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Malta’s Prime Minister Mr Dom Mintoff
at Stage I of the Helsinki Conference in July 1973

Photo: Department of Information, Malta

Presentation

his book is the outcome of two main events which were held
T
in Malta in July 2015 to commemorate the 40 anniversary
of the Helsinki Accords. Basically it includes the contributions
th

made by various distinguished speakers for the occasion. As
one can observe, they are interesting in their own way, and this
has been our main intention by including them here.
The original idea to mark this significant anniversary had
been of Mr Sammy Meilaq. To this effect he invited a few
friends to work together in the setting up and organisation of
the events. The team consisted of (in alphabetical order)
Vincent Arnaud, Vincent Camilleri, Anthony Dato, Michael
Grech, Sammy Meilaq, Dr Karmenu Mifsud Bonnici, Dr Mark
Montebello, and Alfred Sciberras.
The team, which met regularly from March 2015 till the
holding of the commemorative events, was named ‘Helsinki
2015’. From its very nature, the team was non-partisan.
As from the beginning the team saw it fit that the activities
should not be stressing the mere historical significance of the
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Helsinki Accords but rather highlighting their relevance for
today’s political and economic situation in the world,
particularly in the Mediterranean. In the belief that the
principles underlined at the Helsinki Conference were still
pertinent in themselves as much as to the world’s and the
Mediterranean’s current circumstances, the team embarked to
give the commemoration a popular as much as a professional
bearing.
For this reason, two main events were organised. An
exhibition and a conference. The exhibition was held at Malta’s
new Parliament building at City Gate, Valletta, between 10 and
18 July, 2015. The Conference was held at the Phoenicia
Hotel’s Ballroom on 11 July, 2015. Both occasions were open
to the general public and attendance was free of charge.
Before the events, on 8 July, a press conference was held at
City Gate, Valletta, to announce the activities and introduce
journalists to the event which was being commemorated. This
meeting was mainly addressed by Dr Karmenu Mifsud
Bonnici.
The exhibition was organised in unison with the Speaker of
Parliament, Dr Angelo Farrugia, and his staff. The exhibits
showed documents from 1973 and 1975 related to the Helsinki
Conference, together with video features and photographs.
Particular emphasis was made on the crucial role Malta played
at the time. Naturally, the exhibition involved much research,
mainly at the National Library of Malta (for published records)
and the Department of Information (for photographic material).
It also included exploring the Internet for raw documents
published abroad, particularly by the Department of State of the
United States, WikiLeaks, and the Organisation for Security
and Co-operation in Europe.
The exhibition was inaugurated by the Speaker of
Parliament on July 10, and immediately afterwards officially
visited by the President of Malta, Marie-Louise Coleiro Preca.
You can find both of their speeches for the occasion within.
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Both happenings were attended by members of the public,
various journalists and members of the Diplomatic missions in
Malta.
The Conference, held the following day in the morning,
lasted three and a half hours. It started off with a short audiovisual feature prepared by Smash Studios on a script written by
Charlon Gouder. It was followed by key-note speeches by Dr
Alex Sceberras Trigona (Malta’s Permanent Representative to
the World Trade Organisation), Dr Alfred Sant (Labour MEP)
and Dr Roberta Metsola (Nationalist MEP). After a coffee
break and comments from the floor, the Conference was
addressed by the Leader of the Opposition, Dr Simon Busuttil,
the Prime Minister, Dr Joseph Muscat, and, finally, on behalf
of the organising team ‘Helsinki 2015’, by Dr Mark
Montebello (the speech was prepared by the whole organising
team). The event’s compère was Dr Carmel Borg.
Numerous messages were received in support of the
Conference, most of which through the good services of Dr
Alex Sceberras Trigona. Amongst the most notable were those
from Cardinal Achille Silvestrini, the Holy See’s
Representative at the CSCE under Cardinal Agostino Casaroli,
the former Italian President, Giorgio Napolitano, the former EU
Commission President and Italian Prime Minister, Romano
Prodi, the Tunisian President, Beji Caid Essebsi, and especially
from the former USSR President, Mikhail Gorbachev, and the
former US Secretary of State, Dr Henry Kissinger. The
messages of the latter two were read out during the Conference
and are included in this book.
The Conference was attended by members of the public,
various members of the Diplomatic missions in Malta, and
some Members of Parliament. Considerable journalists also
attended to cover the activity.
Of course, you can find the speeches of all the distinguished
guests who contributed to the Conference collected here in this
book. They are in the order then presented.
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One final activity of the ‘Helsinki 2015’ Team was to
publish this book in order that it remains as a memento of the
events which were organised but also to place in circulation the
various ideas which were expressed during the activities. Apart
from the speeches, we also included in it two important
addresses which Dom Mintoff delivered in Parliament in 1973
and 1975, the famous ‘Mediterranean Document’, and a
hopefully useful concluding critique of the ideas and opinions
expressed in the commemorative events which were held.
While doing this, it must be made clear that the ‘Helsinki
2015’ Team does not necessarily agree with some or all that
the distinguished speakers included in their contributions.
Nevertheless, no restriction was exerted and no editorial cuts
made. All speeches have been left, as is apposite, in their
original form. Obviously, the ‘Helsinki 2015’ Team only takes
responsibility of its own contribution, published here together
with the others. You can find it on page 79. It is left to you,
esteemed reader, to evaluate the texts contained herein, and
judge for yourself their accuracy and rectitude.
One word about the title of this book. Why ‘on the rocks’?
Because, considering the whole of the political picture right
through the last forty years, in our opinion it seems that that’s
exactly where, figuratively speaking, we think the promises
made at Helsinki in 1975 have ended up. Most of the
contributions in this book attest to this.
Finally, the ‘Helsinki 2015’ Team hopes―indeed,
trusts―that with the activities which were organised to mark
the 40th anniversary of the Helsinki Accords, together with this
modest publication, it proffered its small though heartfelt
endowment to a better understanding of the imperative
demands which peace and security in the world, particularly in
the Mediterranean, make upon us all.
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The challenge
facing Malta today
Foreword by
DR KARMENU MIFSUD BONNICI

t reflects badly on our national pride that many of us confess
IHelsinki
utter ignorance about the historic importance of the 1975
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe,
which was ‘high-jacked’ by the tiny participating State, Malta,
through the endeavours of Prime Minister Dom Mintoff, who,
against the opposition of the USA and the USSR, forced the
Conference to accept the principle that there could be no
security and peace in Europe without security and peace in the
Mediterranean.
The July 2015 activities organised in Malta to mark the 40th
anniversary of the 1975 Helsinki Final Act were intended not
only to highlight the finest political and diplomatic
DR KARMENU MIFSUD BONNICI is the forefront member of the ‘Campaign
for National Independence’ (CNI), which opposes Malta’s membership in
the European Union. He was Leader of Malta Labour Party and Minister of
Education, and served as Prime Minister of Malta. He was a member of the
‘Helsinki 2015’ Team in his private capacity.
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achievement of Malta but also to underscore the validity and
relevance today of the principles agreed to at Helsinki to
promote security, peace and co-operation in Europe and the
Mediterranean.
The Helsinki Decalogue of principles [see pages 102-3] are
innovative and comprehensive in that they enlarge the concept
of security beyond the political-military dimension to embrace
two additional dimensions: the economic-environmental and
the human dimension.
The Helsinki principles deserve to be constantly reminded
in order to ensure peaceful relations between States. They
affirm sovereign equality of States, whatever their size, and
demand respect for the rights inherent in sovereignty,
inviolability of States’ frontiers, and the territorial integrity of
States. They call for peaceful settlement of disputes and nonintervention in the internal affairs of States. They expressly
proclaim respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms,
including freedom of thought, conscience, religion or belief.
They insist on equal rights and self-determination of peoples,
and appeal for co-operation among States, and the fulfilment in
good faith of the obligations under International Law.
The Helsinki principles are timeless but, regrettably, many
of them have often been broken by the same States which had
negotiated them at Helsinki.
Although Malta professes to uphold the Helsinki principles,
it has not denounced the States which violated them, and at
times even supported them. In his address at the Helsinki
anniversary conference last July (see page 67), the Opposition
Leader seemed to justify Malta’s support by stating that, faced
with the fire and fire-engine, Malta should join the fire-fighters
manning the fire-engine. Little did he perceive that the firefighters themselves started the fire in the first place. The
conflicts in Palestine, Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya, Syria and the
Ukraine are instances of violations of the Helsinki principles
committed by States which vowed to honour them at Helsinki.
12 ╟
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Europe itself is today plagued with confrontation and
division, and, as Mikhail Gorbachev rightly remarked in his
message to the 40th anniversary conference (see page 41):
“Europe has yet to solve the main problem — that of laying a
firm groundwork for peace, creating a new architecture of
security.”
Another outstanding feature of the 1975 Helsinki Final Act
is the Mediterranean Chapter (see page 97), inserted at the
insistence of Malta’s Prime Minister and seconded by
Yugoslavia and other Mediterranean States (not the other way
round, as stated by the Leader of the Opposition in his address
at the Helsinki anniversary conference). The key-note speech
of the ‘Helsinki 2015’ Team at the same Conference (see page
79) amply demonstrates the topical relevance of the Chapter’s
provisions to the current precarious situation in the
Mediterranean. The Team loudly denounces the failure of the
Helsinki participating States to honour their commitments
towards the non-European Mediterranean States: the
participating States’ commitments “have been positively
contradicted. Deliberately. Constantly.” This is one of the
ways the Helsinki commitments ended up ‘on the rocks’, as
this booklet proclaims in its title.
In the face of all this, we in Malta ought, in order to strive
for security and peace in the Mediterranean, with the same
vigour and determination shown by Mintoff in 1975 at
Helsinki, at all the assizes of the European Union and the
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (the
successors of the CSCE), to have the Helsinki principles and
commitments fully honoured. Malta has long acted as a good
‘choir boy’ in both organisations, supporting the decisions
taken by the big States. Malta should, as in Helsinki, take the
role of ‘lead voice’. This is the challenge facing Malta today.
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▲Leaders of the thirty-five countries or their representatives signing the Helsinki
Accords on 1 August, 1975, in left-to-right alphabetical order of their countries’
names in French. The representative of Malta’s government was Dr Anton
Buttigieg (arrowed). (Photo: APA-Images)

▼A close-up of the signing of the Helsinki Accords on 1 August, 1975. Malta’s
representative, Deputy Prime Minister Dr Anton Buttigieg (second from left)
signed after Luxembourg’s Prime Minister Gaston Thorn and before Monaco’s
Secretary of State André Leon Saint-Mleux. Seen signing is Norway’s Prime
Minister Trygve Bratteli. The next to sign is the Prime Minister of The
Netherlands Joop den Uyl. (Photo: APA-Images)
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The need to revisit the
Helsinki document
DR ANGELO FARRUGIA

irst of all I would like to thank my good friend, Dr Carmelo
F
Mifsud Bonnici, and you, Excellences, for being present
today. In my opinion, it is a very important day. The exhibition
which I’m going to declare open is of paramount importance
because we are talking about something that was achieved forty
years ago thanks to the role of the small state of Malta in the
Helsinki document.
This exhibition is a clear detail of the role of Malta with the
participation, also, of the highest institution of the land, that is
Parliament, where Dom Mintoff, in the summer of 1975, made
a ministerial statement about what was achieved by Malta in
this conference [see page 93].
DR ANGELO FARRUGIA is the Speaker of the House of Representatives. He
was Deputy Leader of the Labour Party and a Member of Parliament.
Before entering politics he was Superintendent with the Malta Police Force.
He was also Head of Malta’s OSCE Parliamentary Assembly, at which he
set on the Standing Committee for Human Rights.
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First of all, one has to understand that when this Conference
started in 1973, the Mediterranean countries, in particular the
Arab countries, the Middle East countries and the Gulf
countries, where not invited. The point that Mintoff wanted to
make and stressed with great efforts—and he had the support,
for example, of Romania and other counties—was that the
Arab countries also formed part of this conference. His
argument, which was later accepted by the Conference, was
that you cannot achieve peace in Europe if you do not have
peace in the Mediterranean. Thus, how can you make a
Conference, came out with a declaration of that Conference,
and exclude these countries from the same Conference? And
he lobbied. He lobbied very hard! And I must say—and I’m
convinced—that had Malta did not have Dom Mintoff as its
Prime Minister at the time, I’m hundred percent convinced that
what was achieved forty years ago would not have been
achieved in the final declaration.
What was done was done solely on his own initiative, In
fact, in his statement he did say that on the 11th September,
1974—that is nearly a year before the final declaration was
agreed upon—Malta proposed a working paper before the
Conference where the Maltese Government made it clear that,
in order to have confidence building measures that should be
inquired, it was not enough that only the European States
should work on it but, in order to work on clear security
measures for countries that are not armed like the superpowers,
the United States on the one hand and the Soviet Union on the
other, then in this working paper it was proposed that, besides
the superpowers, Europe must also have in this dialogue the
Mediterranean countries.
Not only that, he insisted that, besides these Mediterranean
countries, there should also be the Gulf countries, including
Iran. So there was Syria, Turkey, Egypt, Algeria, Tunisia,
Morocco, etc., including the Gulf countries and Iran. It was for
this reason that the participation of these countries would give
16 ╟

Dr Angelo Farrugia

more strength to the superpowers, that is the Soviet Union and
America, to voluntarily withdraw their military forces from the
Mediterranean. This was the idea of Dom Mintoff, which idea
was, of course, very revolutionary and, I dare say, prophetic
because, eventually, on the 10th of July, 1975, the Maltese
Government, together with the Government of Romania,
reached a compromise on the text in which a very important
phrase was introduced with regards to reducing armed forces in
the region, that is, the Mediterranean region. In fact, the text
that was agreed upon reads as follows:
“In order to advance the objectives set forth above, the
participating States also declare their intention of
maintaining and amplifying the contacts and dialogue as
initiated by the CSCE with the non-participating
Mediterranean States to include all the states of the
Mediterranean, with the purpose of contributing to peace,
reducing armed forces in the region, strengthening
security, lessening tensions in the region, and widening
the scope of cooperation, ends in which all share a
common interest, as well as the purpose of defining
further common objectives.
The participating States would seek, in the framework
of their multilateral efforts, to encourage progress and
appropriate initiatives and to proceed to an exchange of
views on the attainment of the above purposes.”
After that, a lot of discussions took place in July 1975,
precisely the days after this text was agreed upon, and
precisely on the 15th of July, 1975, a meeting was held between
the representatives of America, the United Kingdom, Canada,
France and Italy for those members which formed the NATO,
and Russia on the other hand with the group which at the time
was known as the Warsaw Pact, Finland, Romania and Malta.
In this meeting, the proposal as Dom Mintoff wanted to put in
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the final document was all agreed without any amendments.
This was a very important step that Malta, forty years ago,
included the Mediterranean chapter, as we conveniently refer to
it, in the final declaration of Helsinki where, for the first time,
the Mediterranean countries where included in the Helsinki
document.
The importance of it is that one would ask, forty years later,
whether it still holds water today, and everybody would agree
that it does. What was achieved forty years ago was prophetic
because had we really worked on that document throughout the
years, we would not be facing the problems that we have today.
Today, the Mediterranean is bubbling with crises all over and
what was achieved forty years ago needs to be regenerated in
order to address the problems that we have in the
Mediterranean. The problem is whether we are doing enough!
Recently, I was reading the autobiography of Henry
Kissinger, the US Secretary of State at the time. The third
volume (published in 1999) is entitled The Years of Renewal. I
would like to refer to it and quote the part where Henry
Kissinger—who, of course, was part of the American
delegation for the Helsinki Conference, during the time of
President Nixon and, afterwards, President Gerald Ford—and
permit me to refer and quote exactly what Henry Kissinger said
in order not to misinterpret or forget some important words on
how he described Dom Mintoff’s way of making his point very
clear notwithstanding that Malta was such as small state but it
made all the difference that even after the introduction of the
Mediterranean chapter, the New York Times also decided to
comment on this final document. On page 642, Kissinger said
exactly this:
“A particular transgressor in this last regard was Dom
Mintoff, the Prime Minister of Malta. As the conference
was nearing its conclusion, and only the date for the
summit remained to be set, Mintoff held up proceedings
18 ╟
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for the better part of three days. Our Finnish hosts grew
frantic because they could not make preparations for the
summit until a final decision had been reached. For an
entire day, Mintoff was unreachable; the Maltese
ambassador alleged that he was horseback-riding –
though on a relatively small island, the task of finding
him should not have proved insuperable. For two more
days, Mintoff held out, trying to extort some further
gains. Finally our Finnish hosts, who throughout the
conference had been models of integrity combined with
diplomatic competence, surmounted the impasse, the
exact nature of which I have since forgotten and by
means of some formula that is now more elusive in my
memory and about which I failed to keep my records.”
What Kissinger is saying is that the final document had to
be emended because Mintoff wanted to include what was
included, because what was included in the document is there.
Kissinger realised the strength of this icon, of this strong
personality that Malta had the privilege of enjoying not only in
its interest, but in the interest of the Mediterranean, of peace in
Europe, of the world! He made that difference, and that’s why
this Conference is being commemorated rightly forty years
after.
When I was in the United States ten years ago, I told my
good friend, Carmelo Mifsud Bonnici, that at that time we had
the Organisation for Security in Europe (OSE) Parliamentary
assembly in Washington, and they were celebrating the 30th
anniversary of the birth of the OSE which eventually became
the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe
(OSCE), and there were being exhibited five big photographs
commemorating the birth of this organisation, and of course of
the Helsinki document. One of the photographs was of our
Prime Minister, at the time, Dom Mintoff, and when I saw him
I said, so what Mintoff did was being appreciated in the United
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States of America, and in Malta, throughout those years I can
hardly remember that we ever commemorated the good work
that this Maltese personality did in the interest of peace.
In fact, even the New York Times editorial at the time
referred to this event and said the following: “The 35-nation
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, now
nearing its climax after thirty-two months of semantic
quibbling, should not have happened. So little, and yet so
much.”
I feel proud that in this new building of Parliament, and for
the first time the Maltese Parliament has its own building, as
President of the Maltese Parliament I am hosting this important
exhibition in commemoration of the 40th anniversary of the
Helsinki document. However, I want to conclude with one
question: Are we, as Members of the European Union, doing
enough to ensure peace in Europe and definitely to ensure
peace in the Mediterranean? If you ask me, I would answer
straight away that we are not doing enough. What we should do
is revisit properly the Helsinki document and make it workable
together.
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Malta’s vocation
in the Mediterranean
H.E. MARIE-LOUISE COLEIRO PRECA

e are gathered here today to inaugurate an exhibition to
W
commemorate forty years since world leaders came
together to sign a unique document, the Helsinki Declaration.
As a nation, we are proud that Malta was not only signatory
to this accord, which brought about a revolution in defining
security, as purely tied to the concept of military threats, but
was a major player.
The Prime Minister of the time, Mr. Dom Mintoff realised
that the preparations for the Helsinki Conference did not
include the Arab nations of the Mediterranean, in the measures
being taken to promote peace and security in Europe.
Mintoff strongly believed that there could not be peace and
security in Europe, if there was no peace and security in the
H.E. MARIE-LOUISE COLEIRO PRECA is President of Malta. She was
General Secretary of the Malta Labour Party, and a Member of Parliament.
She also served as Minister for the Family and Social Solidarity.
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Mediterranean. It was through his efforts that Israel, Syria, Iran
and the Arab Gulf were also given a voice in the conference.
Mintoff insisted that the Mediterranean Sea should not be
sea of arms, war and conflict, but a sea of peace and cooperation.
Although facing harsh opposition, Mintoff stood steadfast in
his belief, and in the end, was given justification. Mintoff
drafted
the
document
called
the
‘Mediterranean
Document’ [see page 97] which was signed in August 1975.
Mintoff’s stance was definitely vindicated through history
The Helsinki Declaration brought forward, for the first time,
the concepts of human rights, democracy and fundamental
freedoms, as genuine security issues.
The Helsinki Final Act was a historic triumph of cooperation over conflict, bridging the gap between East and
West, and setting the stage for the end of the Cold War.
More importantly, it was a commitment to mutually
beneficial dialogue rather than resorting to more conflict.
On the fortieth anniversary of the Helsinki Declaration, it is
opportune to take stock of its relevance today. Unfortunately,
the picture is not bright, as we witness turmoil growing around
us, bringing with it loss of life, millions of displaced persons
and much suffering.
The crisis in Ukraine has drastically shaken the ideology
projected in 1975, as conflict has taken over from dialogue.
The world is raging with trouble and strife; from Ukraine to
Gaza, to Syria, to Iraq and to Libya, to mention just some of
the serious conflicts around us.
The recent political turmoil in North Africa and the
subsequent downfall of institutional regimes from power
should have meant that people in different countries in the
region wanted a new wave of governance built on democracy,
freedom and the rule of law, similar to the principles drawn in
the Helsinki Accord.
However, most of the countries which experienced the Arab
22 ╟
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Spring saw their efforts turn into a long autumn of endless
conflicts and disarray.
It seems the world is reverting back to erecting walls that
divide people and nations, as well as experiencing violent
terrorism and extremism.
It seems that we have once again, forgotten that it is only
through dialogue and understanding that many conflicts can be
resolved.
I personally believe that Malta can play an important role in
this state of affairs.
The geostrategic location of Malta and the Mediterranean
enables us to serve as the crossroad of civilisations which
encompasses three continents, namely Europe, Africa and Asia.
With its strategic geographic position, and particular
historical and cultural ties, Malta is in an ideal position to
promote the fostering of dialogue between the EU and the Arab
World, to work for peace within the Mediterranean, and to
serve as a centre for conflict resolution and peace.
Malta has already shown the importance that we attach to
promote the issue of peace in the Middle East, as is attested by
the prominent role that Malta consistently plays in the
European Union, in the United Nations, in the Union for the
Mediterranean and the Five Plus Five Dialogue.
Let us continue to strengthen our role of facilitating peace in
the Mediterranean, through dialogue between peoples, through
intercultural and interfaith understanding, and through
mediation.
Peace and development can only come about if people are
led not only towards economic wealth, but also by a deep sense
of solidarity and tolerance inherent by good governance.
The Helsinki Accord is proof that peace is possible when all
states make a concerted effort to dialogue and to search for a
common understanding.
It is only if the concepts of the Helsinki Declaration are kept
alive, that the benefits of peace and development can
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intermingle to bring about the desired change towards
sustainable coexistence.
The ultimate way we may commemorate the forty years
since the signing of the Helsinki Declaration, is by keeping its
concepts relevant today, just as much as they were then.
Indeed, Mintoff’s legacy should be our vocation in the
Mediterranean.
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▲Scene at the press conference held by members of the ‘Helsinki 2015’ Team
at Valletta on July 8, 2015. (l-r) Vincent Arnaud, Dr Mark Montebello,
Dr Karmenu Mifsud Bonnici, Alfred Sciberras and Anthony Dato. (Photo: TVM)
▼Dr Karmenu Mifsud Bonnici (right) speaking on behalf of the ‘Helsinki 2015’
Team on July 10, 2015, at the inauguration of the exhibition at Valletta by
Dr Angelo Farrugia, Speaker of the House of Representatives. (Photo: Ivan Saliba)
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 H.E. the President of
Malta, Marie-Louise
Coleiro Preca, together
with Dr Karmenu
Mifsud Bonnici, at the
inauguration of the
exhibition at Valletta on
July 10, 2015
Photo: Josef Grech

▼A general view of
part of the exhibition,
which was open to the
public from 10 to 18
July, 2015
Photo: Ivan Saliba
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Peace is not possible
without social justice
DR CARMEL BORG

am neither a politician nor a diplomat. I am a committed
Ipeace,
academic with a very strong and clear ideological stance on
which can be summarised or distilled into one sentence
— there will never be peace unless there is social justice at the
local, regional and global level.
Translated into concrete pedagogical action, such a stance
calls for an assertive and decisive problematisation and
interrogation of the reductionist notion of peace as absence of
war and as a security concern. Such a critical interaction with
hegemonic notions of peace ought to be complemented by a
radical revisualising of peace as a project of possibility, one
that is informed by notions of social justice, human rights, fair
distribution of wealth and reclamation of privatised and
DR CARMEL BORG is Associate Professor in the Department of Education
Studies of the Faculty of Education at the University of Malta. He was Head
of Department and Dean of the Faculty of Education. He is partner and
coordinator of a number of European projects and research consortia.
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commercialised spaces that were once enjoyed by different
publics. It is only through our commitment towards critiquing
the highly militarised, unjust and predatory world that is while
reimagining the fair and authentically peaceful world that is not
that we can border cross instead of border block, dialogue with
instead of continuously surveying, spying and hecking the
perceived other, include rather than exclude the ‘alien’, and
reach out rather than build real or imaginary walls.
As an educator with an international reach, I have to confess
that never until recently have I seen so many desperate, cynical
and fatalist youth and old; people for whom peace has always
meant asymmetrical relations of power, precarious lives and
lack of access to what most of us take for granted. Not all
peaceful settlements are desirable and not all coinflicts are
unwarrented. It is extremely hypocritical to expect pacified
populations to relinquish their right to react while militarised
countries close their eyes to gross inequalities, fabricated and
reproduced by armies of organic intellectuals that sing from the
hymn books of savage capitalism. Desperate populations,
perceived as jealous and envious by privileged communities,
are coming back to us like boomerangs, at times pleading for
help, but increasingly punishing us with violent acts that we
deplore but have no interest, no time and no depth to analyse.
Barbed wire, electric fences, militarised police, imprisonment and outsourcing of torture fail to address the root causes
of a very violent world. Violent economies and social systems
will continue to be mirrored in kind. Peace will remain distant
until real prophets disturb the existing hypocritical consensus
and manage to generate agreement that the real terror is the $2
a day existence that millions have to endure and the thousands
of deaths in the Mediterranean and elsewhere.
As we try to recapture the spirit of Helsinki, let us not forget
that the real protagonists—the oppressed—are not present and,
therefore, the narratives that we share are stories told by the
privileged for the privileged.
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Malta’s diplomatic
strategy and tactics
at the Helsinki
conference
DR ALEX SCEBERRAS TRIGONA

A Dom Mintoff’s contribution thereto would not be doing
review of the 1975 Helsinki Final Act and Malta’s or

justice to his diplomatic skills if we merrily divided the
Helsinki Conference into three phases and stopped there; with
the first phase opening in Helsinki on the 3rd of July, 1973, the
second starting in Geneva on the 18th of September 1973 till
the 21st July 1975 and the third and final phase opening and
closing in Helsinki on the 1st of August 1975.
For those who are really interested in understanding
diplomacy this three phase setting of the Helsinki Conference
on Security and Co-Operation (CSCE) in Europe begs the
DR ALEX SCEBERRAS TRIGONA is the Permanent Representative of the
Government of Malta to the World Trade Organisation. He served as
Malta’s Minister of Foreign Affairs, and negotiated Malta’s Neutrality
Agreements. He also lobbied for, won, and managed Malta’s first ever seat
on the United Nations Security Council. He is a Founder Member of
DiploFoundation, and lectures on international negotiations at University of
Malta, and at the Geneva Centre for Security Policy, amongst others.
╢ 29

Helsinki on the rocks

question. How did this come about?
It is true that the participants had agreed on these dates and
venues as well as on the Agenda, Participation, Procedural
Rules and Financial Arrangements on the 8th June 1973.
Agreements on these items and more were all compiled into
one document called (confusingly for later historians!) Final
Recommendations of the Helsinki Consultations, and
nicknamed as the Blue Book.
But the Blue Book had not fallen from heaven on the 8th
June 1973. Negotiations on the Blue Book had already started
in Dipoli, near Helsinki, Finland, on 22nd November 1972.
This preliminary phase of preparatory talks was where
Mintoff excelled, sowing his diplomatic seeds to flourish later.
A. SETTING THE AGENDA: THE BLUE BOOK
Malta’s diplomatic strategy in Helsinki relied heavily on three
critical, foundational, paragraphs inserted in the Blue Book:
paragraphs 15, 57 and 69.
First, in Chapter 2, which had with great originality divided
the Agenda into what were to become the famous three CSCE
‘Baskets’ or themes: 1. Security; 2. Economic Co-operation; 3.
Humanitarian Co-operation.
Malta had introduced Paragraph 15 under this section, into
the Agenda itself of the CSCE, with a big ‘E’. It read: “In
considering questions relating to Security in Europe, the
Committee will bear in mind the broader context of world
security and in particular the relationship which exists between
Security in Europe and in the Mediterranean area.”
Second, in Chapter 3, which regulated ‘Participation,
Contributions and Guests’ to the CSCE, again with a big ‘E’,
Malta introduced Paragraph 57, reading: “States situated in the
regions adjacent to Europe and to whom reference is made in
Chapter 2, and in particular those of the Mediterranean States
which have already expressed their interest in stating their
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views to the Conference are especially envisaged by this
Chapter.”
Third, with Paragraph 69 a small state had as much
leverage, procedurally speaking, as a medium or even a large
State or Superpower. It reads: “Decisions of the Conference
shall be taken by consensus. Consensus shall be understood to
mean the absence of any objection expressed by a
Representative and submitted by him as constituting an
obstacle to the taking of the decision in question.”
Without these three critical paragraphs Malta’s diplomatic
strategy in the formal three-phase Helsinki process would not
even have taken off. So, it was all the diligent, preliminary,
preparatory, diplomatic work of laying the ground by Malta’s
Ambassador and Head of the Malta delegation to the CSCE,
Joe Attard Kingswell, working closely with Prime Minister
Dom Mintoff, and without doubt under his constant
supervision, that got more than half the work done already.
Mintoff had created sufficiently strong strategic foundations on
which he could later construct with ease, in his own time, his
more articulated and original demands for Mediterranean
security and co-operation.
His vision for the Mediterranean was novel in scope. Hardly
anyone, anywhere, recognized that the Mediterranean was a
valid subject of international relations at all till then. It was
either the South of Europe or North Africa or, for the US, the
strategic oil transit route to the Gulf. Academic literature on
the Mediterranean was very scarce then. But after Helsinki,
and because of the insertion of the Mediterranean dimension
into the Helsinki Final Act, academic literature on the
Mediterranean flourished. Diplomatic activity too started
treating the Mediterranean area as the Mediterranean Region
with increasing recognition of this region developing in the
various United Nations, Commonwealth, Non-Aligned
Movement and other inter-governmental organisations,
including the EEC in the 70s and 80s.
╢ 31

Helsinki on the rocks

This momentum, which catapulted the Mediterranean from
its conceptual stage to an internationally recognized region,
was mainly due to the seeds sown by Mintoff in Finland. That
the Euro-Med would be launched in the mid-90s followed by
the Union for the Mediterranean [UfM] in the noughties, owed
so much to this initiative of Malta, albeit with the strategically
important theme of security later removed inexcusably and
absolutely from their remit!
That in Malta itself our policy regarding the Mediterranean
has slowly taken on a bi-partisan attire is commendable at last;
though hardly is it acknowledged that this is mainly due to
Mintoff’s far-sighted Mediterranean policy so early on. Indeed
what remains as a historical curiosity is the fact that from the
5th May 1969, when the Finnish Government took the initiative
and invited Malta for discussions on the holding of a European
Security Conference, no response whatsoever was registered
by the Malta Government. It had not responded in the
affirmative. It had not responded negatively. It just did not
respond or even acknowledge for two whole years Finland’s
Aide Memoire appealing for discussions on a Conference for
enhancing peace and security in Europe! Nor did the Maltese
Government respond at all to the Finnish Government’s other
Aide Memoire of the 24th November 1970.
In sharp contrast to the Nationalist Government’s lack of
response for reasons which might yet be revealed through
further academic research, the newly elected Labour
Government responded positively on the 20th November 1971,
agreeing in principle that a ‘Conference on European Security’
should be convened whilst noting, nevertheless, that proper
preparations were required to ensure its success.
In January 1972, right in the middle of the historic
negotiations with the United Kingdom and NATO on their
military bases in Malta, Prime Minister Mintoff revealed in
Parliament that Malta had agreed on Finland as the appropriate
venue because it was neutral. He reported to Parliament that
32 ╟

Dr Alex Sceberras Trigona

the Malta Government had told the Finnish organisers that
Malta’s objectives were high. Every measure aimed at
reducing tension in Europe would in no small way be
contributing to peace world-wide. The Government of Malta
believed that, because of the present balance of forces in
Europe, the time was ripe for all prospective participants to
discuss security and peaceful co-operation. But it would be a
pity, he added, if due to too much prudence or due to an
unwarranted lack of trust we would miss this historical
opportunity. For a Conference on European Security to
succeed, he insisted, it must seek to arrive at a disarmament
agreement of a substantial scale. With such disarmament not
only would the possibility of armed warfare be reduced, but
savings of enormous financial resources would be attained
which could then be utilized for economic development.
Then Prime Minister Mintoff declared that he had appealed
to all the participating European governments to consider
Malta’s exceptional circumstances. Malta’s economy had for
centuries been twisted and shackled by strong foreign owners
only keen on making Malta serve their military interests. To do
justice Malta must now be given priority in the distribution of
funds saved through disarmament. Only thus will our people
be able to develop their natural talents in peace and reach the
standard of living of other European States without the
necessity of maintaining military facilities for foreign owners.
By the time the real CSCE negotiations started in Dipoli in
November of the same year (1972) Prime Minister Mintoff had
concluded the last agreement with the United Kingdom on
their use of military facilities in Malta with a £14 million per
annum now paid as rent. He could therefore well afford to look
ahead to re-calibrate his pitch to a more active Mediterranean
diplomacy in the CSCE.
Justifying this through Paragraph 57 of the Blue Book, he
started by creating valuable credits for himself and for Malta
with neighbouring Mediterranean States by inviting
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representatives, first from Tunisia and Algeria, and then from
Egypt, Morocco, Syria and Israel, to make their representations
to a strategic Conference they would not otherwise have
addressed. He warned the CSCE in the beginning of 1973 of
impending war in the Middle East, as in fact happened with the
dramatic Yom Kippur War in October 1973. This increased his
stature and credibility in advancing the Mediterranean Chapter
under Paragraph 15 of the Blue Book. The credits created with
the Arab world stood Malta well enough when the oil price
was deliberately (as part of that war) hiked from $4 to $40 per
barrel — for others but not for Malta.
B. WORKING THE AGENDA: CONSENSUS
Did Prime Minister Mintoff know that he would be risking his
life, even, by pressing the Superpowers unduly but quite
legitimately under the consensus rule to press for a full blown
Mediterranean Chapter to be included in the Helsinki Final
Act? On July 10th 1975, Malta’s Ambassador, Joe Attard
Kingswell, told the United States representative in Geneva that
Prime Minister Mintoff could not be found for Malta’s
response regarding July 30th as the proposed date for stage 3—
the final stage—to open in Helsinki. Setting July 30th 1975 as
the agreed date required the consent of all 35 participating
States. On the other hand, neither did Malta yet have any
response on the final two paragraphs it had requested to be
inserted in the Mediterranean Chapter of the Helsinki Final Act
as eventually accomplished:
“In order to advance the objectives set forth above, the
participating States also declare their intention of
maintaining and amplifying the contacts and dialogue as
initiated by the CSCE with the non-participating
Mediterranean States to include all the States of the
Mediterranean, with the purpose of contributing to peace,
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reducing armed forces in the region, strengthening
security, lessening tensions in the region, and widening
the scope of co-operation, ends in which all share a
common interest, as well as with the purpose of defining
further common objectives.
“The participating States would seek, in the
framework of their multilateral efforts, to encourage
progress and appropriate initiatives and to proceed to an
exchange of views on the attainment of the above
purposes.”
The United States Secretary of State, Dr Henry Kissinger,
together with his formidable team met at the Soviet Union’s
Mission in Geneva with Foreign Minister, Andrei Gromyko,
and his powerful team to assess how to tackle Malta and also
to consider alternative scenarios in order to sidestep Malta’s
intransigence.
They met for more than an hour on Thursday 10th July 1975
at 5.15 PM. According to the Kissinger/Gromyko Memo of
Conversations in the White House transcripts at the Ford
Library, Kissinger tells Gromyko that “the only thing holding
up agreement on the date is Malta.” “But how do you move
Malta? … I have no idea how to move Malta. But maybe we
could sell it to Libya.” Later that afternoon the text of the two
paragraphs requested by Malta, and worked out with mediating
Yugoslavia and Romania supported by Cyprus, Italy and
Spain, are promptly approved by Kissinger, commenting on
how it has come to this: “When the United States and the
Soviet Union have to use intermediaries to talk to Malta!!!!!!”
Kissinger then asks how to get Mintoff’s consent for the
th
30 July since he cannot be reached at all by Ambassador
Kingswell, and what were the alternatives. First, “Just issue the
invitations”, with the date set, together with the Finns on a
bilateral basis in order to circumvent the consensus rule.
However Ambassador Sherer, Chief of United States
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delegation, immediately points to another small state, the
Netherlands, which will surely oppose such a breach of the
consensus rule together with the ‘neutrals’ and probably Italy.
Finally, Kissinger asks: “What other alternatives do we have?”,
and the transcript inserts his [whispers], and then one word
attributed to him: “assassination”, followed by another
transcript insert: [Laughter], asking: “What do you think, Mr.
Foreign Minister?”. Gromyko responds with: “I think we must
be serious about this.”
Yet Yuri Fokine, then in Gromyko’s team as his Special
Assistant, was present for the meeting, and he later disclosed at
a seminar in London at the Foreign Colonial Office (FCO) in
1999 what Kissinger had precisely said regarding Malta’s
obduracy: “OK, what shall we do about this Mintoff thing,
assassination maybe?”, adding that that was his normal black
humour against the background of reporting about certain
plans of the CIA to kill Castro and some other unpleasant
figures. At the time, Fokine held that this narrative would
never find its way into a written document and therefore
authorised its publication in the FCO Historians Paper in
January 1999.
At a further meeting on Malta in Geneva on the very same
day, 10th July, lasting from 10.15 PM till midnight, the two
Superpowers’ teams carried on wrestling with the Maltese veto
opposing the closure of Stage 2 on that day as recorded in the
Memo of Conversation.
Ambassador Sonnenfeldt reported that Ambassador
Kingswell had just told him that there would be no answer
from Prime Minister Mintoff before 11.00 AM on the 11th July
– forty years ago this morning to the day! Soviet Deputy
Foreign Minister Kovalev was furious, calling this blackmail,
humiliation. Kissinger advised sounding the Italians to talk to
Mintoff but Ambassador Sherer later reported back that he had
not done so as the Italians were the most reluctant to put
pressure on Mintoff. Director Garrison then reported that the
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Soviets had floated a “consensus minus one proposal” but the
Italians rejected it. Moreover Kissinger himself informed
Gromyko that he couldn’t go along with ‘extra parliamentary’
tactics to break the deadlock. Kissinger also dismissed advice
on sending Mintoff a ‘frantic letter’ that same night preferring
rather to wait till Monday and take joint action with the French
and the British.
Mintoff’s consent for the 1st August in exchange for the two
paragraphs completing the Mediterranean Chapter of the
Helsinki Final Act shows the limits of small States’ diplomatic
leverage. In the words of Keith Hamilton in his paper ‘The last
Cold Warriors: Britain, Détente and the CSCE, 1972-1975’,
published by St. Anthony’s College, Oxford University:
“Mintoff demanded and, in effect received, a declaration
committing signatories to the lessening of tension in the
Mediterranean area and a ‘reduction of armed forces in the
region’ despite the opposition of the Americans, the Russians
and the French after blocking for 24 hours all progress
towards the conclusion of Stage II of the conference”.
That Kovalev vowed revenge and the senior Finnish
delegate only just managed to restrain himself from hitting the
Maltese Ambassador pale into insignificance now. And as
Keith Hamilton concludes: “Maltese requirements were
satisfied. Mintoff sensibly absented himself from Stage III at
Helsinki, but could claim victory at Geneva.”
I refer here to the HMSO Documents on British Policy
Overseas Series III, Vol II, No. 141, ‘The CSCE 1972-1975’,
which contain numerous detailed United Kingdom FCO
diplomatic cables and reports on Mintoff’s tactics and strategy.
They are well worth studying further.
Mintoff’s victory is all the more impressive for having
introduced a totally different scope for the CSCE—with a big
‘E’—by bringing in the Mediterranean dimension a Southern
European dimension to what was mainly an East-West
negotiating diplomatic exercise.
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C. FOLLOW-UP ON THE AGENDA: IN AND BEYOND
THE CSCE
Malta’s Mediterranean policy was again advocated in the
CSCE’s first follow-up conference in Belgrade from October
1977 to March 1978, mainly leveraged via the Blue Book’s
Paragraph 69 — the consensus rule. For its diplomatic efforts
in advancing the Mediterranean Agenda, Malta was chosen to
host the first CSCE Experts Meeting on the Mediterranean in
1979 at the newly inaugurated Mediterranean Conference
Centre in Valletta for seven weeks, analysing a wide range of
projects of functional co-operation aimed at increasing security
in the Mediterranean. The Blue Book’s leverage was again
adroitly exploited in the CSCE Madrid follow-up conference
from 1980 to September 1983, securing a mandate for further
meetings on the Mediterranean. 1984 saw the first conference
of Mediterranean non-aligned countries’ Foreign Ministers in
Valletta, followed up by the second in Brioni, Yugoslavia, in
1988 and the third in Algiers, Algeria, in 1990, all being duly
reported and reviewed by the CSCE through its Neutrals and
Non-aligned group. And at the CSCE Stockholm Conference
on Disarmament in Europe from 1984 to 1986, Malta proposed
that significant ‘Confidence (and Security) Building
Measures’ (CSBMs) should apply to the Mediterranean Sea
and littoral States too, including preliminary notification of
military manoeuvres and arsenals, now most urgently required
again!
While the Helsinki Final Act went some way towards
confirming, without legally endorsing, the post-World War II
territorial status quo in Europe, there was much to be said
about its crystallization of the informal Yalta Agreement thirty
years after it was hatched in Malta in February 1945 between
Churchill and Roosevelt before negotiating it with Stalin in
Yalta.
This 70th anniversary of “From Malta to Yalta, let us not
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falter!” should make us reflect on that and on its consequences.
Indeed Chancellor Willy Brandt’s novel ‘ostpolitik’ leading
to détente through the negotiation of the Eastern treaties with
recognition of the German Democratic Republic was the
underlying core two-Germanies problem which the Soviets had
sought to solve through consolidation in the larger Yalta
framework via the CSCE.
Western resistance to Soviet demands to turn the Final Act
into a Treaty retained the Allies’ Second World War demand
of ‘unconditional surrender’ from Germany, in contrast to the
traditional settlement of most historical wars by Treaty as with
the Treaty of Versailles settlement of World War 1. We could
also appropriately refer here and learn much from the 1815
Congress of Vienna settlement of Europe after the Napoleonic
wars on the occasion of its 200th anniversary this year!
Whether the end of the Cold War, buried off in Malta by
Presidents George Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev in December
1989, could also have been better settled by Treaty is a moot
point. And, better for whom?
The bottom line however is that the Helsinki participating
States’ commitments do remain exactly that: commitments;
and commitments which were made and made publicly;
negotiated and put into writing and signed in order to be
maintained for what they are: commitments. Pacta sunt
servanda; Agreements should be observed!
Or is ‘getting away with it’ becoming, quite dangerously, a
more fashionable norm of international relations?
We in Malta must surely do our utmost once more,
preferably on a bipartisan basis, to ensure that the Helsinki
spirit of détente is urgently revived.
Let us so resolve here, today.
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▲A general view of the CSCE meeting of experts on economic,
scientific and cultural co-operation in the Mediterranean held in Malta
at the newly-constructed Mediterranean Conference Centre, Valletta,
from 13 February to 26 March, 1979. (Photo: Department of Information, Malta)

▼Part of the head table of the CSCE Malta meeting of 1979. Second from
right appears Dr Alex Sceberras Trigona, then international secretary of
the Malta Labour Party, and (beside him to the right) Joe Grima, then
leader of Malta’s parliamentary delegation to the Council of Europe.
(Photo: Department of Information, Malta)
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The need to reassert
principles that made
Helsinki possible
DR MIKHAIL GORBACHEV

y cordial greetings to the participants in the conference
M
commemorating the 40 anniversary of the Helsinki
Final act!
th

It is notable that the venue of your conference is Malta,
which is associated with another landmark in the history of
European and world affairs – the US-Soviet Summit in
December 1989. For that reason among others, I regret the fact
that I am unable to attend. But, responding to your invitation, I
would like to share with you some thoughts on the importance
of the Helsinki document today, at a time when the situation in
Europe and in the world is causing great concern.
Dr Mikhail Gorbachev is President of the non-profit International
Foundation for Socio-Economic and Political Studies (k.a. the Gorbachev
Foundation). He was General Secretary of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union, and President of the Soviet Union. His policies of glasnost
(openness) and perestroika (restructuring), and his reorientation of Soviet
strategic aims, contributed to the end of the Cold War.
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The Helsinki Summit and the signing of the Final Act were,
without a doubt, a major event in history. The leaders of
European countries, the United States and Canada took a step
toward ending the Cold War and the confrontation that for
decades defined relations on the European continent. Against
the backdrop of numerous problems and tensions that had
accumulated over those years, it was vitally important to agree
on the principles governing relations and on how to implement
them. And this was done: the ten Helsinki principles became
the main reference point in European politics, and their abiding
importance has been repeatedly reaffirmed by leaders of states.
Life itself has proved their worth.
Let me make two points here. First of all, the fact that
commitments under the Final Act are political obligations in no
way diminishes their importance. States are responsible for the
promises of their leaders: this principle must be ironclad.
Today, we must do everything in our power to make sure that
the words of state leaders do not contradict their deeds, their
actions.
Secondly, it is important that, as part and parcel of the
Helsinki document, political commitments were reinforced by
agreements on specific measures to build confidence and
security. This was the first such step, to be followed by other,
farther reaching steps.
Unfortunately, the positive process propelled by the
Helsinki summit did not see proper development and was
interrupted by the deterioration of relations between the East
and the West in the late 1970s and early 1980s. It was only
after the momentous changes of global importance associated
with the process of perestroika in the Soviet Union that it was
possible not just to revive the ‘spirit of Helsinki’ but go even
further, to put an end to the Cold War. This historic
breakthrough was enshrined in the Charter of Paris for a New
Europe, in which European leaders stated: “The era of
confrontation and division of Europe has ended. Europe is
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liberating itself from the legacy of the past.” People had high
hopes for that process – but today we have to admit that far
from all of them have been fulfilled. Europe has yet to solve
the main problem – that of laying a firm groundwork for peace,
creating a new architecture of security.
Ideas for new security mechanisms, preventive diplomacy
and conflict resolution in Europe were discussed during the
preparation and signing of the Helsinki Final Act as well as
later. Following the end of the Cold War political leaders of the
USSR, Germany, the United States and other countries
suggested creating a security council for Europe, or a kind of
‘security directorate’ that would have real, broad powers.
Unfortunately, the events took a different course.
Today’s problems are rooted in history, particularly in the
erroneous assessment of the events leading to the breakup of
the USSR, which brought about a ‘victory complex’ in the
West, followed by the enlargement of NATO.
All this has slowed the pace of the construction of
new Europe. Instead of the old dividing lines, new ones have
appeared. Europe has witnessed wars and bloodshed.
Failure to solve the problem of security in Europe has
become particularly manifest during the past year and a half.
We have witnessed the collapse of trust in relations between
major European powers – a crisis that could destroy all the
achievements of the pan-European process.
It is now vital to persevere in a search for ways to resume
dialogue aimed at an early resolution of the Ukrainian conflict
as well as developing long-term measures to put security in
Europe on a firm foundation. We need to reassert the ideas and
principles that made it possible, despite all challenges and
obstacles, to travel the road from Helsinki to Paris and open a
new page in Europe’s history.
Meetings like yours are needed not only for paying tribute
to history and to those who made it but also in order to help in
the search for solutions to the problems of current concern, to
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recreate an atmosphere of dialogue and, eventually, trust. This
is a big challenge but I am confident that we will be able to
respond to it if we start with a sense of urgency and the need to
act. History is not pre-ordained; we do have a chance to stop
sliding into chaos and resume movement towards a Europe of
peace and co-operation.
I wish your conference success in contributing to this goal.
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The Helsinki process:
Bridging the past
and the future
DR ALFRED SANT

Going back in time to the changes brought about in world
politics by the CSCE conference – the so-called Helsinki and
Geneva processes – is a journey to another country. They did
things differently then. If we wish to understand what
happened and how it really affected the world in which we live
now, we need to understand that other country. Helsinki
bridges a huge divide between now and then. To assess it, one
needs to constantly practice a dialectic between the past and
the present, indeed between the past and the future.
For us in Malta, the Helsinki process is marked by the huge
efforts of the Maltese Labour government forty years ago to
inject a Mediterranean perspective into the multilateral
DR ALFRED SANT is a Member of the European Parliament for Malta where
he sits on the ‘Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs’ and the
‘Delegation for Relations with the United States’. He was leader of the
Malta Labour Party, and served as Prime Minister of Malta. He is also a
published author of literary works.
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negotiations that sought to introduce a new framework for
security and co-operation in Europe. Since final conference
decisions depended on unanimity, Malta could with its veto,
halt the overall process -- which is what the then government
did. In the end, the issue became a cliff hanger, paralleling the
ways by which in 1971, the Malta-UK military rent agreements
had been negotiated. Ultimately, Malta obtained the reference
to Mediterranean security that it required, although very little
important follow-up occurred on the matter in later years.
However, the main significance of the Helsinki process as a
game changer, both when it was being negotiated and in the
aftermath, lies elsewhere. Yet not so long after the Helsinki
process was launched – with the establishment of the
Organization for Co-operation and Security in Europe among
other initiatives -- new contingencies emerged which rendered
the premises on which it had been established ambiguous, to
say the least. The problem came to a head with the fall of the
Berlin Wall, German reunification and the collapse of the
USSR. Over the years, the ambiguities have deepened, even
turned into contradictions given the European and world
scenarios in which we find ourselves.
In what follows, I would like to explore these ambiguities
and contradictions.
As I do this, I cannot but remember what my training as a
diplomat in the late sixties had led me to believe. It confirmed
my prior instinctive attachment to the principle -- let me call it
the Gaullist principle -- of the nation state. In those days you
could approach it from the left or the right of the ideological
spectrum.
The nation state was to be considered as a supreme
construct. Within its confines, there could be no interference
from the outside by other nation states except as a breach of
international law or as an exercise of war.
True, the establishment of the United Nations post the
Second World War had re-established the concept of a
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worldwide congress of nations, which could under certain rules
that reflected the balance of power at the time the UN was
constituted, promote collective action to counteract the
initiatives, internal or external, of any state deemed to be
violating the principles of the UN charter as agreed by all.
However the procedures to fulfil this were so conditioned by
countervailing approval from leading players in the global
international system that they were rendered inoperative as
legal and diplomatic levers with which to intervene in the
internal processes of other states.
True too that the establishment of the Council of Europe,
with a supranational court set up to deliver binding judgements
on human rights cases in sovereign member states, conditioned
the latter’s sovereignty over their internal matters to the
decisions of an “outside” court. This too it could be argued was
a breach of the “Gaullist” principle that sovereignty precluded
all outside legitimate interference in national affairs. To be
sure, in post-independence African countries France under de
Gaulle was the first to breach that principle by in practice,
organizing systemic interference in their affairs. But the
subterfuges it resorted to in doing this, at least meant that lip
service was still paid to the principle – which indeed had stood
up well to the challenge of how European colonies in Africa
and Asia were dismantled in the aftermath of the Second World
War, up to the late sixties of the previous century.
By this time though, the overriding reality in world
diplomacy was the permanent standoff between what seemed
to be equally powerful antagonistic superpowers in a balance
that could easily be ruptured.
Their biggest source of tension remained Europe itself, split
down the middle between the West – NATO basically with a
subset forming the European Common Market which was
slowly setting up shop – and the East, the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics – USSR – with its satellites consisting of
Eastern European nations that formed the Warsaw Pact on the
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military front, and COMECON, a trade exchange pact on the
economic front. The Common Market played according to free
enterprise rules, suitably adapted, COMECON according to
state to state planning and trading arrangements.
The real confrontation was military, with both sides groping
to find a method by which to create rules that would limit the
threats of nuclear brinkmanship and war. They arose from the
standoff in central Europe, as well as from the need to stay
ahead of the opposing side by developing new engines of
nuclear destruction. In this game, there was always the
possibility that uncontrollable crises would emerge.
On the West, the perceived danger was that unforeseen
developments would trigger nuclear war. On the East, the fear
was that the West would seek to permanently destabilize the
Soviet system.
The classic example of what could happen in such
circumstances was the Cuban missile crisis of 1962, when a
nuclear Armageddon seemed close. The USSR shipped
warheads to Cuba allegedly in retaliation for the deployment of
US missiles to the Turkish border closest to the USSR. In the
long aftermath of that crisis, the idea germinated that the
superpowers were effectively playing a zero sum game. It
would be much better for both if the rules of the game were
defined in such a way that confrontation could be held within
well defined limits and defused. Slowly under the Kissinger
stewardship of US foreign affairs, this way of thinking led to
the launch of two longstanding diplomatic initiatives that had
global significance.
One consisted of direct negotiations between the
superpowers to achieve nuclear disarmament. The other was
the multilateral conference between all states in Europe to
agree on a diplomatic architecture of non-belligerence and cooperation between them that would prevent and defuse
conflicts between them. The tit for tat aimed for in the nuclear
talks was obvious, if complicated.
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In the Helsinki and Geneva processes, what made the
anticipated payoffs so desirable to the Superpowers was less
evident. However, already in the US, not least because of the
Vietnam War, another bout of fatigue with world commitments
had set in. If instabilities in Europe could be minimised
without ceding strategic ground or losing face, it would all be
to the good. For the USSR, an explicit rather than a de facto
recognition from the West regarding the status quo in the
“East” appeared to be a good bargain. It needed to be set
durably and in full recognition of the geostrategic space
occupied by the USSR in European affairs, following the
Second World War.
A deal in this context was made extremely complex by the
realization that it could not take the form of an agreement
between Superpowers. It had to be shaped and endorsed by all
European nation states. So it was agreed that any deal would
require the unanimous acceptance of all European countries,
plus Canada and the US. in addition to matters covering
diplomatic, political and economic agendas, as is usual in
classic agreements between nation states, cultural, social and
human rights issues were also tabled for negotiation.
Perhaps it was inevitable that this would happen given that
the nation states of the West had developed overlapping ways
of promoting their co-operation to include such issues. They
could not reasonably be expected to bracket them away in any
pan-European agreement planned to encourage greater cooperation on the continent. There was resistance to this from
the “East”. Eventually human rights, cultural and related issues
were bundled into a negotiating “basket” (as it was called)
created specially for them. It was not one of the easiest areas of
discussion.
The Helsinki process developed into a labyrinthine
negotiation involving long months of detailed give and take
that occupied armies of diplomats fulltime. I well remember
the day when in Helsinki, then Malta’s roving ambassador the
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late Joe Attard Kingswell, with myself tagging along as his
assistant, visited Mr Evarist Saliba Malta’s sole diplomat at the
Helsinki negotiations. From his briefings, one could understand
he had a very difficult job to keep following the progress or
lack of it in discussions on the various baskets, while keeping
an eye on where and how Malta’s vital interest could be
affected by developments. This was well before the final
showdown in the plenary conference.
In the event, the complex confidence building measures that
ring fenced future military manoeuvres under the Helsinki and
Geneva agreements proved quite useful to stabilize the threats
of armed warfare arising in Western and Eastern Europe. They
ensured that difficult situations on the ground could be
contained by all sides within manageable and diplomatically
transparent procedures. Actually, the general adoption of non
belligerent policies by the main actors would serve to ensure
maintenance of the military status quo.
However in a fundamental way, Helsinki achieved two
significant breakthroughs in European diplomacy that at a
second or third stage, contributed greatly to radical changes in
the existing status quo. The basket which grouped human,
democratic and cultural rights as part of the subject matter
covered by diplomatic discourse in Europe established ground
breaking principles in relations between participating member
states. Secondly, by virtue of the very design of Helsinki, the
USSR was acknowledged to legitimately have a zone of
influence in European space.
The first constituted a total breach of the principle, which
we have already discussed, that states did not intervene in the
national affairs of each other. Now, intervention under certain
conditions and within certain limits as defined by Helsinki
could be allowable and relevant when grievances came up
related to soft areas of policy like the human and cultural rights
of citizens, topics that are politically very delicate. No doubt
even as the Soviets resisted the idea and when they eventually
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came round to letting it stay on the negotiating table, they
believed the issue could be managed.
It turned out that they were wrong, at least in so far as
developments within their bloc was concerned. The
establishment of a diplomatic framework agreed erga omnes
within which Western styled human and political rights
standards became a common reference point served as a trigger
for an unstoppable change within the Soviet system itself that
eventually led to its implosion.
Obviously there were other factors besides the Helsinki
process (and the completion of a first phase of nuclear
disarmament between the Superpowers) that contributed to the
collapse of the Soviet system.
There was the emergence under the US Reagan
administration of an outright challenge within Helsinki and
nuclear disarmament parameters, to a competition over the
development of new high technology war tools that bled the
Soviet financial system white, at a time when its economic
performance became increasingly mediocre.
There was the rise of outstanding personalities in Poland –
Lech Walesa and Pope John Paul II but also others – who
knew how to play the game launched under the Helsinki
process of making human and other “soft” rights a salient
diplomatic issue in Europe, under the “new” security and cooperation order laid out for the continent.
There was the spreading importance of more invasive and
efficient means of communication that made the
interpenetration of ideas and ideals between nations faster and
easier.
Yet all these would probably have been much less effective
had there not been the Helsinki framework which made their
impact apparently less explosive apparently but in fact more
insidious. Military action in Poland on the lines successfully –
if that is the right word – implemented by the Soviets to crush
the Hungarian uprising in the fifties and the Czech strike for
╢ 51

Helsinki on the rocks

greater liberty in economic management and civil liberties, had
become much more difficult if not next to impossible.
Eventually, efforts to unbutton civil and economic
constraints on society rolled through the Soviet Union itself.
They resonated within the Gorbachev administration, leading to
the development of the theses of perestroika… restructuring …
and glasnost... They went on to provoke Poland type reactions
in COMECON countries and a final meltdown of the Soviet
system.
The legal and diplomatic groundwork for these
developments was clearly laid during the CSCE process,
though the outcome exceeded by far what the most optimistic
Western planners of the time must have targeted for.
Indeed, the same legal and diplomatic groundwork also
unintentionally accounted for the development of what became
in the aftermath of Helsinki, the newest product by which states
or conglomerates of states gained influence over other
diplomatic entities: soft power. This can be defined as the
presentation by a nation state of a profile for conduct and
standards regarding cultural, social and human rights that
becomes so attractive that it generates support in its favour
among the members of that state’s very competitors.
Again, the main beneficiary of this Helsinki opening, was a
Western construct, the European Union. Its soft power helped
enormously to make the breakdown of the Soviet system
manageable, by buffering what could have been explosive
situations and keeping them under control. And it followed all
the time the mechanisms laid out in the Helsinki process, which
had not foreseen scenarios such as those that followed the fall
of the Berlin wall. Under the aegis of the Helsinki process, the
rise of the EU’s soft power came on line at the same time that
technological changes in the field of communications enabled
its manifestations to elude state surveillance and controls by
reaching directly the civil society, indeed the citizens, of other
actors. As the still ongoing digital revolution surged forward,
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this facilitation became so effective, that while the diplomatic
structures of the Helsinki process lost traction, the EU’s soft
power effectively became close to hegemonic in Europe.
However there is another legacy of the Helsinki process that
needs to be kept in mind. After all, Soviet participation in the
Conference was not totally determined by overstretch. What
was also achieved diplomatically at Helsinki was the definition
of a recognised and legitimised space within Europe where the
USSR could exercise its influence as a “great” European
power. And from now on, I will need to use the terms USSR
and Russia interchangeably for obvious reasons.
Russia had always been a problem for Europe due to its
size, its potential, its character astraddle over three continental
masses. Did it really form part of the concert of European
nations and if so to what extent? It rarely formed part of the
balancing games, military and diplomatic, that for centuries
defined relations between European powers, except when
recourse was had – with success or failure -- to Russia’s vast
human resources at moments of catastrophic conflict, such as
during World Wars I and II. Yet right through, recognition of
Russia’s position in Europe was fragile, reluctant, unstable.
On this basis, one could argue that the Helsinki process
provided the first significant diplomatic occasion which
implemented via negotiations involving all concerned,
procedures that enshrined Russian or Soviet engagement in
Europe in most meaningful dimensions. The presence of
Russia in the European space was given full recognition as a
significant and relevant reality and the Russia’s part in that
space was defined. Indeed it could be argued that this was the
first time ever that Russia/the USSR was provided with such
recognition.
Then the collapse of the Soviet Union did not bring new
warfare in its wake. The structures of the Helsinki process
were important initially to absorb the shocks of that major
event. But as the dust settled a bit, the soft power of the
╢ 53

Helsinki on the rocks

European Union drew towards it the national entities that
emerged from the former Soviet sphere of influence, and it did
so smoothly, with minimal outer conflict and antagonisms, also
due to Helsinki. Obviously another reason for this was that
during the same period, the new Russia was really passing
through very hard economic times and was hardly in a position
to sustain its interests.
At the end of this process however, Russia had lost the geostrategic space it gained under the Helsinki process.
Meanwhile, the structures born of that latter process weakened
and had lost much of their potential to monitor the political
disequilibria being caused by the EU’s expansion. This
proceeded undeterred even as the Russian economy began to
improve and a new administration headed by Vladimir Putin
began progressively to assert the claims of Russian
nationalism.
Which is what accounts for the current stalemate mired in
long distance conflict between Russia and practically the rest of
Europe, over the Ukraine and other former territories that
belonged to the USSR. Denial of the European space that was
granted to Russia under the Helsinki process, even if adapted to
the changing circumstances, has relegated that country to the
status of an outsider looking in, which is not in its interests, nor
presumably those of Europe.
So it has reacted not by using the tools of soft power, where
it was hopelessly outgunned, but by the methods of hard power
in areas still not covered by the NATO blanket. And here, the
rest of Europe has been stymied by the mismatch between its
soft power capabilities and the hard power responses of the
Russians. Issues of security and co-operation in Europe once
again have gone to the top of the agenda. But they are hardly of
a nature that fit the models envisaged under the Helsinki/
Geneva agreements.
The situation is extremely dangerous, even if for the present
it is overshadowed by the Greek crisis, another area
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incidentally where the EU’s soft power has met a huge reverse.
To sum up, the conclusion is as follows: the structures set
up by the Helsinki process were extremely valuable to protect
Europe’s security in the period leading up to the Soviet
collapse and for some years after that. Since then, as tools by
which to manage security and co-operation issues in Europe,
they have become out of skew with the new realities. (In all the
above, I am putting a bracket around the Balkan conflicts
which triggered harsh atrocities and where the failure and
impotence of Helsinki process structures reflected sub-regional
tensions rather than pan-European strategic considerations.)
So what do we learn from a trip to the past of the CSCE as a
foreign country from the seventies of the previous century? I
think this:
Security and co-operation between European member states
requires new thinking and new structures. The spirit of 1975
needs to be revived, in a new updated mode, with among
others the following goals:
to take into account the interdependence and
interpenetration between European states and the outside
world, that has increased exponentially over the years;
 to define the bounds, if any, of soft power inside the
European perimeter;
 to agree on the space in Europe that should be recognised
to Russia as an integral part of the European concert of
nations.
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Dom Mintoff (first from left) at Stage I of the Helsinki Conference in July
1973. Beside him sit Evarist Saliba (Malta’s Permanent Representative at
the UN in Geneva), Joe Camilleri (Mintoff’s Private Secretary), Maurice
Abela (Secretary in the Office of Foreign Affairs) and Eric Winkkelman
(Consul of Malta at Helsinki).
(Photo: Department of Information, Malta)
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Malta as a builder of
trust, collaboration
and co-coperation
DR ROBERTA METSOLA

e know the history of the Helsinki Accords. But I am
W
here neither to eulogise nor to demonise. History cannot
be re-written. Rather, I prefer to take a step back and examine
how relevant the principles of Helsinki remain today and what
we can learn from the approach that Malta chose to adopt then.
Are the lessons from Helsinki still relevant today to answer
the foreign policy questions facing us and the shared
challenges faced by a hyper-globalised society and an
interconnected world?
More than ever, States, big or small, are interdependent on
one another. A collapse of Greece could trigger economic
DR ROBERTA METSOLA is a Member of the European Parliament for Malta
where she sits on the ‘Committee on Petitions’, the ‘Committee on Civil
Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs’, and the ‘Delegation for relations with
the United States’. She was Counsellor to the Government of Malta for
Public service, and was Secretary-General of the European Democrat
Students.
╢ 57

Helsinki on the rocks

problems worldwide, even outside the Eurozone, and outside
the European Union. Any slowing of China’s stock market
would affect us here in Malta and also countries in Africa. The
war in Syria and the rise of terrorism in Libya likewise has a
snowball effect on the security of the entire Mediterranean
region. Wars in Somalia and Eritrea push migratory flows.
There is much that can be done from a Euro-Med
perspective to ensure stability in the region. And as ever Malta
finds itself in a position to contribute to this process.
Twenty-five years ago Pope John Paul II visited Malta and
in his address underlined that we Maltese are “widely
respected for our initiatives aimed at strengthening
understanding, co-operation, peace, and well-being among
peoples”. A quarter of a century later, these words still ring
true and should remain our guiding principle today. Malta still
has an important role, far bigger than its size, to play.
That the Mediterranean finds itself at the front of the storm
is not something new. However, rarely have we faced the
concurrent challenges posed by increased migratory flows,
deaths in our seas, instability in Libya, the surge of terrorism in
Mediterranean cities, volatility in North Africa, the economic
situation in Greece, and devastating war in Syria.
It is difficult to talk about the challenges faced in the
Mediterranean without underlining once again the need for a
renewed impetus to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian situation.
We need to push towards a peaceful two-state solution, with
guaranteed borders and the right to peaceful co-existence.
The situation in Cyprus, still divided after all these years, is
another of the Mediterranean’s open wounds, and I hope that
the latest thaw in relations will finally mean the breakthrough
that we have all wanted to see.
The challenges are many - but in my two years as a Member
of the European Parliament and for the last months as the
Shadow Minister for European and Foreign Affairs - I have
always maintained that Europe – collectively and as individual
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Member States - has a responsibility, along with all other
countries in the region, to share the challenges and to come up
with a coherent and concrete response that helps address the
multi-faceted nature of these crises.
It is true that the concept of the nation-State has evolved, but
the fact that Malta is a Member of the European Union, further
strengthens our position in regional affairs.
Europe can contribute but it will only be able to do so
effectively, if it acts in unison. The proposals to review the
EU’s relations with the neighbourhood under the European
Neighbourhood Process will be submitted this coming autumn
in order to attune this Process to the new political realities we
face today. So, as the EU prepares to revitalise its engagement
with the neighbourhood, it is clear that Malta needs to engage
further.
The crisis facing Libya is having a ripple effect on Malta
and the Mediterranean.
In a 2010 speech to the United Nations General Assembly,
Prime Minister Gonzi underlined that “Malta’s geo-strategic
location in the Mediterranean has placed it in the privileged
yet responsible position of building bridges between the two
continents” while enhancing dialogue.
Malta can indeed use its unique position to help push the
path towards lasting stability, peace and security throughout the
region, including in Libya. We can and we should be at the
forefront of assisting peace talks between the factions. The
crisis in Libya is not just an internal matter. It is having a
knock on effect on Malta, and indeed on all the Mediterranean
region, and even beyond.
Of course, we would be being presumptuous to stand here
and, from the safety of our podium, pretend that we have all the
answers, or that we are able to tell Libya what to do .
The international community, including, or indeed led by
the EU, can stand with the people of Libya as they overcome
their internal struggles and work together as equal partners. It is
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however, the Libyans themselves who must be the sovereign
masters of their own destiny.
Terrorist organisations like the Islamic State—a death-cult
that is neither a State nor representative of Islam—can only be
effectively defeated by a Libya that is strong and united on
every level. As much as we can try to square the circle, there
are no other real or viable options that will lead to lasting
progress, other than a home-grown and home-led solution.
But the pressure exerted by time is high and is real.
Extremists and organised crime networks cannot be allowed to
continue to enjoy the space in which to operate freely and
unchallenged.
As a trusted and old partner of the Libyan people, Malta can
play an important part in helping to build confidence and in
assisting the process without imposition. The longer the
political status quo remains, the harder it will be to find a
solution. Libya, indeed the entire region, cannot afford failure.
We are facing challenges that do not always emanate from
State disputes, be they inter-state or intra-state. The entire
world is living in the shadow of radical terrorism. Forty years
ago, the Helsinki Accords tried to address State versus State
issues. When it comes to terrorism, the enemy is often hidden
or home grown.
We are speaking here today –






almost exactly ten years after the horrific terrorist attacks
in London,
a few months since the Charlie Hebdo murders,
a few weeks since the shootings in a Charleston church in
the US,
a few days since the attacks in France, Tunisia and
Kuwait
and a few hours since attacks by Boko Haram in Nigeria
and al-Shabaab in Kenya.

These attacks keep underlining, over and over again, that
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the mask of terror knows no religion, knows no border and
only uses religion as a cover for heinous crimes.
It is however also true that radicalisation has increased
steeply, with ghettoised youths or people stuck in poverty,
finding solace in terrorist networks. It is up to us to, not only
tackle the consequences of terror, but also to understand the
root causes that keep allowing criminal organisations to find
fertile ground for their recruitment.
This necessitates a global response and increased
collaboration between States. We must co-operate with likeminded States and play our part in the global effort against
terrorism and its root causes. Malta may not be able to
participate militarily, but this is no justification for us to sit on
the side-lines.
Another global challenge that needs a global response is the
phenomenon of migration we face daily. Malta again has been
at the receiving end of the consequences of this reality. The
world is facing migration flows that, largely due to poverty,
war or persecution, have rarely been seen in recent times. It is
hope for a better life, or indeed for life, that drives people to
risk their lives in our seas, and it is at the root causes of what
makes people flee that we should be looking at, and addressing
as otherwise we will only be scratching the surface of a very
deep issue.
As we have said time and time again, being a State from
outside the Mediterranean region does not translate into an
exoneration from the international and human responsibility of
dealing with migration.
The European Commission, has ― to a certain extent ―
acknowledged our calls and has recently issued a new agenda for
migration that has fair-sharing of responsibility and solidarity at its
core. Apart from an emergency relocation proposal for Syrian and
Eritrean asylum seekers from Italy and Greece, the Commission
has also announced that it will issue a proposal for a mandatory
distribution mechanism later on in the year.
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It is not perfect. But it was clearly a big step forward and for
the first time puts a concrete proposal in front of the leaders of
the European Union’s Member States. Solidarity must be
mandatory. We will keep up the pressure on Prime Ministers to
act. The status quo in this area is unacceptable on many fronts
and on many levels.
Working on this issue has more than ever brought home the
very real and very human challenges surrounding the migration
debate and the hurdles and risks faced by people in search of
protection.
As lawmakers, we need to be able to understand what
causes people to flee, what obstacles they face and how States acting together - can help address both the underlying issues as
well as the emergency short-term challenges. In a world
characterised by the immediacy afforded by twitter and
facebook, we need to look beyond the here and now, and seek
long lasting and permanent solutions.
The modern interdependency of States was highlighted
during the economic crisis of 2008, which led to a global
slowdown that affected millions. Likewise it was exposed by
the situation in Greece that will affect people far beyond
Athens. As we speak here, it is absolutely clear that a few
hours remain to find a solution. This is the final deadline for
Greece to avoid bankruptcy. It is real people who will suffer
the consequences of the wrong political decisions.
Despite the rhetoric, this is not a situation of Greece against
the rest of Europe. We need to find solutions together, but it
does shine the spotlight on irresponsible politicians who
promise things they could not possibly achieve, and who take
their country to the brink with no care for the possible and real
hardships and consequences they are inflicting on their own
people. Greece’s politicians, all of them, must tell their fellow
citizens the truth and not abuse the good faith of, and solidarity
shown by, other Member States.
I am still hopeful that we will find a way forward that is fair
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on the people of Europe, including Malta, who lent Greece the
money it needed, and that is also fair on the people of Greece,
whose populist Government has taken them down this cliffedge path.
We can never be complacent in the face of economic
problems elsewhere because history has shown us that such
crises often escalate to outright conflict between peoples.
In conclusion, coming back to the Helsinki Accords of forty
years ago, I would like to take a comparative look at the
approach taken by Malta then, and briefly examine how far
we’ve come.
In the last forty years, we’ve seen iron curtains pulled up,
dictators shoved aside, and concrete walls come down. The
world cannot return to a state of tension and uncertainty, where
people are used as pawns sandwiched between different blocs
and interests.
In Malta, over the years we know only too well the pitfalls
of the politics of populism and brinkmanship. These political
characteristics were dominant in my early years growing up
here. It is those experiences that instilled in me an
understanding and importance of the fact that in politics an
approach based on discussion and co-operation will always
triumph over the short-termism of political bullying, sabrerattling and pseudo-machismo. It may not get you the
immediate desired headline, but it will get us all long-term
lasting results.
Joining the European Union was one of Malta’s greatest
foreign policy accomplishments and that was achieved through
tough negotiations and co-operation, as equals, around the
same table. As EU members, we have seen time and time
again, that threats and stamping of feet will get nobody
nowhere.
It is in building trust between States and in more
collaboration and co-operation that we shall find the answers to
the questions facing us today.
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In all of this, Malta’s place is not on the side-lines of
Mediterranean and world politics, and indeed of history. It
never was. We have a role to play and we must stand ready to
step forward and be the desperately needed bridge whenever,
wherever and with whoever we can.
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Conference:
A turning point
DR HENRY KISSINGER

he Helsinki Conference marked a turning point in European
T
history. NATO and Warsaw Pact countries came together to
develop common rules of international conduct and
consistence after decades of Cold War tension.
These included provisions for national sovereignty,
economic co-operation, and most importantly, some principles
of human rights anchored in international law. The Conference
did not end the Cold War. But it contributed to international
rules for conducting it and helped facilitate its conclusion.
I congratulate this conference for reminding us of the
Helsinki Declaration and reinvigorating its principles.
DR HENRY KISSINGER is Chairman of the international consulting firm,
‘Kissinger Associates’. He was Secretary of State of the United States of
America, and formerly Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs. He was the main Representative of the United States during the
Helsinki Conferences, and the official signatory for his country at the
Accords.
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The fifty-three representatives of the participant countries gathered
at Helsinki in July 1973 for Stage I of the Conference.
Dom Mintoff (circled) appears speaking with the Holy See’s
Representative, Mgr. Agostino Casaroli (later Cardinal),
who was also the President of that first phase.
(Photo: OSCE)
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Facing
the great challenges
of our times
DR SIMON BUSUTTIL

preparing for this presentation, I came across a string of
Iwar;nwords
and phrases that I had not heard for years: the cold
the iron curtain; the Warsaw Pact and ‘detente’.
The best description of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe - or CSCE - which was established by the
Helsinki Accord (or Helsinki Final Act) that we are
commemorating today, was the ‘barometer of East-West
relations’. But in fact it was more than that. The CSCE was
actually not the forum that gauged the climate in these relations
but the forum that set the climate.
Some of the goals the Helsinki process set out to achieve
have now been long achieved and superseded. The fall of
DR SIMON BUSUTTIL is Leader of the Opposition, and Leader of the
Nationalist Party. He was a member of the Core Negotiating Group for
Malta’s EU membership, and adviser on EU affairs to the Government of
Malta prior to Malta’s EU accession. He was also a Member of the
European Parliament where he set on the Committee on Budgetary Control.
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Communism signified so dramatically by the fall of the Berlin
wall on that historic night of the 9th November 1989 has
marked our generation together with the fall of the Soviet
Union in the early 1990s.
What was in 1975 Communist Eastern Europe behind the
iron curtain is now fully integrated in the European Union
covering West and East, Northern and Southern Europe.
The Helsinki Final Act is proof of what can be achieved
when states decide to focus on common efforts rather than on
their differences. It was an agreement between parties which
knew that opposing views would not change in the near future
but agreed to work together on a change for the better. The
Helsinki Final Act is a true testament of diplomatic
achievements.
This is not to say that the CSCE achieved all its goals in the
same degree of effectiveness.
Along with the then Yugoslavia, Malta had insisted on the
inclusion of a chapter on the Mediterranean in the Helsinki
Final Act. Malta had argued, rightly, that there can be no
security in Europe without security in the Mediterranean. But it
will not come as a surprise to you that I tell you that the
brinkmanship that the Mintoff Government used at the time to
achieve the inclusion of this chapter was not a style that I share.
As a colleague told me just this morning, it was a textbook
case of how to win a battle and lose a war. Indeed, the
Mediterranean chapter in the Final Act was largely ignored and
a look at the state of affairs around us in the region attests to
this. Sadly our region still struggles in a sea of turbulence.
So the question before leaders today is: how can we face the
challenges of the present and the future in a true spirit of cooperation based on trust?
This is truly a time that shows that there can be no peace in
Europe without peace in the Mediterranean. And we have
many challenges in the Mediterranean that can bear more than
a dose of co-operation.
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Let me start with the current huge economic and financial
challenge of Greece which threatens the structure of the euro.
The situation in Greece is hugely worrying with just hours
remaining before Greece potentially becomes a bankrupt
country dropping out of the euro and turning into a
humanitarian problem. We are seeing in Greece what populism
and brinkmanship can bring to a people – populism and
brinkmanship really solve nothing. When leaders push
countries to the brink and then pull it back at the last minute
they create a situation that produces much drama and shortterm popularity but really does not work. Hopefully, we can get
some good news about this tomorrow during the European
Council meeting.
This week, together with the Greek crisis and the peril of
Greek defaulting, we had news of the Chinese stock market
crashing, possibly leading to a downturn in the Chinese
economy that would affect the entire world. A Greek default
can still mean contagion in the European and wider economy.
Another long-standing challenge in the Mediterranean is
Cyprus, still divided after 41 years, a division that will soon
have been longer than the post-war division of Europe.
Thankfully, there are now some commendable attempts at
getting the two sides together.
The Palestinian problem is constantly in and out of the news
and is, again, one of the long-standing challenges in the
Mediterranean with reverberations throughout the world. It is
difficult to speak about the challenges faced in the
Mediterranean without underlining the need for renewed
impetus to resolve the Israeli–Palestinian conflict. We need to
reposition the discussion back towards a two-state solution,
with both States living within secure and guaranteed borders,
recognising each other’s sovereignty and the right to peaceful
coexistence. A good dose of the Helsinki Decalogue [see pages
102-3] can guide a new peace process in the Middle East.
The conflict in Syria has compounded the problems in our
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region being a humanitarian crisis in itself and hugely affecting
immigration. The latest statistics show that four million
refugees have escaped from Syria in the last four years, mostly
to neighbouring countries. This is another seemingly
intractable problem that affects all the Mediterranean and
Europe.
Closer to home, almost literally on our doorstep, we have
the crisis in Libya. This is where we can contribute from a
position of trust and where we also stand to benefit if progress
is achieved. Malta’s size can make it a trusted partner with our
long and fruitful relationship with Libya. Malta needs to use
this position to build bridges not only between the different
factions in Libya but also between Libya and Europe. We
Maltese are in a unique position to help both sides within
Libya and internationally. We are also in a unique position to
benefit economically and security-wise of any improvement
there should be in Libya. But in the guiding light of several of
the principles of the Helsinki Accords, it has to be the Libyan
people who should be trusted to be masters of their own
destiny.
The Helsinki spirit can stand us in good stead in conflicts
that are not very close to us but that affect us in an interlinked
world. This time last year in Ukraine, a Malaysian Airlines
plane was shot down in the Donetsk region of Ukraine. This
was a great human tragedy with the loss of 298 lives in what
certainly appears to have been a terroristic act in mainland
Europe. The conflict in Ukraine challenges us to stand up for
the respect of the territorial integrity of Ukraine.
The conflict in Ukraine is necessarily linked to Russia. We
have seen worrying signs from Russia manifested not only in
the Donetsk region of Ukraine but also in Crimea. Russia is a
very important partner in our region. We want Russia to come
back to the negotiating table as a stable partner. Russia needs
to instill trust. But it has done very little to reinstil trust since
the annexation of Crimea last year.
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In an increasingly interlinked world, the challenges we face
are supra-national, beyond nation-states. And I would like to
argue that the more complex challenges we face now and into
the future require multi-faceted action and even more trust and
co-operation between states.
The three great challenges we face do not emanate from a
specific nation-state but sew a thread through many states and
regions; my view is that the three great foreign-policy
challenges we face are migration, terrorism and climate
change.
Migration is a huge challenge in the Mediterranean with a
wave that envelopes Europe from North Africa and Syria. We
Maltese are leading the debate on a European Union platform.
We are telling other European states that not being in the
Mediterranean does not exonerate them from responsibility.
It is very disappointing that the European Council in its
latest summit specifically about immigration didn’t arrive at a
mandatory solution. It is even more disappointing that the
voluntary mechanism does not even cover Malta and Malta is
now taking around 300 migrants from other European
countries rather than having its own burden alleviated. It is
clear that the summit did not take into account the cumulative
effect of a decade of disproportionate numbers arriving here as
well as the size of our territory and our very high population
density.
Even though one might draw some comfort from the
conclusions of the summit as a step forward, we need to keep
up our efforts to find a last solution.
Terrorism has characterised international relations for a
long time now, but it is now becoming ever more sophisticated
using new means and technologies that make it an even more
difficult to pin down and prevent. We cannot fight terrorism on
our own. Terrorism needs a regional as well as a global
response to terrorism.
But we can certainly play our part. Joining like-minded
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states in a non-military capacity does not undermine our
neutrality. You cannot be neutral between the fire and the fireengine.
For a long time, we saw terrorism as a far-away
phenomenon affecting others. But the new media, the conflicts
in Iraq and Syria, the crisis in Libya, and the recent terror
attacks in France and Tunisia have brought terrorism much
closer home.
Climate change is one of the biggest challenges of our time.
Since the 1960s, Malta has been at the forefront of the concept
of the common heritage of humankind when we proposed the
seabed and the climate as such. The common heritage of
humankind is an extension of the common good we need to
defend.
Climate change fuels migration. It also affects tourism and
low-lying coastal areas. Again, we cannot but engage with
other states throughout the region and the world to face this
challenge in a spirit of co-operation built on trust.
These are the challenges that we must overcome and it
would serve our national interest to do so in conjunction with
other like-minded countries, such as the family of European
nations that are part of the European Union.
Of course, the Europe Union is itself facing its own
existential problems. But despite its shortcomings, it remains
the best ever exercise in regional co-operation in living
memory and it remains our best hope to overcoming the
foreign-policy challenges that we are facing.
In so doing, however, we can learn from the historic legacy
that has been left to us by the Helsinki Accord. And it is our
responsibility today to ensure that the success of this legacy is
emulated in our Mediterranean neighbourhood.
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The vision of a truly
Mediterranean
dimension
DR JOSEPH MUSCAT

et us give credit where credit is due. Helsinki is notably the
Lhistory.
most striking event in young Malta’s brief diplomatic
It is definitely one of the big chapters in our history,
and it is so obvious that Dom Mintoff’s influence and
relevance on the world stage was hugely determined by this
one crucial factor. I do believe that we need to give credit
where credit is due. We need to give credit to Dom Mintoff for
the vision he had, not only for Malta, but really for Europe and
the Mediterranean.
I do believe that, as any statesman whose influence on a
society has protracted for more than half a century, it would be
DR JOSEPH MUSCAT is Malta’s Prime Minister, and Leader of the Labour
Party. He was a Member of the European Parliament for Malta, where he
set as Vice-President on the ‘Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs’, on delegations for relations with Belarus and other countries of
south-east Europe, and on Co-operation Committees with Armenia,
Azerbaijan and Georgia.
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dismissing to characterise Mintoff in a caricaturelike manner
of black or white. There are shades of grey. I think, as
President Emeritus Fenech Adami said upon the demise of Mr.
Mintoff, history judges Mintoff in a positive manner. I think
we should be proud as a country to have had such a worthy
son—the greatest son, I must say—of this country, at least in
my books.
I do believe that the greatest and the most important
characteristic of Mintoff was his almost instinctive nature of
breaking with the past. In each and every thing he did he went
for a break with the past. So—and this is where my criticism
kicks in—I think it is in a way, not only counter-productive,
but it actually goes against the grain of what Mintoff stood for
to advocate continuation with the past as a way of continuing
his legacy. When his legacy was actually a break with the past.
That is where we need to reinvent ourselves as a country. To
continue reinventing ourselves as a country. Not by trying to
mimic the past. Not be trying to live in the sweet memory
lanes. But by taking out a leaf of what happened in the past,
learning from big achievements that were made, learning from
the mistakes that were committed once those achievements
were being baked, and breaking away and going for the next
thing. I think that is essentially what Mintoff stood for.
So, most probably, if such a conference as this was
organised forty years ago to commemorate something that
happened forty years earlier, which would have been in the
fifties, Mintoff would have been one of the speakers saying,
‘Look, we need to look forward, and not stay stuck in the past.’
So we should have this as a context, and not as an end in itself.
I do believe, I genuinely believe, that this is what should bring
us together as a nation. A nation that can learn. A nation that is
growing. A nation that is developing. A nation which, in its
fifty-year history of Independence, witnessed some major
breakthroughs; achievements at United Nations level by Arvid
Pardo et al., and a huge achievement at Helsinki by Mintoff,
74 ╟

Dr Joseph Muscat

just to mention two. Not to put them on the same level. Not at
all. But just to mention two key points where we, as a nation,
punched above our weight.
I find it immensely ironic for this conference to take place
today. The day in which the fate of the European project is
basically being decided. Not to sound dramatic, but whatever
the outcome of this tiny Ministers’ meeting in Brussels today
will have a huge influence in shaping our continent for the next
decade or so.
To my mind—and I read the final statement that the
organisers of this conference are publishing [see page 79]—I
was very encouraged to see that the definition of security is
being widened. It seems that the definition of security is taken
by many in its classical sense. People not shooting at each
other. That is not security. That is a very old fashion and
classical way of looking at security. Security today is climate
change. Security today is the issue of radicalisation. Security
today is economy. So, economy is basically the root of
everything. It is useless to have huge conferences on social
justice and peace unless there is the way in which we can
secure a sustainable way of having a thriving economy. As a
country the issue is not whether we are part of Europe or not.
We are part of an interconnected world. What happens in our
neighbourhood, and even in our not so immediate
neighbourhood, has an influence on us. What happens on the
New York stock exchange, where some of the major investors
over here, who have been here for the past thirty-five, forty
years, are listed, has a direct influence on the livelihood of a
family at Kirkop or Mqabba, whose jobs depends on the
performance of their employer who is listed on the New York
stock exchange.
So, the relevance of what is happening today in connection
to Greece is important to us. I do believe, furthermore, that
there are lessons to be learnt, whatever the outcome. I will not
try to anticipate the outcome. I will only say that, for the first
╢ 75

Helsinki on the rocks

time, the European Council has a proposition that is a basis for
negotiation from the Greek side. However, there are issues at
stake that are larger than the Greek issue in itself. It is the
direction that Europe should take in the future. I have had talks
with a couple of Prime Ministers over the past few days, and
there is this realisation that, make or break on the Greek issue,
now is the time for a re-think, or at least a reboot, on what
Europe should stand for, how decisions are taken in Europe,
and what, at the end of the day, should Europe mean to its
citizens. Please, do not interpret this as a sign of soft-soaping
to the anti-austerity brigade. I, for one, believes that everyone
should live up to one’s responsibility, as we Maltese have done
over and over again. I am one who is in favour of discipline.
But I am against rigidity. I do believe that rigidity and
discipline are not one and the same. I am one who is in favour
of flexibility but not in favour of a laissez-faire attitude
towards the public purse. I do believe that what is happening
today will serve as an impetus for what will happen in Europe
in the next few years.
This brings me to another idea in which I see an inherent
‘prejudgment’ or ‘prejudice’ in our minds. When we speak of
the Mediterranean and of problems in the Mediterranean, there
is an almost psychological, inadvertent, divide between North
and South Mediterranean. As if the problems are over there. In
the south. We, in the northern part of the Mediterranean, we do
not have problems. We are the ones who are developed. We
are the ones who get it right. It is the southern rim that is the
problem. I think what is happening right now has shown that
this is not the case.
In order to have a real resolution to Mediterranean issues we
should do away with that invisible line through the middle—
ironically, where we lay: just in the middle—and making a
difference between Southern and Northern Mediterranean.
That is when there will be a truly Mediterranean dimension.
Because until now the Mediterranean is really a virtual
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invention. Where one has some people who sometimes refer to
themselves as Mediterranean but say, ‘We are Europeans and
Mediterranean’, and African nations which sometimes use the
word ‘Mediterranean’ as a common denominator. There is still
not a Mediterranean dimension. We can have a Mediterranean
dimension when, I believe, we start thinking as one region, and
not in terms of North and South, or of East and West,
Mediterranean.
That’s a vision. It may be a long-winding one. It might be
hard to achieve. But that is where, I think, we can get what was
achieved forty years ago to fruition. Most the problems of forty
years ago are still here. I do believe that one of the main
stumbling blocks to getting to a resolution is really this lack of
a truly one Mediterranean dimension.
I can assure you that Malta is living up to its efforts of
building peace. From what I know, the efforts that were done
in the seventies, in the eighties and even in the nineties were
made known in the memoirs, in autobiographies and in later
studies. They were not publicised on the day. I do believe that
there are certain things that are better done than said. We’ll
leave it to the historians, then, to write them.
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▲Representatives of Malta during Stage III of the Helsinki Conference in August 1975.
(l-r) Maria Cilia (Senior Officer in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs), Victor Gauci
(Principal Councillor for Foreign Affairs), Carmelo Mallia (Ambassador of Malta for
Italy, Austria, Switzerland, Jugoslavia, Greece, and the Council of Europe) and Evarist
Saliba (Permanent Representative of Malta for the UN in Geneva).

▼One of the set of two stamps issued in Malta on July 15, 1975, for the occasion of the
Helsinki Conference. It shows a 17th century painting (1626) by Valentin de Boulogne
(Museum of Fine Arts, Valletta) of Judith, presumably an allagory of Malta, cutting
Holofernes’ head. The stamp’s design is by Emvin Cremona.
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The Helsinki hope must
not be extinguished
‘HELSINKI 2015’ TEAM

A 1973 at Helsinki, had it not been for Malta’s Prime
lmost everyone, it seems, would recognise that, back in

Minister, Mr. Dom Mintoff, the superpowers would have
conceived the concept of peace and security in Europe without
the active inclusion of the Mediterranean countries.
Furthermore, quite shortsightedly, they would not have
envisaged that, as Mr. Mintoff had accentuated quite forcibly,
peace and security in Europe could not have been possible
without peace and security in the Mediterranean. Today, some
forty years later, it seems safe to state that, back then, despite
representing such a small and relatively new nation, almost
solo Mr. Mintoff had been ‘prophetic’ in his vision. His
The ‘HELSINKI 2015’ TEAM is a non-government, non-partisan group which
came together to mark the forthieth anniversary of the Helsinki Accords,
and to highlight its ongoing importance in today’s world. The contribution
of the ‘Helsinki 2015’ Team was delivered by Reverend Dr Mark
Montebello.
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forewarning is true today as it was then, and seems that it shall
continue to be so in the foreseeable future.
I speak here this evening on behalf of a group of individuals
who saw it fit to bring to the attention of the public—on its
fortieth anniversary—Helsinki’s ground-breaking achievement. Not because we elate in the past. Nor because we delight
in fixing memorials. But because we are worried. Worried that
rearmament is once more on the rise. Worried that the old
belief ‘If-one-wants-peace-one-should-prepare-for-war’ seems
to be gaining currency again. Worried that acts of aggression
and hostility seem to be acquiring new immunitive
justifications. Worried that a new Cold War is beginning all
over again. Worried that the Mediterranean is once more
becoming a theatre of militaristic exploitation; that the
Mediterranean is less stable today than it had been since the
last world war.
Indeed, we are worried, and probably much more than
worried. Not only we. But also, presumably, millions of others
in the Mediterranean, in Europe, and around the globe. Can we
not say today that “the hatred between the contestants [is
becoming] so intense as to engulf all the other developed
countries with whom they came into contact”? Can we not say
today that “most of the world’s states [are organising]
themselves into two armed camps, each side bent on subduing
the other with the threats of terror and more terror”? Can we
not say today that “each bloc [is] led by a Super Power”, and
that “each bloc [is nurturing] its own trading and economic
system”? Can we not say today that “neither bloc [is
pretending] to have or to want co-operation with the other”?
If so, then we are justified in being worried, for the words I
am using in these questions just now are not mine, but
Mintoff’s in July 1973, when the Cold War was perhaps at its
height.
Back then, Mintoff had held that “détente [had] developed
into comprehension which in turn [had] led to a sincere search
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for real security and co-operation”. Today the process seems to
be in reverse: a ‘sincere search’ for ‘real security and cooperation’ appears to have been eased, leading on to
incomprehension;
developing
into
some
kind
of
‘durcissement’, and even tinged with some ‘audace’.
If so, this is tremendously regrettable. Tremendously
regrettable. More than that, it bestows urgency to our
imperative duty to reaffirm and uphold the principles—the
hope—declared at Helsinki, amongst which:
There can be no peace without co-operation
There can be no lasting peace without disarmament
There can be no sustainable development without
subsidiarity
 There can be no security anywhere without the
renunciation of imperialist exploitation
 There can be no peace and security in Europe without
peace and security in the Mediterranean




These principles are crucial today as they were forty years
ago. With the only difference that they are now more vital and
more critical. The reason being that the tide seems to have
turned. Forty years ago, détente was in the air; a desideratum of
the weary.
Today, alas, durcissement seems to have again dug its heals,
apparently as a lamentable offspring of veiled armament
entrepreneurs and globalised tycoons, demoting détente to the
starry fixations of idealists.
This is not right.
It is no secret that most of Helsinki’s lofty agreements and
commitments have been ditched by successive governments
who evidently did not feel bound to the pledges of their
national administrative predecessors:


We evoke Helsinki’s undertaking that all armed forces
shall be eliminated from the Mediterranean basin.
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We recall Helsinki’s assurance that all the Mediterranean
countries—and also Iran, Syria and the Gulf States—
shall be included in American-European dialogues on
peace and security.
 We elicit Helsinki’s undertaking that the Mediterranean
countries shall be buoyed with political and economic
aid, and with organic investment.
 We call to mind Helsinki’s acknowledgement of the
possible co-existence of different economic models in
oppostion to a one-fits-all archetype.
 We educe Helsinki’s word of honour that the
Mediterranean shall not be turned into a sea of war but
shall be grossly assisted to become a haven of respect,
economic growth, friendship and peace.


Can anyone honesty say that these oaths and vows have
been kept? Ladies and gentlemen, not only have they not, but
they have been positively contradicted. Deliberately.
Consistently.
We can confidently state without much danger of erring that
the Helsinki belief—that the best way to counter violence and
create a secure world is by capitalising on co-operation
amongst nations and developing national economies—this
belief is not adhered to any more.
What we see, forty years after Helsinki, is, alas, the
entrenched and flourishing belief that the best way to
respond to violence is by violence.
 What we see is a Mediterranean teeming with war
vessels both above and below its waves.
 What we see is the unbridled, treacherous increase in the
sale of arms to dictatorial regimes and poverty-stricken
and desperate rebels.
 What we see is the bourgeoning of nuclear bases along
many a Mediterranean shore.
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What we see are dubious doctrines of goodwill and
compassion translated into brimstone and fire.
What we see is a steadfast resistence to declaring
sensitive areas around the Mediterranean nuclear-free
zones.
What we see is a seemingly deliberate drive in
democracy’s name to keep oil-rich countries in a volatile
state of existence.
What we see is the vital absence of key world players—
including, amongst others, the United States, China and
Israel—from participating in the International Criminal
Court.
What we see is the veiled credence—in practice if not
theory—that European security, or even world security,
is possible without security in the Mediterranean.

What we see is not the ‘Helsinki hope’ at all. But the
chemistry of untold human misery of inconsolable unemployed
in their millions, of forlorn refugees in their thousands and of
dispairing militants in their scores.
Remember, we live today—not any more under the dread of
a world nuclear war but—under the foreboding prospects of,
alas, other ‘Fallujah Offensives’, with their purported use of
chemical weapons, incendiary bombs and the indiscriminate
use of violence against civilians and children ... why? ... ‘for
democracy and human rights’ (as officially stated).
Despite all this, we trust that the ‘Helsinki hope’ shall not
succumb to the callousness of warmongers and mercenaries,
whether they be part of the Eastern or Western blocs.
We firmly believe that the ‘Helsinki hope’ must not be
extinguished. Its light must shine through.

With such a resolve in mind, we deem it reasonable to make
four earnest proposals:
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First, we propose that the ‘Mediterranean
Document’ [see page 97], which had been incorporated
into the Helsinki Accords as a road-map towards peace
and security in the Mediterranean, be officially adopted
by the United Nations, the European Union and the Arab
League.



Secondly, we also propose that the Government of Malta
considers adding to Article 1, paragraph 3, of the
Constitution, following the words which state that Malta
‘refuses to participate in any military alliance’, words to
the effect that Malta ‘endeavours to pursue a policy of
disarmament in the Mediterranean’.



Thirdly, we propose further that Malta’s representatives
in the European Parliament endeavour to pilot the
European Union into adopting an official policy of nonalignment in relation to the major super powers, a policy
of neutrality in any world conflict, and a ban on the
selling of armaments to third world countries.



Finally, we propose that a Monitoring Committee be
established under the auspices of the President of Malta
to implement the above-mentioned proposals, and to
promote and oversee their adherence.
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No peace in Europe
without Peace in the
Mediterranean
DOM MINTOFF
Speech at Stage I of the Helsinki Conference
6 July 1973

the first stage of the Conference on Security and CoIthenoperation
in Europe, it is right and proper briefly to examine
final recommendations of the Helsinki Consultations in the
light of the goals which all the Participating States have set out
to reach.
No co-operation is possible without security. Security must
therefore be achieved before economic co-operation, cultural
exchanges and social understanding can take place what is the
stage of the European security today ?
As a result of the political changes brought about by the
outcome of the Second World War, Central Europe was, for
about 20 years. the most insecure region of our globe.
Insecurity bred suspicion , deceit and hatred. The hatred
between the contestants was so intense as to engulf all the other
developed countries with whom they came into contact. Most
of the world’s states organised themselves into two armed
camps, each side bent on subduing the other with the threats of
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terror and more terror.
Each bloc was led by a Super Power; each bloc nurtured its
own trading and economic system. Neither bloc pretended to
have or to want co-operation with the other. During the 20
years or so after Yalta we all spoke of the Berlin Wall, the Iron
Curtain, the Imperialist lackeys and the Soviet satellites.
The past 10 years have witnessed a most welcome change.
Detente has developed into comprehension which in turn has
led to a sincere search for real security and co-operation. The
States of Central Europe, suitably encouraged by the two Super
Powers, have formally accepted the wayward borders marked
by World War ii. They have also solemnly sworn not to try to
change them by force.
The Iron Curtain is now torn asunder. There are now several
agreements between the states of central Europe for cooperation in the economic field. Before the Helsinki
Consultations had begun, Central Europe had already become
Europe’s most secure region.
Indeed mutual trust has so successfully dispelled the
previous hatred in this region that Vienna was last week in a
position to give glad tidings. On October 30 of this year,
negotiations will take place in the capital of Austria on mutual
reduction of forces and armaments as associated measures in
Central Europe.
Thus Central Europe is now well on the way to friendly and
durable relationship between the European communist and the
non-communist States; Central Europe, if left alone, could well
look forward to many years of unprecedented peace and
prosperity.
The first and most pleasant task of all participants at this
Conference is therefore to show our joy for what has been
achieved in Central Europe and to profess our eagerness to
consolidate these gains and possibly to multiply them. The
recommendations of the Helsinki Consultations are more than
adequate for the fulfilment of this duty.
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Can anyone here, however, examine the security of the other
regions of Europe with the same feelings of hope and
satisfaction? I only pretend to know a little about this present
situation and this is limited to Southern Europe. What little I
know comes from personal contact and personal knowledge.
We do not have the big information facilities available to her
foreign offices; my country is small and perhaps the poorest in
this large gathering but what I know coincides with President
Tito’s declaration of last week ad fills me with frightening
forebodings.
Never since the end of the Second World War has Southern
Europe been more insecure than it is today. The symptoms are
there for those who care to see them; the dispute over
Gibraltar, the unrest in Cyprus and Greece, the Arab-Israel
confrontation, etc. It is difficult to determine which of these is
the most worrying – the black hatred devouring the hearts of
Arabs and Israelis of the nonchalance and coolness with which
the two Super Powers shake hands across Central Europe and
bare their ugly teeth in the blue Mediterranean Sea.
This is why I offer no apology for the part my country has
played in the Helsinki Consultations. From the very beginning
Malta tenaciously held the view that European security and cooperation cannot meaningfully be discussed if the problems of
the Mediterranean were to be excluded from the agenda of this
Conference. The arguments Malta brought forward were not
accepted with the readiness they deserved.
Some of our Mediterranean friends felt justified in giving a
free hand to the United States and the Soviet Union on
Mediterranean matters in the then impending Nixon-Brezhnev
talks. These have now taken place and we are all back where
we started from.
The key paragraph of the joint U.S. – U.S.S.R. communiqué
on Europe comes at the very end;- “The Parties expressed their
deep concern with the situation in the Middle East and
exchanged opinions regarding ways of reaching a Middle East
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settlement.
Each of the parties set forth its position on this problem.
Both parties agreed to continue to exert their efforts to
promote the quickest possible settlement in the Middle East.
This settlement should be in accordance with the interests of
all states in the area, be consistent with their independence and
sovereignty, and should take into due account the legitimate
interests of the Palestinian Peoples.
After this very frank statement by the two Super Powers,
Malta fails to see how anyone present amongst the
Participating States at this Conference could now legitimately
object to Euro-Mediterranean problems of security and cooperation being given their rightful share of the proceedings.
Malta has no intention to probe much deeper into the
reluctance of the States of Europe to give the same prominence
to Southern Europe as they have obviously given to Europe’s
Central region. Had not been for Malta’s sheer persistence, the
Helsinki Consultations would not even have resulted in the
search for a formula to make it possible for some of the least
involved of the Arab States to address this conference on the
relationship between Mediterranean security and security and
co-operation in Europe
What seems so obvious today appeared very far-fetched less
than a month ago, and Malta was then subjected to friendly
bullying and pressurising.
On June 22, 1973, two days the end of the Brezhnev –
Nixon talks in the United States, Malta asked the Chairman of
the Conference to circulate to all participants the following
proposal in terms of paragraph 7 of the Rules of Procedure:
“The Conference invites the Foreign Ministers of the
Democratic People’s Republic of Algeria and of the Republic
of Tunisia to address the Foreign Ministers of Participating
States during this first stage of the Conference on Security and
Co-operation in Europe so that they may be acquainted with
the points of view of the States of Algeria and Tunisia on the
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subject of the problems relating to Security and Co-operation
in Europe”
For many hours, Malta, now supported by many other
States, has been pressing for a decision on our proposal in a
sub-committee appointed by this Plenary Session for that
purpose.
We consider those hours very well spent for no security, no
co-operation, no freedom of exchange of ideas and of
movement of people, is at all possible in Central Europe if this
Conference takes no step, however small, if this Conference
takes no action, however, cautious, to create an atmosphere for
the preconditions of détente in the Mediterranean.
Unless this action is taken now, before the proposed
reduction of forces in Central Europe take a concrete form, the
European States in the Mediterranean Sea will have very good
grounds to wonder whether the reduction of forces in Central
Europe will not be balanced by an increase of forces in the
South.
What is even more to the point is Europe’s inability to
maintain its present level of economic activity, let alone
increase it, without the active co-operation of the Arab States.
Recently published statistics indicate that 31.5 per cent of
Europe’s oil is supplied by the North African States. More than
50 per cent of Europe’s oil requirements come from the Middle
East. Is it possible for any of the participants here to believe
that if war breaks out again in the Middle East the oil supplies
will still flow? Is it possible for anyone participating in this
Conference to believe that without the markets of the North
African States which in 1971 totalled 2.2 billion U.S. dollars
for Western Europe alone the economic progress of the past
decade can be sustained?
It is these questions and other related investigations which
this European Conference must urgently tackle if we want to
avoid the accusation of willingly accepting the role of being
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nothing more than the official multinational rubber stamp of
the Super Powers. Of all the European States, Malta is in size
perhaps the least significant. Of all the European States Malta
is perhaps the least armed. But of all the European States Malta
is the most Exposed to the dangers of an imminent reactivation
of the Arab-Israel conflict. Of all the European States Malta is
perhaps the state which has striven hardest, at great risk and
sacrifice to her people, to give valid and concrete contribution
to peace in the Mediterranean Sea.
In the midst of all this turbulence Malta launched during the
past year an active co-operation in the economic and technical
fields between four central Mediterranean States. In the past
year Malta has persistently pestered the European Economic
Community to set up close links with Arab Mediterranean
States. Malta has practised what she preaches.
We are happy to be here on two counts. First because the
hospitality, the efficiency and the friendliness shown by
Finland to all participating States, large and small, have been
exemplary, and I add Malta’s gratitude to that already
expressed by every speaker before me. We are also happy
because for the first time in the known history of Europe,
Malta is being given rights equal to those enjoyed by the most
powerful states. This great joy must now be matched by a
greater determination on our part to convince a;; the other
European States that Europe’s security is one and indivisible;
that what has been achieved in Central Europe can be
successfully undertaken in the South; and that peace in the
Middle East is not a more difficult problem than the Iron
Curtain and the Berlin Wall.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Scenes from the
conference held
in Malta on
July 11, 2015.
(Photos: Ivan Saliba)

▲Dr Alex Sceberras Trigona reading out the message sent by
Dr Mikhail Gorbachev to the participants of the conference.
[See the message on page 41]
▼Prim Minister, Dr Joseph Muscat,
addressing the conference.
[See the speech on page 73]
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More scenes from
the July 11, 2015,
conference

▲Leader of the Opposition, Dr Simon Busuttil (right), speaking
with participants and delegates of foreign missions in Malta
during the coffee break at the conference. (Photos: Ivan Saliba)

▼ A general view of the audience at the conference. Seen
speaking from the floor is Mr. Ivan Grech Mintoff. (Photos: Josef Grech)
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Malta’s historic and
useful contribution
to Helsinki
DOM MINTOFF
Speech in the House of Representatives
15 July 1975
Originally in Maltese

he Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe
TGovernment
began in 1972 following an invitation which the
of Finland made to the governments of Europe,
Canada and the United States of America.
On 11 June, 1973, I informed the House of the conditions
which had been made by Malta’s representative [Mr. Joe Attard
Kingswell] for Malta to participate at this Conference.
On 9 July, 1973, I again informed the House of the
contribution given by Malta at Helsinki when all the Foreign
Ministers of the Conference’s Participating States met.
In short, Malta made the Conference understand that there
can be no security in Europe if there was also security in the
Mediterranean. At the Conference Malta also expressed the
opinion that the views of the Mediterranean countries which
were not invited to the Conference should be heard.
The result of this was that the representatives of the
Governments of Algeria, Tunisia, Egypt, Morocco, Syria and
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Israel, which previously had not been allowed to express their
views at Helsinki, did so at [the second phase of] the
Conference in Geneva, which had reconvened on 18
September, 1973.
During the last year and ten months since the meeting of the
Conference at Geneva, Malta drew up, together with other
Mediterranean countries, what has been called the
‘Mediterranean Document’ [see page 97]. This document was
submitted by Malta, Cyprus and Yugoslavia.
On 11 September, 1974, Malta submitted a Working Paper
before the Conference. In the Working Paper the Maltese
Government made it clear that the ‘Confidence Building
Measures’ which were being discussed, though of great
importance to the European States, were insufficient to
guarantee the security of the disarmed Mediterranean States.
The Working Paper held the view that détente in the
Mediterranean amongst the two Superpowers could only be
achieved by building up of an independent Europe which
shines forth its identity u which can be an effective buffer
between the Superpowers.
It was Malta’s view that Europe could only achieve its
identity through a Euro-Arab Federation which would include
all the Mediterranean States, Iran and the Gulf States. To this
end, Malta proposed that the ‘Mediterranean Document’ will
expressly state that the dialogue which had been begun by the
Conference be broadened so as to include all the Mediterranean
States, the Gulf States, and Iran. The aim being that concrete
plans be drawn up based on co-operation so that political
agreement leads on to common action between the States.
Malta also desired that the Conference appoints a
Monitoring Committee to begin and encourage progress in this
direction.
Following the strengthening of this union of States, Russia
and America simultaneously withdraw their armed forces from
these regions.
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Many States at the Conference were heard praising Malta’s
Working Paper. Various States, however, stated that these
ideas should not form part of the final document of the
Conference but should be explored at some other forum.
Last Thursday, 10 July, 1975, the Government of Romania
set forth a compromise, trying to find a middle way. Malta
expressed its inclination towards Romania’s suggestion. With
the condition, however, that the words ‘reducing armed forces
in the region’ be added. The text, as proposed by Malta last
week, reads as follows:
“In order to advance the objectives set forth above, the
participating States also declare their intention of
maintaining and amplifying the contacts and dialogue as
initiated by the CSCE with the non-participating
Mediterranean States to include all the States of the
Mediterranean, with the purpose of contributing to peace,
reducing armed forces in the region, strengthening
security, lessening tensions in the region, and widening
the scope of co-operation, ends in which all share a
common interest, as well as with the purpose of defining
further common objectives.
“The participating States would seek, in the
framework of their multilateral efforts, to encourage
progress and appropriate initiatives and to proceed to an
exchange of views on the attainment of the above
purposes.”
Many discussions were held between Thursday, 10 July, and
Sunday, 13 July, 1975, on this text. Yesterday morning an
informal meetings was held between the representatives of
America, England, Canada, France and Italy (for the NATO
side), those of Russia (for the Warsaw Pact side), together with
those of Finland, Romania and Malta.
Malta gave an historic and useful contribution to the
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Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe. I place on
the Table of the House the ‘Mediterranean Document’. As far
as I know, it has also been circulated to everyone here.
With this document the participating countries bound
themselves, though not legally, to proffer their help to the
Mediterranean in the economic and political fields. They
expressed their will to enhance the contacts and dialogue
which were begun at the Conference with the aim of working
for peace, of reducing the armed forces from the
Mediterranean, strengthen security, and ease the tension in this
region, and upsurge the areas of common co-operation.
Above all, every Government participating at this
Conference bound itself so that, when in two years time the
Conference shall be reconvened for its follow-up, the
Mediterranean be taken as an integral part for the security and
co-operation of Europe.
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The ‘Mediterranean
Document’
Incorporated in the Helsinki Final Act of
1 August 1975

participating States,
T heConscious
of the geographical, historical, cultural, economic
and political aspects of their relationship with the non-participating
Mediterranean States,
Convinced that security in Europe is to be considered in the
broader context of world security and is closely linked with
security in the Mediterranean area as a whole, and that accordingly
the process of improving security should not be confined to Europe
but should extend to other parts of the world, and in particular to
the Mediterranean area,
Believing that the strengthening of security and the
intensification of co-operation in Europe would stimulate positive
processes in the Mediterranean region, and expressing their
intention to contribute towards peace, security and justice in the
region, in which ends the participating States and the nonparticipating Mediterranean States have a common interest,
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Recognizing the importance of their mutual economic
relations with the non-participating Mediterranean States, and
conscious of their common interest in the further development of
co-operation,
Noting with appreciation the interest expressed by the nonparticipating Mediterranean States in the Conference since its
inception, and having duly taken their contributions into account,
Declare their intention:
- to promote the development of good-neighbourly relations
with the non-participating Mediterranean States in conformity
with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United
Nations, on which their relations are based, and with the United
Nations Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning
Friendly Relations and Co-operation among States and
accordingly, in this context, to conduct their relations with the nonparticipating Mediterranean States in the spirit of the principles set
forth in the Declaration on Principles Guiding Relations between
Participating States;
- to seek, by further improving their relations with the nonparticipating Mediterranean States, to increase mutual confidence,
so as to promote security and stability in the Mediterranean area as
a whole;
- to encourage with the non-participating Mediterranean
States the development of mutually beneficial co-operation in the
various fields of economic activity, especially by expanding
commercial exchanges, on the basis of a common awareness of the
necessity for stability and progress in trade relations, of their
mutual economic interests, and of differences in the levels of
economic development, thereby promoting their economic
advancement and well-being;
- to contribute to a diversified development of the economies
of the non-participating Mediterranean countries, whilst taking due
account of their national development objectives, and to cooperate
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with them, especially in the sectors of industry, science and
technology, in their efforts to achieve a better utilization of their
resources, thus promoting a more harmonious development of
economic relations;
- to intensify their efforts and their co-operation on a bilateral
and multilateral basis with the non - participating Mediterranean
States directed towards the improvement of the environment of the
Mediterranean, especially the safeguarding of the biological
resources and ecological balance of the sea, by appropriate
measures including the prevention and control of pollution; to this
end, and in view of the present situation, to cooperate through
competent international organizations and in particular within the
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP);
- to promote further contacts and co-operation with the nonparticipating Mediterranean States in other relevant fields.
In order to advance the objectives set forth above, the
participating States also declare their intention of maintaining and
amplifying the contacts and dialogue as initiated by the CSCE
with the non-participating Mediterranean States to include all the
States of the Mediterranean, with the purpose of contributing to
peace, reducing armed forces in the region, strengthening security,
lessening tensions in the region, and widening the scope of
cooperation, ends in which all share a common interest, as well as
with the purpose of defining further common objectives.
The participating States would seek, in the framework of
their multilateral efforts, to encourage progress and appropriate
initiatives and to proceed to an exchange of views on the
attainment of the above purposes.
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▲A general view of the 53-State assembly gathered at
Finlandia Hall, Helsinki, Finland, for the signing of the
Helsinki Accords on August 1, 1975.
▼The US and USSR Presidents, Gerald Ford (left) and Leonid Brezhnev, at the
Helsinki Conference in August 1975, together with other representatives of the
participating States. To Brezhnev’s left is his Foreign Minister, Andrei Gromyko.
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A concluding Critique
MARK MONTEBELLO

ollowing the speeches which are included in this book, one
F
cannot fail to be left with a impression of how confused
contemporaries still seem to be when it comes to living with
our recent past. Not that there is a correct way of ‘getting it
right’. But perhaps to make up one’s mind—after due
consideration—on the facts, at least. Then again, it might be
the ‘due consideration’ part which seems to be most wanting.
And the blame, so it appears, must be chiefly shouldered by too
much a dose of political partisanship. Nevertheless, in the last
reckoning there seems to be lurking beneath the surface a lack
of thoroughness, an awkward superficiality, as if one is scared
of whatever conclusions one could be faced with lest they
might prove to be too embarrassing.
MARK MONTEBELLO was the Chairperson of the ‘Helsinki 2015’ Team. He
teaches Philosophy at the University of Malta and at other institutions of
higher education. He is the author of various publications of a critical and
philosophical nature.
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Reading distant history with indifference might not be very
difficult at times, and might not hurt very much, if at all.
However, the more recent one, especially that which still feels
to be shedding its shadow over us today, a faint lingering
reverberation, prickles our emotions. It seems to demand of us
some kind of response which might even qualify as nothing
less that a moral judgement, however unnerving. And yes,
political partisanship does compel people to jump this side or
that of the dividing wall. Some people’s response will be
negative, others’ positive, according to their current political
whims or to their congealed paradigm of past history and how
it should be ‘correctly’ interpreted. Nonetheless, both will
seem to find it difficult, if not impossible, to consider the
matter—if not outright objectively, for that should appear to be
improbable—at least serenely, neutrally and, above all, fairly.
The speeches in this book demonstrate how unlikely this
seems to be for contemporaries dealing with the subject matter
at hand, especially, one might add, with anything concerned
with Mr. Dom Mintoff, still an object of mystification to most
Maltese. Apart from the obvious fact that poignant emotions
are stirred up immediately (this is perhaps to be expected with
people who still live in the remembering range of the recent
past), what is really revealing is the fact that most speakers
succumb to the temptation of yielding any decent attempt at
historical analysis to their mishmash stock of popular historical
snippets and standard partisan prejudice. One would expect
more from political commentators worth their salt.
Particularly in this case. For the Helsinki Conference dealt
with consequences; those same consequences which, for better
or for worse, we’re living out today; consequences which
should have followed the well-known ‘Decalogue’ for guiding
the relations between the participating states, namely:
I.
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Sovereign equality, respect for the rights inherent in
sovereignty
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II.
III.
IV.
V.
VI.
VII.

Refraining from the threat or use of force
Inviolability of frontiers
Territorial integrity of States
Peaceful settlement of disputes
Non-intervention in internal affairs
Respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms,
including the freedom of thought, conscience, religion
or belief
VIII. Equal rights and self-determination of peoples
IX. Co-operation among States
X. Fulfilment in good faith of obligations under
international law
A fitting exploration of Helsinki’s happenings should
probably entail examining whether the consequences are the
result of its decisions or in spite of them. The fundamental
questions perhaps should be: Has Helsinki’s Decalogue been
adhered to? If so, why are we in the present mess of political
upheaval? Or, rather, is the present mess the result of
Helsinki’s decisions and Decalogue?
Dr Gorbachev, the ‘Helsinki 2015’ Team and, to a lesser
extent, Dr Sceberras Trigona seem to answer the latter question
in the negative. No, they suggest in varying degrees and for
different reasons, Helsinki’s Decalogue had not been adhered
to, at least not in any significantly enduring way, and that’s
why we’re in the present mess. Dr Sant, while partially
agreeing, appears to opine that this was inevitable since the
political and diplomatic tools deployed at Helsinki at the time,
especially its Decalogue, became outdated in just a score of
years and, consequently, the subsequent situation could not be
encountered successfully without much needed new tools. On
the other hand, Dr Metsola, Dr Busuttil and Dr Muscat seem to
flout the issue completely, and just deal with the present as if it
fell right out of the sky.
Closer to home, the colourful role Mr. Mintoff played on a
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minor side-stage at Helsinki seems to become more thorny at
the hands of Maltese observers. Here we tread on slippery
ground. Of course, the Helsinki two-year episode was a mere
fragment of a much larger, fifty-year convoluted tale spun by
Mr. Mintoff. Nevertheless, it doesn’t seem quite clear what
magnitude is attributed to it in the general picture of local
political imagery. Though the speakers of a leftist persuasion
(such as Dr Sceberras Trigona, the ‘Helsinki 2015’ Team, Dr
Muscat, and also Dr Farrugia and Coleiro Preca) tend to deem
it weighty enough to warrant some serious attention—certainly
against the rightist conservatives (Dr Metsola and Dr Busuttil)
—in reality the typecast narratives of the Labour Party history
just give it cursory thought. While Dr Sant (a former leader of
the party) considers it as futile as a drop at sea, Dr Muscat (the
party’s present leader) goes as far as to dismiss it as passé.
This is the first cause for confusion in Maltese contemporaries
trying to live with their recent past.
In historical terms, on a local level, was Helsinki a defining
moment or not? Judging from the speeches in this book,
according to Dr Sceberras Trigona, the ‘Helsinki 2015’ Team,
Dr Farrugia and Coleiro Preca, it could have been. Which, in
effect, amounts to the same conclusion arrived at by Dr Sant
(and Dr Busuttil): it was not. In other words, the political
attitude of Europe or the superpowers towards the
Mediterranean did not follow the guide-lines of the Helsinki
Mediterranean document [see page 97]. Perhaps, despite
accepting Mr. Mintoff’s entreaties, they never intended to. To
them, Helsinki was momentous for other reasons altogether,
thoroughly unrelated to the Mediterranean or, much more, to
Mr. Mintoff’s dogged efforts.
This said, what of Mr. Mintoff’s unorthodox tactics at
Helsinki? What did the speakers make of them? Tellingly, Dr
Sant refuses to be drawn into the fray. Dr Muscat, while
rhetorically calling Mintoff ‘Malta’s greatest son’, insists on
‘breaking away’ from him. Dr Metsola, on the other hand, is
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unforgiving (without as much as giving reasons to back her
claims): Mintoff’s tactics smacked of ‘short-termism,’ she
asserts, ‘political bullying, sabre-rattling and pseudomachismo’. And Dr Busuttil seems to concur: they were, he
avers, ‘a textbook case of how to win a battle and lose a
war’ (inexplicably failing to say what ‘war’ he had in mind).
The rest, despite prudently avoiding to put a finger on the issue,
are somewhat given away by their admiration for Mr. Mintoff’s
actions at the Helsinki Conference, perhaps endorsing the way
he tackled the whole matter.
In other words, on balance no clear-cut answer emerges.
Unsurprisingly, all we are left with is yet another hung verdict
which needs to be explored further. The question is: Can Mr.
Mintoff be marginally justified for what he did back then to
include the Mediterranean into the superpowers’ agenda and in
the final Helsinki accords?
To shed some meaningful light on this matter it must be
noted straight away that Mr. Mintoff’s tactics on this occasion
were not of the kind he excelled in at many a negotiating table.
This was not a case of Mintoffian brinkmanship (as Dr Sant
and Dr Busuttil suggest somewhat hastily). In fact, it is
markedly unlike the method he used with his typical
brinkmanship during many negotiations, including the
renowned 1971/72 one with the British government, in which
he was in the habit of advancing new demands just at each
termination of a negotiating session while exasperating the
opponent and gaining more and more from the deal. No such
thing happened during the Helsinki process. As Dr Sceberras
Trigona explains in some detail, Mr. Mintoff’s exertions began
from the very commencement of the process in 1972, they
continued consistently throughout the following three years,
and, what’s more, his objectives were made perfectly clear as
from the very beginning, never once adding on new demands
as time progressed.
What is evident, however, is that the superpowers and their
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satellite-states, while in this matter giving Mr. Mintoff and his
foreign supporters at Helsinki the distinct impression that they
were accepting their proposals, appear to have had other
intentions in mind, precisely of ultimately thwarting their
objectives. When, after almost three years of hard negotiations,
the day of the concluding phase of the Conference loomed, the
final documents drawn and the champagne flutes already laid
out, Mr. Mintoff’s proposals were still not in the accords,
despite all the promises made. It was apparently in desperation
and as the last resort that Mr. Mintoff made recourse to Malta’s
right of veto according to Paragraph 69 of the Conference’s
Blue Book of procedure, and then kept his ambassador at
Helsinki short of an official answer as to Malta’s decision on
the date of the Conference’s signing ceremony.
Of course, this might be seen as a sort of blackmail,
extortion even, on Mr. Mintoff’s part, and indeed that’s how it
was taken (as one can observe from Dr Kissinger’s comments
quoted in Dr Farrugia’s contribution). To boot, Mr. Mintoff
had added muscle by his newly struck friendship with Mao’s
China (which evidently annoyed the US and the USSR
tremendously while giving him great leverage). Nevertheless,
still this does not look like a case of typical planned Mintoffian
brinkmanship at all. It ultimately seems to have been a matter
of shrewd maneuvering through the superpowers’ (read: Dr
Kissinger’s) apparent connived duplicity. In the quote
mentioned above, taken from the third volume of his
autobiography, Dr Kissinger conveniently claims to have
forgot the details of the issue. Inscrutably, he only states that
‘our Finnish hosts […] surmounted the impasse […] by means
of some formula’. Which doesn’t seem to have been the case.
Apparently, it was the British, most likely in concord with
the Americans, who had a finger in the pie. This transpires
from the memoirs of the British diplomat, Sir Michael
Alexander, who was involved in the Helsinki final process
(Managing the Cold War: A view from the front, The Royal
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United Services Institute for Defence and Security Studies,
London, 2005). He writes (page 77):
“On the morning when [in July 1975] it became clear
that Mintoff was going to insist on a reference in the
Mediterranean Declaration to the reduction of armed
forces in the region, [the USSR’s negotiator, Ambassador
Lev] Mendelyevich told me authoritatively that his
government would never accept such a reference. We
[the British] elaborated some alternative formulae for use
in the impending discussions with the Maltese. An hour
or so later, he sought me out in a state of evident anxiety,
saying earnestly that he hoped I had no mentioned our
conversation to anyone and would not do so. He had
been speaking for no one but himself! He declined to
offer any explanation for his volte-face. Few, if any,
Western diplomats would in similar circumstances have
felt it necessary to conceal what soon became obvious,
viz. that Messrs Gromyko and Kissinger had just met and
decided to give in to Mintoff, or been embarrassed by
such a happening.”
A few pages later (page 99), Sir Alexander adds:
“On the Mediterranean, Mr. Mintoff won by a knockout
(although there will certainly be a rematch).”
Rematch or no rematch, for the time being the superpowers
had to be content with just an apology proffered by Malta’s
Deputy Prime Minister, Dr Anton Buttigieg, on the final days
of the Helsinki Conference when, together with speeches from
all the thirty-five participating countries, as signatory he
delivered a concluding speech. This did not go unnoticed by Dr
Kissinger. Reporting in a short telegram to the US Department
of State on 2 August, 1975 (the day following the signing of
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the Helsinki Accords), while commenting on only eleven of the
thirty-five speeches made in the preceding three days, right
after praising his own President’s speech Dr Kissinger wrote
this:
“In absence of Mintoff, who was reportedly ill, Deputy
Prime Minister Buttigieg concentrated on Mediterranean
aspects of CSCE and Maltese role in ensuring that
Mediterranean interest in the conference was fully
reflected. Buttigieg apologized to all present ‘for any
offense we may have given during the exciting days in
Geneva.’ All that Maltese did, he said, was ‘in a good
cause,’ and any animosity was due more to ‘our
inexperience than to any bad intention.’*
This must have been poor compensation for the US and the
USSR ‘giving in’ to Mr. Mintoff. He had, after all, made the
superpowers kiss the canvas by sheer tenacity and equanimity.
He did not even deign himself to turn up for the final signing
ceremony.
So, back to our initial query: Can Mr. Mintoff be marginally
justified for what he did back then to include the Mediterranean
into the superpowers’ agenda and in the final Helsinki accords?
Our answer is yes. For it was either this or Mr. Mintoff’s goals
and vision being cut off at the knees. Their soundness would
have been reduced to ashes. Alternatively, Malta would have
had to sign an accord drawn up by people who, after three
years of avowing the opposite, deliberately snubbed the
Mediterranean vision of peace and security. As the
circumstances had developed, in the ultimate reckoning it
seems that Mr. Mintoff could not do otherwise. By
underestimating him and thinking that his pan-Mediterranean
plan could be passed over, Dr Kissinger and Dr Gromyko
seriously put at stake Mr. Mintoff’s political persona and his
Helsinki consensus, a dangerous thing to do in any
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circumstance (as proved later when militarily powerful leaders,
such as Saddam Hussein, Osama bin Laden and Muammar
Gaddafi, found themselves in a similar situation).
One final question which may be discussed at local level is
whether the Helsinki episode ultimately proved to be beneficial
to Malta. Our answer is this: though it seems that the
Mediterranean document did not, in point of fact, come to
fruition, at least not as expected when it was incorporated in
the Helsinki Accords (suffice to read the speech of the
‘Helsinki 2015’ Team), Mr. Mintoff’s tenacious and robust
advocacy at the Conference of other non-participant
Mediterranean countries (such as Algeria, Tunisia, Morocco,
Syria and Israel, and also Iran and the Gulf States), stood him
and Malta in good stead in the succeeding years. Not only had
Mr. Mintoff’s stature in the eyes of the governments of these
countries grew to even reverent heights, but they also remained
forever grateful to him, translating their appreciation in
political and economic aid to Malta whenever they could.
True, the downside of this episode, on the other hand, could
have been that Malta’s diplomatic stature went down more than
a notch with America and some NATO countries. These might
have reckoned that Mr. Mintoff was a bad egg. But most likely
this cannot be said of all governments. Though Dr Kissinger,
for instance, went so far as to suggest in jest that Mintoff
should be assassinated,* Dr Gromyko called him ‘Mintoff the
Terrible’ not without a dash of admiration.†
Evidently, Mr. Mintoff had sufficient friends, in both East
and West, North and South, to flout both the US and the USSR.
All knew perfectly well that they needed him, not he them.
*

†

Foreign Relations of the United States: 1969–1976, Volume XXXIX, European Security,
Office of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, US Department of State, United States
Government Printing Office, Washington, 2008, Document no. 334, page 974.
Both quotes from ibid.; first quote from ‘Memorandum of Conversation’ (with Dr Gromyko,
Geneva; 10 July, 1975) no. 313, page 902; second quote from ‘Memorandum of
Conversation’ (with Dr Kissinger; Vienna, 19 May, 1975) no. 284, page 836.
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Besides, at Helsinki they provided him with the perfect stage to
flaunt his policy of non-alignment. These were all pluses to Mr.
Mintoff.
So, yes, in its own way the Helsinki episode ultimately
proved to be very beneficial to Malta. A pity none of the
speakers seem to have gone into this aspect very thoroughly.
What, then, to conclude, can be educed from the Helsinki
episode and Malta’s (or, rather, Mr. Mintoff’s) role in it? In
general terms, it seems that—as Dr Kissinger’s and Dr
Gorbachev’s messages in this book suggest—Helsinki marked
the first concerted attempt to give a feasible structure to the
speaking terms between the participant countries in the postWorld War II political reality. That in itself was an historic
moment of vital magnitude.
Secondly, in relation to the Mediterranean in particular,
though the drawing up and adoption of the ‘Mediterranean
Document’ was a minor issue for the Conference, it marked the
first genuine attempt to deem the Mediterranean as a unifying
entity with its own needs and possibilities, and as a
fundamental, crucial and integral part of the European
continent.
In specific relation to Mr. Mintoff, first and foremost what
probably must be appreciated is his risky innovation in
detaching himself, his politics and Malta’s government from
alignment to one of the two superpowers as was implicitly done
by each and every country in the world. Historically, it was
Argentina’s President Juan Peron who apparently first
proposed this ‘Third Positionism’, a position which served as a
precedent of the Non-Aligned Movement. Nevertheless, it was
ground-breaking for Europe, and also very precarious in the
volatile Mediterranean, to adopt such a policy. Mr. Mintoff,
however, made the most useful application of such a position
for Malta’s benefit as for that of the Mediterranean.
And this brings us to the second equally important
observation. At Helsinki Mr. Mintoff internationally refused to
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view world affairs from an American/NATO/Eurocentric point
of view, opting instead to draw into central focus the
perspective and interests of ‘third parties’. These consisted in
sidelined countries—from North Africa and the Middle East—
whose role on the world stage until then seemed to have been
solely to be browbeaten and exploited. At that point in history
what Mr. Mintoff did was unthinkable and pioneering. This
changed the relation between the West/Europe and the
countries concerned.
Such conclusions should have been dealt with thoroughly by
the speakers whose contributions appear in this book. Instead,
they seem to have passed over them very lightly, if at all. As
they also did, after all, Europe’s growing conceit in many a
sensitive Mediterranean situation (such as those of Libya and
Greece) and Malta’s appalling lack of initiative and originality
on the world stage since Mr. Mintoff’s time.*

*

The author is indebted to Michael Grech, another member of the ’Helsinki 2015’ Team, for
comments and suggestions made in the process of writing this essay.
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The obverse and reverse of one of the two commemorative coins
issued by Finland for the occasion of the beginning of the Helsinki
Conference in 1973. The design is by the Finn artist Kauko Räsänen.
The coins were struck in silver, measured 70 mm in diameter and
weighed 950 grams each. (Photo: Paul J. Bosco, New York)

The Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe,
which was celebrated in Helsinki between 1973 and 1975,
was an historically vital event which
began the termination of the Cold War.
The meetings and the Final Accords of the summit
established the routes of dialogue and collaboration
between the previously hostile East and West,
charted the first ever blueprint for disarmament,
and included the Mediterranean in the strategic plans
of Europe’s security.

This book grew out of the activities held in Malta
to commemorate and celebrate the principles
which made the Helsinki Conference such an extraordinary feat.
It also evokes the crucial role which Malta played
in some of the summit’s key concepts and resolutions.
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