European security and the peaceful resolution of
the German issue - starting with the fact that there were two German
states with different social systems.”*

When it comes to the assessment of the situation in Europe and
ensuring security, the talks were conducted with representatives of the
Polish party-governmental delegation headed by Vladislav Gomulka in
Belgrade in November 1965. However, on this occasion, they noted a cer-
tain deviation from the “closeness of views” established in Prague, Berlin
and Moscow. The differences were visible around the “tactical approach-
es to and assessments of” certain issues and were a sign that the Yu-
goslav foreign policy began with mild deviation, when European issues
were concerned, in relation to the view in unison with the countries of
the socialist bloc, typical for the whole 1965. The Yugoslav side identified
European security as a “major concern” of the Polish state. They talked
about the German revanchism regarding the issue of borders and nucle-
ar weapons. The Yugoslav side supported the idea of nuclear-free zone
in Europe, but, at the same time, drew attention to the “positive trends,”
reflected in a larger number of contacts, expanded cooperation, and a Eu-
ropean policy of France. Joint statement once again highlighted the need
to guarantee the immutability of the German and Polish borders. Yugo-
slavia also supported the Polish initiative on the creation of nuclear-free
zone and the freezing of nuclear weapons in Central Europe. This was

48 AJ,KPR(837),1-2/26-2, Poseta]. B. Tita DR Nemackoj, 8-13.jun 1965; DAMSPRS, PA,
f-154, dok. 2, br. 46194, NasSe izjave u vezi problema evropske bezbednosti.

49 AJ,KPR,1-2/26-3, PasroBopu JI. U. BpexxweBa u ]. b. Tutay MockBu 19.1 29. 6. 1965;
BacusbeBuh, ,JyrocsioBeHCKH CTABOBY O €BPOIICKOM NMUTAaWY ", 164.
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once again followed by the proposal for the convening of a conference on
European security.>

The range of Yugoslav activities in Europe was somewhat re-
stricted by reserved attitude of European countries towards its non-
aligned policy (anti-colonialism, anti-block policy, opposition to spread-
ing nuclear weapons, and support for developing countries...). For these
reasons, Belgrade sought to improve bilateral relations, primarily with
neighbouring countries, and then with most European countries. This
could explain why at the beginning of the 1960s Yugoslavia did not pro-
mote its own initiatives and proposals. Priority was given to practical co-
operation with the countries of both blocs. Along with that, according to
estimates, Yugoslavia supported all initiatives that led to easing tensions,
increasing security, and developing cooperation among the European
countries. This was not contrary to the attitudes of national leadership
that the proposals were not realistic enough and therefore could not give
visible results. In such circumstances, Belgrade knew it had to “adjust”
its policy to the current situation in Europe and the growing need for
“wider cooperation and peaceful coexistence”, overcoming closed eco-
nomic markets, removing economic and trade barriers, the greater cir-
culation of ideas and people, and ensuring security. These issues were
very important and had to find their place in Yugoslav foreign policy as
soon as possible. This meant providing stronger support to initiatives
advocating a wider cooperation among the European countries and the
region. When it comes to initiatives that had a block or ideological char-
acter, the state leadership was of the opinion that such meetings should
be avoided. In addition to developing cooperation with neighbours, it
was also necessary to improve relations with “major partners” (social-
ist countries: the USSR, Romania, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and western
countries: France, Scandinavia and the Benelux countries). They aimed
to intensify consultations on all current European issues and establish

50 AJ,KPR(837),1X,101/I-161, Informacija o poseti poljske partijsko-vladine delegacije
SFRJ 15-19.11. 1965; Bogeti¢, ,Razgovori Tita i Gomulke®, 323-342.
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a closer relationship with the representatives of European parliaments,
socio-political organizations, and parties.>!

Yugoslav involvement in the field of security in Europe once
again came to forefront in December 1965 at the 20™ session of the UN
General Assembly. On that occasion, Resolution no. 2129 was adopted
unanimously. Yugoslavia was one of the promoters of the “Actions on
the regional level with a view to improving good neighbourly relations
among European States having different social and political systems.”
The resolution was passed at a time of crisis in international relations.
The US increased their military presence in Vietnam and expanded the
range of military operations. The conflict between India and Pakistan
threatened to engage China. The United States continued to pressure
South American countries (Brazil, Bolivia, and the Dominican Republic).
The declaration of independence of Southern Rhodesia produced insta-
bility in Africa and revived the activities of former colonial powers. The
relations between Washington and Moscow were tensed. The interests
of the great powers have greatly paralyzed the activities of the United
Nations. In such circumstances, Yugoslav support to Resolution no. 2129
was a support to UN reaffirmation. The document emphasized the need
to respect the equal rights and mutual interests of European countries,
prompted an increase in their political, economic, scientific-technical
and cultural cooperation, appealed to the governments of European
countries to “increase efforts” to improve mutual relations in order to
create an atmosphere of trust and resolve issues that hinder the easing
of tensions in the world.>? At the session held on the occasion of the adop-
tion of Resolution no. 2129 Yugoslav ambassador to the UN Danilo Lekié¢
emphasized the commitment of Yugoslavia to strengthening internation-
al understanding and comprehensive development of friendly relations
in the world. Noting that in the past there were obstacles on the way of
establishing and deepening relationships “with countries in the Europe-
an region,” Leki¢ said that in recent years “certain steps were taken to
improve good neighbourly relations between European countries with
different political systems.” Such cooperation, according to him, was the
result of the willingness of European countries to cooperate with Yugo-

51 DAMSPRS, PA, 1966, f-154, dok. 2, br. 46194, Odnosi Jugoslavije sa evropskim
zemljama i njena pozicija u Evropi.

52 The resolution was submitted by Romania. Aide Memoire o unapredenju saradnje
evropskih zemalja, publikacija DSIP-a, (Beograd, 9. januar 1967); BacusbeBuh,
,JyTOCJIOBEHCKH CTaBOBU O €BPOIICKOM MUTamy", 163.
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slavia on the principles of full equality of respect, independence, sover-
eignty, territorial integrity, non-interference in internal affairs, and these
were the basic principles of active and peaceful policy advocated by Yu-
goslav diplomacy. He thought it was particularly important because res-
olution referred to Europe, an area where “different socio-political sys-
tems were most distinctive and most directly expressed” and where the
barriers artificially imposed by the Cold War should disappear as soon as
possible. Resolution no. 2129 greatly contributed to the stabilization of
peace in Europe, and Yugoslav diplomacy considered it the most effective
contribution to the peace in the world.>

Yugoslav diplomacy continued to promote these attitudes
through intensive cooperation and relations with the countries, sponsors
of the Resolution no. 2129. A number of meetings were organized in New
York to exchange opinions on how to implement the resolution in the
fields of politics, economy, culture, education, science and technology. At
these meetings, Yugoslavia represented the view that political develop-
ments in Europe imposed an obligation of “viable and realistic” approach
to solving the problems of security and cooperation. To this end, Yugosla-
via developed a special Aide memoire. It restored the support to Resolu-
tion no. 2129, represented situation in Europe and defined the possible
principles of cooperation. It also pointed to the capabilities of existing
organizations to establish cooperation among European states and indi-
cated possible forms of political, economic and cultural cooperation. Par-
ticularly intensive cooperation and exchange of views was established
with Austria and Romania.>*

In an expose submitted to the Federal Council of the National As-
sembly of the SFRY in January 1966, the State Secretary for Foreign Af-
fairs Marko Nikezi¢ recalled that the basis of Yugoslavia’s foreign policy
was an active peaceful coexistence. It implied commitment “to the right
of each nation to free and independent choice of development and social
system without outside interference, respect for sovereignty and terri-
torial integrity of all states, the renunciation of the use of force in inter-
national relations and the settlement of disputes by peaceful means, as
well as equal political and economic international cooperation.” When it
comes to Europe, he noted that situation on the continent was “relatively
calm” over the past year. He also assessed that the relations between so-

53 DAMSPRS, PA, 1965, f-182, Govor D. Leki¢a od 18. 12. 1965; DAMSPRS, PA, 1965,
f-182, dok. 7,br. 444178.
54 DAMSPRS, PA, 1966, f-154, dok. 2, br. 442150.

29



TOKOBH HCTOPHJE 3/2016. 9-42

cialist and Western countries improved, trade expanded, and the number
of peace initiatives increased. In his opinion, Yugoslavia gave a significant
contribution to a realistic approach to the issue of European security and
cooperation which implied the acceptance of the fact that there were two
German states in Europe. Presenting the views of Yugoslav diplomacy
Nikezi¢ particularly emphasized that the unification of Germany was “the
question of German people” but that such Germany must be “a factor of
peace and stability in Europe.” Military spirit of revanchism and plans
that would allow FR Germany access to atomic weapons Yugoslavia con-
sidered “dangerous and unacceptable” and strongly opposed them be-
cause they were contrary to the interest of European nations, and Ger-
man people.*®

During 1966, Yugoslavia did not significantly change its attitude
towards European security. Its diplomatic representatives, affirming the
recommendations of the United Nations, at the session of Inter-Parlia-
mentary Union held in Canberra in mid-April 1966, gave the initiative
for holding a conference, aimed at expanding cooperation and bringing
closer the countries with different social systems. The aim was to create
conditions under which, one day, the European countries would be able
to solve the problems they face. Yugoslav initiative was adopted unani-
mously.*>

The performance of Yugoslavia in Canberra was a part of diplo-
matic campaign whose aim was to support the idea of European Security
and Cooperation presented in Resolution no. 2129 unanimously adopted
at the 20™ session of the UN General Assembly.®’ Yugoslav initiative was
met with resistance based primarily on distrust of the West that it was a
part of Moscow’s plans for convening the Pan-European Conference that
would deal with the issue of European security. However, the Yugoslav
initiative was supported by the participants of the round table East-West,
held in Paris in April 1966.%

In the second half of April 1966, during Tito’s visit to Romania,
hosts and guests both observed “increased aggressive activity of impe-
rialist forces.” They thought it was a historic attempt to slow down the
process of “progressive and democratic development.” When it comes

55 Cmenoepagpcke Genewrke CagesHe ckynwmuHe, Cage3Ho gehe, 39. cednuya od 20.
janyapa 1966. zodune, (Beorpaz, 1966), 123-124.

56 BacusbeBuh, ,]JyrocsioBeHCKY CTABOBH O €BPOIICKOM MU Tawy", 164.

57 DAMSPRS, PA, 1966, f-157, dok. 7, br. 410614.

58 DAMSPRS, PA, 1966, f-157, dok. 7, br. 416942.
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to Europe, both parties supported the views on cooperation, trust, and
good neighbourly relations between the countries of Europe outlined in
UN Resolution no. 2129. In this context, both sides agreed to establish an
effective system of European security, and objected to the approach of
“the West German militarism to the nuclear weapons in any form.” They
thought that improving relations among the Balkan states was very im-
portant and demonstrated commitment to the promotion of cooperation
in the future.*

The meeting of representatives of parliaments of nine European
countries, supporters of the resolution “Actions on the regional level with
a view to improving good neighbourly relations among European States
having different social and political systems” was held at the invitation of
the Federal Assembly of Yugoslavia in September 1966. The meeting was
carefully prepared in the spring 1966 and UN Secretary General U Thant
was informed about the entire procedure. Preparations for the meeting
included prominent Yugoslav diplomats whose suggestions on the devel-
opment of economic relations between East and West, the conclusion of
the multilateral agreements of the European countries on economic co-
operation, planning of regional cooperation, promotion of scientific-tech-
nical cooperation, formation of a common European system of energy
supply, increased industrial cooperation and inter-regional circulation of
capital, creating an atmosphere for a faster resolution of political issues
were discussed before the conference. Representatives of the Western
states, sponsors of the Resolution no. 2129 held that meeting in Belgrade
might be for information purposes only and without making any deci-
sions. Representatives of the United Kingdom and the United States did
not approve of the gathering in Belgrade. Gaullists in French Parliament
supported the meeting in Belgrade, believing that it could bring “a quali-
ty change in relations in Europe.”®’

At the conference, the President of the Federal Assembly of the
FPRY Edvard Kardelj came forward with the proposal of holding a con-
sultative meeting of representatives of European parliaments, whose
task would be to “bridge” the obstacles and differences “in the field of in-
ternational relations and cooperation among European peoples.” Kardelj
believed that cooperation between European parliaments can be a sig-
nificant factor in providing trust, communication and security in Europe.
Representatives of the Western states shared a common view that the

59 AJ,KPR(837),1-2/28, Poseta]. B. Tita Rumuniji, 18-23. 4. 1966.
60 DAMSPRS, PA, 1966, f-157, dok. 7, br. 432220, 433815, 434129, 434215.
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future meeting should be held within the framework of the Inter-Parlia-
mentary Union. There were those who felt that the meeting in Belgrade
was sufficient and did not see the need for another gathering. However,
in the end, the Yugoslav proposal was unanimously accepted.5!

A further step in implementation of the recommendations of
Resolution no. 2129 and realization of Yugoslav initiative on the organi-
zation of consultative meeting of the representatives of European parlia-
ments, was the meeting of foreign ministers of “Nine” held in New York
in October 1966. Since the Yugoslav proposal was unanimously accepted,
and the Federal Assembly of Yugoslavia supported the idea of conven-
ing the conference of the members of European parliaments, E. Kardelj
sent a letter to the presidents of European parliaments on December 14,
1966. It conveyed the belief of the Yugoslav side that a conference of rep-
resentatives of European parliaments would make a significant contribu-
tion to the strengthening of a mutual trust in Europe, bringing the coun-
tries closer together, and freeing Europe from “the phenomenon and the
result of the Cold War.”%?

In early January 1967, in Aide memoire on the improvement of
cooperation between European countries, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
of Yugoslavia expressed its willingness to contribute to a favourable de-
velopment in Europe “within the limits of real opportunities.” Yugoslav
diplomats believed that the pending process of improving relations and
cooperation in Europe was in accordance with the interests of all Euro-
pean countries regardless of their social and political system. They as-
sumed that, for these reasons, European countries were trying to come
up with “possibilities and ways” to improve security and cooperation in
Europe. In such circumstances, Yugoslavia made it clear that other Euro-
pean countries “did not conceive the future of Europe in the framework
of bloc and other forms of division,” but in “all-round cooperation be-
tween independent and equal states.” For Yugoslavia, the only possible
policy that could have provided security and cooperation in Europe, was
one based on the principles of active peaceful coexistence. In the opin-

61 Beside Yugoslavia, also invited were representatives of Sweden, Romania, Austria,
Belgium, Finland, Bulgaria, Denmark, and Hungary. Representatives of Austria did
not attend the meeting in Belgrade.

DAMSPRS, PA, 1966, f-157, dok. 7, br. 414722, 416942, 410614, 420616, 424936,
414759,432220,433815,434129,434215.

62 DAMSPRS, PA, 1966, f-157, dok. 7, br. 444460; Stenografske beleske Narodne
skupstine, Savezno vece, 48. sednica od 24. i 25. novembra 1966, (Beograd, 1966), 51—
52; BacusbeBuh, ,JyrocsioBeHCKY CTABOBH O €BPOIICKOM MUTawy", 164-167.
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ion of Belgrade, mutual cooperation of European countries would enable
them to fulfil another obligation - to provide more effective assistance to
developing countries.®®

“Shifts among the forces”, tendencies to change the inherited
relations between power and influence, complex and controversial de-
velopment of contemporary international relations, were some of the
characteristics of the times when the issue of European security was re-
opened. In such circumstances, the “European area” and “the direction of
its development,” became all the more significant for Yugoslavia. Accord-
ingly, the Yugoslav foreign policy started adapting to new circumstances,
and Yugoslav diplomacy turning to Europe. Yugoslav perspective of Eu-
rope made an important part of the exposé submitted by the Secretary
of State for Foreign Affairs Marko Nikezi¢ to the delegates of the Federal
Council of the Federal Assembly of Yugoslavia in January 1967.5* Exposé
confirmed that the Yugoslav diplomacy, regardless of its involvement in
the Third World, did not lose track of the situation in Europe and very
early noticed causal relations by which each confrontation of the great
powers in Europe, most directly threatened the world peace, just as the
easing of tensions on this continent contributed to the strengthening of
peace in the world. For these reasons, Belgrade believed that “favoura-
ble evolution of the situation in Europe, particularly in the field of rela-
tions between East and West,” indicated a real progress “on the way to
peaceful international cooperation.” Earlier bloc confrontations and the
policy of force derived therefrom experienced significant modifications
and were gradually abandoned as a frame of foreign policy in most Euro-
pean countries. Such developments were considered favourable for new
political initiatives and conscious action which was to move a historical
process in a desired direction. Belgrade was not ready to miss such an
opportunity. All the more so because there was a belief that the current
stability was not the result of nuclear powers’ interest in confrontations,
more autonomous operation, increased roles and specific national inter-
ests of European states to cooperate, develop rapidly and take care of

63 Aide Memoire o unapredenju saradnje evropskih zemalja.
64  Stenografske beleske Savezne skupstine SFR], Savezno vece, 51. sednica od 26.i27. janu-
ara 1967. godine, (Beograd, 1967), 7-15.
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security in Europe. Under the given circumstances, the military blocs in
Belgrade were forced to “adapt to new trends,” which in the future would
lead to their destruction. European countries were convinced that a bloc
division “was not inevitable in the future Europe” and that national secu-
rity could be protected more effectively by equal cooperation among the
states rather than relying on the great powers and their military poten-
tial. Yugoslav diplomacy supposed that the possibilities of Europe, after
the Cold War and divisions, would increase in the future, and that this
should be taken into account. Such a development is considered good
for the peoples of Europe, and the Mediterranean countries, Africa and
Asia, towards which Europe had responsibility, especially in the field
of eliminating colonialism and underdevelopment. Therefore, Yugoslav
diplomacy opted for launching initiatives that would, as an alternative
to “armed peace” imposed by military blocs, enable a broad dialogue on
European issues, encourage joint action of European states to ensure se-
curity, provide unhindered independent development of each and every
European country. Such initiatives included the support to the UN Res-
olution no. 2129, the efforts to convene meeting of representatives of
parliaments across Europe to discuss security, and insisting on bilateral
cooperation between European countries. The Yugoslav commitment to
the organization of the Conference on Security and Cooperation should
be also mentioned.®®

In the second half of the 1960s there were other initiatives for
holding of the conference on security. One of these initiatives, which Yu-
goslavia did not support, was the holding of a conference of communist
parties on the theme of collective security in Europe. The initiator of this
idea, which began in 1965, and gained full momentum and the support
of the USSR and the Warsaw Pact in 1966, was the Communist Party of
France. Yugoslavia thought it “needed to stay away from all the initiatives
that even bore semblance of unilateral and concerted action with the par-
ties of socialist countries.” In this way, it demonstrated “an independent
international position in the world, especially in relation to the blocs in

65 Ibid.
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Europe”.5® De Gaulle’s withdrawal from NATO, the imminent termination
of NATO agreement and uncertainty of its extension, the increasing inter-
est of the USSR in European issues, the opportunity to perform activation
of the movement for peace in European countries, grouping of forces op-
posed to increasing the danger of war, demonstration of the unity of the
communist parties of Europe were some of the motives for the convening
of the Conference of European Communist and Workers’ Parties devoted
to European security. The conference was held in Karlovy Vary.
Yugoslavia considered that this type of counselling “narrowed
the base” for achieving the desired results, whereas Josip Broz Tito point-
ed out that the attitudes of Yugoslavia differed in terms of “the way of
looking at current trends in Europe and assessment of the European situ-
ation as a whole.” There were some facts of particular concern: neglecting
positive elements of European trends and changes in the socio-economic
structures “leading to qualitatively new relations in Europe”; bypassing
the policy of non-alignment as “a major factor in the fight for the stabili-
zation of the international situation and the peace in the world”; neglect-
ing complex problems of developing countries and provoking instability
in the world. The Conference condemned the US policy in Europe and
marked it as a main impediment to the cooperation between European
countries. It pointed out that European problems should be solved with-
out involvement of the US. The policy of the Federal Republic of Germany
was marked as the main obstacle to the peace in Europe whereas the
policy of the German Democratic Republic was supported. The emphasis
was put to the role of European communist parties in the struggle for
peace and security in Europe and establishing cooperation with other
political parties that had the same goal (especially the Social Democrats,
trade unions and certain Catholic circles). There were claims for the rec-
ognition of two German states and existing borders, as well as for the ban
of nuclear weapons to FR Germany. The removal of artificial barriers be-
tween the socialist and communist countries was marked as the impera-
tive of security in Europe. There was also a call for withdrawal of foreign
troops and the liquidation of foreign military bases on the territory of

66 A], CK SK], IX, 144/LVI-3, Zabeleska o inicijativi KP Francuske za sazivanje evrop-
ske konferencije komunistickih partija o pitanju evropske bezbednosti, 21. 2. 1966;
AJ, CK SK]J, IX, 144 /LVI-4, Inicijativa evropskih komunistickih partija za saziv Konfe-
rencije o evropskoj bezbednosti, 23. 5. 1966; A], CK SK], IX, 144 /LVI-9, Informacija o
zvani¢nom sondiranju uce$¢a delegacije SK] na konferenciji evropskih komunistic-
kih partija o pitanjima evropske bezbednosti, 12. 7. 1966.
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Europe. The formation of Europe without military blocs was suggested.
There was an initiative for holding of the conference of European states
on the issue of security. The support was given to the principle of neutral-
ity and the prominent role of neutral countries in dealing with European
issues. There were also the requests for the liquidation of foreign troops
and foreign military bases. The attention was drawn to “favourable cir-
cumstances” that in 1969, the NATO agreement would expire; the crea-
tion of a Europe without military blocs was proposed.®”

The analysis of the present circumstances made by the Yugoslav
state and party leadership showed that the conference in Karlovy Vary
(April 1967), as well as counselling in Warsaw that preceded it (Febru-
ary 1967) aimed to firmly connect and instruct the Communist Party to
contribute to “the strengthening of camp cohesion,” enable long-term
hegemony of the CPSU in the international communist movement, slow
down the processes of evolution and independence of the leaderships of
the communist party in socialist countries, prevent direct connections
between the socialist and capitalist countries in Europe, and strengthen
the international position of the USSR as a great power compared to the
US and China.®

In the late 1967, Minister Nikezi¢ presented the circumstances in
Europe to the representatives of the Federal and Organizational Council
of the Federal Assembly of the SFRY. The main message of this presenta-
tion was that Yugoslavia would stay engaged at the international level,
but that “tasks of foreign policy must evolve” in line with the develop-
ment of internal and international circumstances. “Reforms”, as he called
the moment of socio-economic development of the country, offered
various forms of connecting with the world. When it comes to Europe,
Yugoslavia supported the tendency of “expansion of cooperation” be-
tween European countries, but its diplomacy was aware of the extent to
which the conflict in the Middle East (Arab-Israeli war of 1967), events in
Greece (Seduction military dictatorship) or Cyprus crisis, instigated new

67 A], CKSK], IX, 144/LVI-9, Informacija o zvanicnom sondiranju uces¢a delegacije SK]J
na konferenciji evropskih komunistickih partija o pitanjima evropske bezbednosti,
12.7.1966; AJ, CK SK]J, IX, 144 /LVI-11, Predlog odluke o neucestvovanju predstavni-
ka SK] na Konferenciji evropskih komunistickih partija o evropskoj bezbednosti; A],
CK SK]J, IX, 144 /LVI-26, Izlaganje ]. B. Tita na sednici Predsednistva CK SK] od 16. 3.
1967; AJ, CK SKJ, IX, 144 /LVI-37, Pismo CK SKJ upuéeno CK KP CSSR od 18. 4. 1967;
AJ, CK SK]J, IX, 144/1VI-46, Informacija o Konferenciji KP Evrope u Karlovim Varima,
12.5.1967; A], CK SK], IX, 144 /LVI-51, Rezolucija Konferencije u Karlovim Varima.

68 Ibid.
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disagreements and made European situation seem unfavourable. These
events led to the knowledge, very important for the Yugoslav diplomacy,
that Europe and the Mediterranean were linked to the extent that they
could not be separated and that it was illusory to believe that it was pos-
sible to achieve security in one of these areas, and have a crisis, conflict
and war in another. In such circumstances, Belgrade believed that Euro-
pean countries should be oriented towards a long-term cooperation and
“new relationships”, regardless of the different social systems, in order
to reduce the “external influences” that encourage conflicts and threaten
the security. In contrast to divisions, Yugoslav diplomacy saw Europe as
a “community of independent and equal states.” This goal was to be ful-
filled through bilateral cooperation with European countries, initiatives
within the framework of foreign policy, and willingness to help in over-
coming crisis situations.®

The amount of attention devoted to Europe and European issues
by the President, the government, and parliamentary bodies undoubted-
ly showed that the second half of the 1960s shaped “European policy of
Yugoslavia.”
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Pezume

Jby6ogpar Jumuh

JyrociaBuja u 6e36eaHoCcT y EBponu 60-ux rognHa XX Beka
(momwieay, CTABOBY, MHULIUjaTUBE)

Ancrpakrt: [lutawe Mupa u 6e36eaHocTH ¥ EBponu je 6usio
jeAHO OJf LEeHTpPaJHUX NUTamwa jyrocJOBeHCKe CIOJbHE I0-
JIMTUKe TOKOM lie3zeceTux rogavHa 20. Beka. JyrociaBuyja je
noApKaBajia UHUIMjaTUBE Y I[U/by 00yCTaB/balba U 3a0paHe
HYyKJIeapHHUX Np06a, YHULITeHa 3aCTapesor BOjHOT apceHala,
HellMpera HYKJIEApHOT OpYy:Kja, MOCTH3ama Iy06anHe 6es-
6e/JHOCTH, 3a/1araJa ce 3a npu3Hame rpanuia Ha Oapu u Hucu
Y yKasuBaja Ha NOTpeby NMpHUXBaTama JBe HeMadyKe JpKaBe.
YjaHak je mMcaH Ha OCHOBY jyTOCJOBEHCKUX U COBjeTCKHX
06jaB/beHUX U He0bjaB/beHUX JJOKyMeHaTa U peJieBaHTHE [[0-
Mahe u cTpaHe JiuTepaType.

Ksby4dHe peun: Jyrociasuja, EBpona, CCCP, CA/], XnagHu par,
6e30eJHOCT, HyKJIeapHO OpYy»Kje, HeMayKo NMUTakbe, Jocun bpos

TokoMm mesaecetux roaunHa 20. Beka Ha MehyHapo/JHOj CLieHH je
M0CTOjao BEJIMKU 6pOj MHULUjaTUBA yCMePEHHUX Ka OJipKatby MUpa U CTa-
6uHOCTU. BeslvKe cusie cy McKa3uBaJie HHTEepeC 3a 3aK/byUlBae Nap-
[UjaJIHUX YTOBOPA O KOHTPOJIU HYKJIEapHOT HAaopy»aka, 3al04YeTH Cy
pasroBOpU 0 00yCTaB/bakby M 3a0paHU HYKJIeapHUX NPo6a, YHUIITEHY
3acTapesior BOjHOT apceHasia, HellMpewy HYKJeapHOTr Opy»Kja, MOCTHU-
3amy IJ06anHe 6e36eJHOCTH UT/,. Y TaKBUM YCJI0BHUMA je U jyroc/JOBeH-
CKH BpPX MO3UIIMOHHUPAO CONCTBEHO MUI/beHE, CTABOBE U KOHKPETHE
MHUIMjaTUBEe O TUM Ba)XHUM IHTamUMa €BpOICKe 6yayhHOCTH, cMa-
Tpajyhu fia je co/bHOMOJUTUYKA CTAOUJIHOCT KJ/bYYHU UHTEpeC jyro-
CJIOBEHCKe Jip>KaBe. JyrociaByja je IOYETKOM lie3JeCeTUX UCTULaIa Aa
MOHOBHO Haopy:kaBawe CP Hemauke cMaTpa rpeluikomM, 3ajsarasa ce 3a
npusHame rpaHulle Ha Oapu ¥ HucH, ykasvuBasia Ha MOTPeOy MpPHUXBa-
Tamba /IBe HeMaukKe Jp>aBe, anesioBasaa Ha CAJl u CCCP pa ceqny 3a npe-
roBapayky CTO U KOHCTPYKTUBHO paspellle nocrojehe npobseme. CMa-
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TpaJja je oayyky CCCP-a 0 06HaB/baky HyKJIeapHUX MP0o6a MOrpelHoM.
[Tocne Heycnenux nperoBopa CCCP-a u CA/l-a y ’KeneBy, JyrociaBuja u
CCCP cy 1962. nocTaB/basii 0OCHOBe HOBUX Mehyco6Hux ofaHoca. CymTu-
Ha pas3roBopa TokoM noceta Jleonnzaa bpexmweBa JyrociaBuju U cycpeTta
ca Jocunom bposzom Tutom (24. 9. - 4. 10. 1962) ornenana ce y cTaBy Aa
ce 0JJHOCH MOpajy npofy6/buBaTH Ha pea/lHOj OCHOBH, IOCTENEHO U 6e3
unyauja. Capaamwu ube3egHoctuy EBponu JyrociaBujaje HajiupeKTHHje
JLONPUHOCUJIA U aHTaXKMaHOM Ha baskany. [I[puxBaTuIia je UHULIMjaTUBe
PymyHnuje u Byrapcke na bankas 6y/ie npeTBOpeH y ,30Hy MUpa“, Tj. ,6e3-
aTOMCKY 30HY", Kao /ieo nojuTuke UcTodyHor 6Ji0Ka Jja 61 ce HeyTpaJu-
caJIo 1ocTojakbe 6a3a ca HykJleapHUM Opy»KjeM Ha npoctopy bankaHa u
JazpaHa, aiy je ¥ cKkpeTasia HaXHy Ha HEONXOHOCT YCIOCTaB/bakba LITO
60/bUX OUIATEPATHUX O/HOCA U3MeDhy npkaBa baskaHa. JyrocioBeHcka
MOJINTHKA je 6u/1a KoMnaTu6uaHa nHuujaTuBama us CCCCP-a u Uctou-
HOT 6J10Ka YMjH je IIi/b 6UJI0 cTabUIM30Bakhe NpUu/arKa y EBponu u pema-
Bam€ ,HEMAUYKOT MU Taka“ HAa MUPOJbYOUB HAYUH U Y3 3aK/byYeHe MUPO-
BHOT yTOBOpa KOjy 61 CAHKLIMOHKCA0 NIOCTOjambe ABe HEMAUKe JipKaBe,
peryJsnicao nocebHu craryc 3anagHor bepsivHa, a nuTamwe yjesubemha
Hemauke npenyctuo cnopasymeBawy boHa u bepsinna. TakBu cTaBoBU
Cy U3HOILEHU Y CyCpeTHMa jyroCJI0BEHCKOT Bpxa ca Aeseranujama P He-
mauke, [losbcke, YexocnoBauke U CCCP-a. CBecHa mMoBe3aHOCTH MU Tamba
Mupay EBponu ca cutyanujoM Ha MeguTepany, AeJseranyja JyrocjioBeH-
cKe sidre 3a Mup ce Ha KoHdepeH1Uju npecTaBHUKAa MUPOBHUX IOKpeTa
MeJUTepPaHCKUX 3eMasba, OAPKaHOj 011 5. 710 9.jysa 1964. y Amxupy, 3as10-
»KWJIa 3a JeHyKJeapusanujy MegutepaHa. JyrocJo0BeHCKM aHTa»KMaH Ha
niaHy 6e36eaHocTH y EBponu fo1ao je Ao uspaxaja u fenemopa 1965.
Ha XX 3acezamwy ['eHepanne ckynmTrHe OYH-a. ToM npuMKOM jejHOT/1a-
CHO je ycBOjeHa pesoJyiuja 6p. 2129 ,,Akuiije peruoHaJHOT KapaKkTepa
paau yHanpehemwa g06pocyce/icKUX 0iHOCA Mely eBPOIICKUM Jip>KaBaMa
ca pa3/IMYUTUM APYUITBEHUM CUCTEMHUMA', YUjH je jeJlaH oJ] mpejJara-
ya 6uJ1a U JyrocaaByja. JyrocJ0BeHCKH JUIIJIOMAaTCKU IpeJCTaBHULHY CY
HacTaBWJIM UCTY MOJUTUKY U Ha 3acefjatby MHTepnap/iaMeHTapHe yHUje
O/Ip>KaHOM cpeiuHOM anpuia 1966. y Kamb6epu. Tajia cy faiy MHULMja-
THUBY O OPraHU30Bakby KOHpepeHIuje Yhjyu 61 LiU/b 610 NMpOoLIUpehEe ca-
pazme, 36/1MKemha U y3ajaMHe moMohu Mehy ApKaBaMa ca pa3niUuTUM
JApyuITBeHUM ypeheweM. Ta MHUMLIMjaTHBA je je/lHOT/IacHO puxBaheHa.

42



