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Abstract

This - thesis examines the role of Soviet military
policy in the formation, history and decline of the Warsaw
Treaty Organization (WTO). It traces the relationship
between two functions of the alliance, an external
strategic role and an internal military-political function,
and asks whether the decline of the WTO in the late 1980s
was the result of a change in external requirements, of the
abandonment of the internal role, or of some combination of
the two.

The internal political functioning of the WTO, its
milifary command structures, and the guestion of Soviet
strategic goals in Europe during the 1955-1987 period are
examined. It is érgued that both iqﬁernal and external
alliance functions were important, but that while there
were fluctuations in the level of internal political
control by the USSR, this was less noticeable in the
military command sphere. This suggests that the euxternal
strategic role may have been primary, though it does not
establish this beyond doubt.

An examination of Soviet policy in the late 1980s
shows that the functions of the WTO were placed in question
in different ways by projected reforms of military strategy
and by the logic of "New Thinking" in foreign policy.
However, it could not have been predicted on the basis of
the Soviet strategic debate alone that the USSR would
accept the political transformation of Eastern Europe, the

early withdrawal of Soviet forces, and the virtual collapse



of the WTD as an alliance during 1989-90. It is therefore
argued in conclusion that this collapse can best be
explained in terms of a political calculation about the
future of Eastern Europe which the Soviet leadership made
at a time when the military-strategic debate was still

unresolved.
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INTRODUCTION

This thesis presents a case-study of the formation,
history, and decline of one of the two main Cold War
alliances, the Warsaw Treaty Organization or Narsaw Fact
(WTD)., It takes as its most central concern the role of
military strategy within the alliance, which entails a
close examination of Soviet military strategy. However, I
have sought to explore strategy not just as a military-
technological phenomencn, but also as a political factor in
the history of the alliance. The reason for this approach
should become clear if we consider the dual functions which
the WTD was traditionally considered to have fulfilled
within the overall scheme of Soviet security policy. On the
one hand, the WTO united into a military alliance the
states occupving a ‘'buffer-zone" or strétegic glacis
between the USSR and its western antagonists. This function
was reléted witimately to the territorial defence of the
USSR, but rested #or many years on essentially offensive
principles of Soviet military strategy. 0On the other hand,
the alliance united thbse states on tﬁe basis of their
political, economic and social systems, even if this was
obscured in the wording of the Warsaw Treaty itself. This
second functicn made the alliance an instrument whereby the
USSR ensured its capacity to_monitor; and sometimes to
intervene with military force in, the internal politics of

those buffer states, in order to prevent or remove



political challenges to what were considered to be Soviet
interests in the region. After 1968, this internal alliance
function was identified in western analyses as resting on
the "Brezhnev Doctrine”.

The military-political history of the WTD therefore
invites a study of the relative significance of external
strategic goals and internal political calculations in the
history of the alliance. This seems particularly relevant
in the aftermath of the political transformation of Europe
which took place during 1989-90: the end of the European
Cold War confrontation on terms which amounted to a
comprehensive ﬁalitical, economic and ideological defeat
for the Soviet system, the reunification of Germany within
MATO, and the virtual collapse of the WTO both as a
military &and as a political alliance. The gquestion to be
investigated is taken from the period of the WTO's decline
in the late 1980s. Did the collapse of the alliance come
about because its external security functions changed, or
because its internal military—-political functions were
abandoned or became redundant 7 In order to answer this
quegtion, it.is necessary to establish whether and how the
two alliance functions were related to each other
throughout the history of the WTO. On the basis of this
historical analysis, it should be possible to =stablish
whether the events of the late 1980s were the result of
changes in the relaticonship between»ﬁhe two functions, or
of simultanemus but uncdnnected changes in both areas of

policy, and to assess which of the changes were the most



significant.

I have attempted to answer these guestions by tracirna
the relationship between the two alliance functions through
the military and political history of the WTO, and through
the main developments in Soviet-military strategy which
affected the alliance directly or indirectly. I have paid
particular attention to the Soviet strategic reform debates
of the late 1980s, which initially promised significant
defensive strategic adjustments without entailing a Soviet
withdrawal from Eastern Europe, and were then largely
overtaken by the course of events as the existing political
order collapsed during 198%9-%0.

I have not tried to make any consistent comparisons
between the WTO and NATO or to addreses technical questions
concerrning military balance in Europe, though some passing
comparisons with NATD are made where they seem appropriate.
Nor have I dealt with Soviet relations with other non—-WTO
spocialist states (China or Yugoslavia), or with the
geconomic aspects of Soviet—-East European relations in  the
framework of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance
(COMECON or CMEA) .,

The sources used in compiling 'this study are a
combination of westerny (English-language) and Soviet
(Russian and English—-language). There are some areas 1n
which infermation from Soviet sources is relatively easy to
Find ~ basic documents and statements of the WTO, a number
of institutional gquestiaons, and some questions of military

strategy. In other areas, informed speculation and
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secondary sources play greater roles. There has always been
a need for some care in assessing any findings about the
WT0. As one commentator put it in the mid-1980s: "....with
an alliance such as the Warsaw Pact, whose workinge proceed
behind a veil of secrecy, the greatest caution, even
humility, is necessary".<1* It is of course possible that
with the political transformation of Eastern Eurcpe and the
USSR, scholars will in future obtain access to sources
relevant to the history of the WTO which have not
previously been available - records of meetings and
decisionmaking., personal memoirs, and other military
documents. For this reason any account of the WTD must be
regarded as subject to correction in the 1light of new
material which'may emerge, and perhaps more vulnerable to
correction than work 1in other areas of international
relations.

The term "Eastern Eurcpe" is often controversial in
itself, but it is used here in its most conventional sense,
to refer to the USSR's six WTO allies - Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic FRepublic (GDR),
Hungary, Foland, and Romania. This is not intended to imply
any Jjudgement on whether the US5R should or should not be
considered part of "Europe”. In English usage, the terms
"Warsaw Treaty” and "Warsaw Péct" are sometimes used to
distinguish the treaty document from the organization
established by it. Strictly speaking, thé full title SF the
document should be rendered as: "TH@ Warsaw Tfeaty of

Friendship, Co—opefétian, and Mutual Assistance", and of
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the organization: "Organization of the Narséw Treaty" or
"Warsaw Treaty Organization". However, "Warsaw Pact" is
also used at times to refer to the entire spectrum of the
Soviet-East European alliance system, in its political and
economic, as well as military, aspects. In this study,
"Warsaw Treaty Drganizat;on /WTO" is preferred for the
gecurity alliance, although this does not entail an
assumption that political and economic factors can be
ignored. "Warsaw Fact" is used only in direct quotations.

In this introductory chapter I provide a brief history
of the WTO from 1985 to 1990, describing the main events

between the alliance’s formation and the Faris CSCE summit

of November 1990, Chapter 2 reviews the theoretical
international relations literature on the problem oF
alliance, and other bpodies of literature on Cold War

history, Soviet military strategy, and on the WTO itself.
Chapter 3 gives an account of the WTO's political
structures and history up to the beginning of the crucial
transition period in the late 1980s, covering the history
of the alliance™s political bsdies,- its role in  internal
interventions and East-West detente, and the intra-alliance
bargaining over nuclear "counterdeployments” in the early
1980s., 1 show how the East European elites managed
periodically to gain some increased room for manoeuvre
within the alliance, but argue that this did not overcome
the ailiance’s basic weakness, namely those elites® lack of
domestic political legitimacy. This political perspective

is complemented in Chapter 4 by an account of thé military



command structures of the WTO, covering the gquestions of
East European integration into the al;iance’s joint armed
forces, the military aspects of internal intervention and
the relationship between WTD institutions and Soviet
command structures. I show that by contrast with the degree
of relaxation which occurred in the political sphere,
Soviet control over the East European military forces
became tighter between 1935 and the mid-1980s.

Chapter 35 focuses on Soviet military strategy and its
relationship to the alliamce. I review some competing
westaern accounts of Soviet policy in an attempt to evaluate
the relationship between military strategy and political
goals, and trace the shifting emphasis on nuclear and
conventional éperations in different phases of Soviet
military planning. I suggest here that a renewed emphasis
on conventional military operatiens in Soviet thought
during the early 19805 appeared to reinforce the importance
of East European territory, and so of the external alliance
functions.

Chapters 6, 7 and 8 provide a detailed analysis dF the
relationship between changing Soviet security policy and
the WTO during the late 1980s. In Chapter 6 I tie together
the analysis of East-best relations anmd military strategy
by examining Soviet and WTO policy on conventional arms
control during the 1970s and 1980s, gnd then by reviewing
the security reforms of the Gorbachev era, dealing with the
new keywords of the périmd, "New Thinking" and "Reasonable
Bufficiency”". I show how the conclusion of the IMF Treaty

4
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in 1987 served to refocus attention onto conventional armed
forces in Europe, and how the logical implications of New
Thinking posed challenges to both the external and the
internal roles of the WTO.

In Chapter 7 I trace the impact of western concepts of
alternative defence on the strategic debate in Eastern
Europe and the USSR, and show how some of the themes of the
alternative defernce debate were taken up by the Soviet
leadership and in WTO declarations. I offer a number of
possible interpretations of this development, and document
the Soviet civil-military debates which emerged and their
impact on Soviet force postures and on negotiating
positions adopted at the beginning of the CFE talks.

Chapter é concentrates on the events of 1989-90,
giving an éccount of the Soviet leadership®s increasingly
explicit declarations *to the effect that fthe Brezhnev
Doctrine had been abandoned. I attempt to reconstruct the
thinking behind the Soviet leadership’s response to the
political upheavals in Eastern Europe, with their
implications for the WTG itself. I come to the conclusion
that the Soviet leadership had based its calcglations on A
more managed and gradual process of political reform and
military disengagement in Central and Eastern Europe, bDHut
had no alternative other thanm to accept the political and
military unravelling of the WTO because it had already
ruled out the possibility of further internal military
intervention. At the end of the study I have used my

findings to shed some light on wider guestions relating to
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alliance politics in the Cold War period, and to the

general phenomenon of alliance in international relations.

A Brief Historv

The Soviet alliance system in Europe did not begin
with the signature of the Warsaw Treaty in May 1953. EBefore
that date, the members of the Soviet bloc were linked to
the USSR by a network of friendship, cooperation énd mutual
assistance treaties. The treaties with Czechoslovakia and
FPoland dated +rom 19435 and 1745 respectively. Treaties with
Romania, Hungary, and Bulgaria followed, all signed during
1948. In content, these treaties committed the signatories
to military and other assistance in the event of renewed
aggression by Ger&any or any state allied with Germany. The
East Eurapean states also had a network of bilateral
treaties with one another. In 19580, the USSR signed a
treaty of friendship and mutual assistance with China,
directed against any future aggression on the part of Japan
or its allies. The bloc alseo included Albania and, until
Jurne 1948, Yugoslavia, as well as the six East European
states which remained members of the WTO until 1990, The
Soviet treaties with Yugoslavia and Albania dated from 19435
and 194%., The GDR did nof technically exist as a state
until 1949,

By 19335, Eastern Eufope was therefore already .Firmly
tied +to the USER by a network oF political, economic and

military ties. COMECON had been formed in 1949, though it



was hardly a functioning economic mechanism by 19535. In
June 1952% the GDR had suffered the first of a series of
crises within Eastern Europe which seemed to threapen the
region’s political stability and therefore the viability of
an alliance of socialist states closely allied to the USSR.

The Warsaw Treaty itself was signed in Warsaw on 14
May, 1955, by representaiives of Albania, Bulgaria,
Hungary, the GDR, Foland, Romania, the USSR, and
Czechoslovakia.<2> A combination of internal and external
factors was at work even at this early stage. The most
immediate cause of the signature of the treaty at this
particular time was the accession of the Federal FRepublic
of Germany (FRGB) to NATO. The FRG Jjoined the Western
Ewuropean Union in October 1954, and NATO on & May 1955,
when the Parié Agreements of the previcus UOctober were
ratified.

The FRG's accession to MATO is the event most
freguently cited by Soviet commentators on the origins of
the WTO, and since the USSKE and its allies had seen no need
to form a multilateral ailiance in 1949 at the time of
NATO s own formation, there is no reason to doubt that this
was viewed as an event of great importance. The Ffirst
collective consideration of the European security situation
by representatives of the socialist countries is described
by Soviet sources as having taken place at a meeting of
foreign ministers in Warsaw in 1948. After the formation of
NATO, thé USSKE made a number of diplomatic moves aimed at

preventing the reintegration of the FRG into the western
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alliance, including & March 1952 proposal for a reunified
and neutralized Germany, and a 1994 proposal (put forward
with the USSR’s allies) to draw up a collective European
security treaty. A Moscow conference of the European
socialist countries in November-December 1954 war ned
against the ratiFicatioh of the Paris Agreements. Indeed,
the fact that the Warsaw Treaty itself was signed within a
few davs of the FRGE’s entry into NATO supports the argument
about the importance of the German issue, since much of the
preparatory work for the Warsaw Treaty must have been done
in advance.<3>

There has been much debate as to whether 5S5talin or his
immediate successors would indeed have "abandoned" the GDR
in a German reunification process if terms acceptable to
both the USSR and the FRG could have been reached. It does
seem quite possible that Stalin’s 1952 initisative was
serious, and the GDR leadership may well have feared
abandonment. Ann L Fhillips has argued that the USSR
remained ambivalent in its commitment to the GDR as a
separate state right up until 1955, and that the eventual
decision was prompted by the need seen after 1937 to
increase political and eéoéomic support for the weak
Ulbricht 1eader5hip; In any event, the 1932 proposal was
unacceptable to the Adenauer leadership in the FRG, and by
mid-1955 both German states were tied by security treaties
to their respective camps. In 19853, 1imn fact, both Foland
and - Uzsechoslovakia were still suspicious of the GDR, and

sought reassurance about the security of their borders from
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their own allies and the USSR. The persistence of these
suspicions helps to explain the delay in the GDR’s
integration into the WTOD s military structures.<4>

The threat perceived in the FRG’s reintegration into-
the western bloc, however, was as much political and
economic as it was military. It was feared that a revived
West German state would aspire to Germany®s ftormer dominant
economic, Aand thus political, role in East-Central Europe.
The FRG" s accession to NATO, furthermore, was not the only
factor at work. Soviet commentators often referred to the
development of western-backed alliances ocutside Europe as a
relevant consideration. The alliances particularly
mentioned were ANIZIUS, +ormed in 1951 (Australia, New

Zealand, and the USA), SEATO (South-East Asia Treaty

Organization, including Australia, France, New Zealand,
Fakistan, the Fhilippines, Thailand, the Uk, and US4&),

+ormed in 1954, and the BRaghdad Fact, later CENTO, formed
in 1985 (Central Treaty Organizatieon, including Britain,
Irag, Iran, Pakistan, Turkey, with the US54 as an associate
member) . <55 This suggests that the WTD was seen as serving
a global political/diplomatic purpose oF-demanstrating the
USSR's ability to form its own alliance, but that this
amounted to an indirect admission of weakness since the
USSk was unable to call on an alliance system as
geographically widespread or as powerful as the USA" s,

A number of western commentators haye placed more

emphasgis on circumstances other thanm those directly

relating to the FRG.«<&* It has been argusd that military
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efficiency was important at this early stage, since the
practices of the Stalin era, involving stress on sheer
numbers of armed forces and close Soviet control of East
European military and security establishments, were
militarily wasteful and needed revision. Others have
considered that immediate military considerations carried
relatively little weight at this time, and it was only in
the early 1760s that the WTO began to be used seriously as
a vehicle for coordinating defence policy beyond the
measures which had been taken before 172355, According to
this view, diplomatic considerations were more important in
1955, partly because by 1955 tentative steps were being
taken by the post-5talin Soviet leadership towards detente
with the West, and partly because in those circumstances
more subtle methods of managing Soviet-East European
relations were needed. A treaty embodying the equal status
of the states concerned was seen as making a useful
contribution to these objectives.

One point often made is that the signature of the
Warsaw Treaty legitimized the presence of Soviet troops in
Hungary and Romania, since they would otherwise have had to
withdraw once Soviet forces withdrew from Austria with the
signature of the Austrian State Treaty. Fresumably it would
have been possible to regularize the presence of these
troops by means of some bilateral arrangements, but the
Warsaw Treaty did provide a broad legal basis +For Soviet
troop-stationing in Eastern Europe. There also seem to have

been some more specific bilateral agreements on military
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cooperation in force before 1933, although little is known
about them. After 1935 new, more public arrangements were
made for the stationing of Soviet troops (see Chapter
4) . L7 |

Robin Remington argues that twa differing Soviet
motivations existed in 1955. On the one hand Molotov, then
Foreign Minister, saw the WTO primarily in terms of
safeguarding the military security of the socialist camp.
For Ehrushchey (then First Secretary) and to a lesser
extent Bulganin (who replaced Malenkov as Prime Minister in
February 1933), the WTO was part of the beginnings of a
detente policy towards the West, and it was FKEhrushchev’s
conception which took precedence in the treaty text.
Ferhaps Remington poses the Dpposing conceptions too
starkly, for detente was not then, any more thanm it was
later, considered incompatible with consolidating the unity
ocf the Soviet bloc, but there is certainly evidence of
differences within the Soviet leadership and of shifts away
from the strictest Stalinist positions (which of course
were also taking place in domestic politics). Molotov had
central responsibility for the Austrian State Treaty
{signed the day after the Warsaw Treaty), but had
reservations about Khrushchev and PBulganin®’s policy of
rapprochemént with Yugoslavia (Khrushchev visited Eelgrade
later that month). Khrushchev was alsp preparing for the
beneva East-West Summit Conference later in the vyear, at
which he met Eisenhower, Dulles, Eden, and Faure. This was

alsa the time of the Soviet withdrawal from the Forkkala



base in Finland, and of the Soviet leadership’s admission
of the injustice of aspects of the USSR’s past economic
relations with Eastern Europe.

In his memoirs, HEhrushchev provides some evidence to
support Remington®s interpretation. He comments (albeit in
an interrupted passage which had to be partially
interpreted by his American editor) that Molotov expressed
doubts about the inclusion of Albania (and possibly other
countries) in the alliance, on the grounds, it seems, that
the USSR was not really strong enough to guarantee
Albania’s security. Since the 1948 Soviet—-Yugoslav rift had
left Albania geographically isolated from the rest o¥ the
US8R"s allies, this cbjection would.have made some sense.
However, it would clearly have been less important for the
kind of diplomatic purposes attributed by Reminmngton to
Fhrushchev, and to which he himself alludes, or for the
consideration of "strengthening the internal situation" in
each of the countries involved.<8% Albania, for its part,
already had poor relations with Yugoslavia, and probably
derived reassurance from the Warsaw Treaty at a time of
thawing Soviet-Yugoslav relations. In the chapter of his
memoirs dealing with the recénciliation with Yugoslavia,
Fhrushchev says that fthe Yugoslavs refused to join the
Warsaw Treaty hecause of their commercial relationship with
the West and their border dispute with Bulgaria. In spite
DF'thiﬁ evidence of diverse views in the Soviet leadership,
one should retain some caution in speculating on the

precise roles and motivation of particular inguiduals at a



time of continued rivalry in the post-S5talin jockeying For
power., (Khrushchev had originally opposed Reria and
Malenkov’s post—5talin moderation of foreign policy, but
later adopted positions close to Malenkov®s on domestic
economic priorities and the importance of peaceful
coexistence in external relations.)

Whatever roles may have been played by particular
individuals, there were certainly some contradictory
factors at work at the time of the WTO"s formation. The
USSR  had clearly decided to seek improved relations with
NATO and the West, notwithstanding the immediate problems
caused by the FRG s action in joining NATO. At the same
time, +the US5R was trying to consolidate its own bloc not
through the previous Stalinist tactics, but via an alliance
which +tried to make the equal status o% its members more
apparent. In effect, Khrushchev seemed to be attempting to
replace the charismatic-cum—despotic forms of legitimation
involved in the Stalinist methods of control of Eastern
Europe with a more muted, bureaucratic type of legitimation
based on multilateral interstate institutions. This is &
theme which reappears in tﬁe later history of the WTO - the
need to pay particular attention to the u%ity of cne’s own
bloc at a time when relations with the opposing system are
improving. FKhrushchev’s .own account of the Geneva summit
captures both elements, and also his own nervousness at
approaching talké with the western leaders from a position
of relative weakness. 92> Whether or not the USSR would have
considered bargaining the WTO away in negotiatinnsvwith the

o ot



West, the formation of the alliance did give Khrushchev a
bargaining chip of sorts, as well as a visible symbol of
the socialist bloc's supposed unity.

The developments which took place in the WTO's
forces, institutions and diplomatic activities between
1255 and 17290 will be examined in detail in later chapters
of this study. In the eyes of most western observers, the
WTD s history was a matter of successive crises‘ which
occurred at strikingly regular intervals. Little more than
a year after the treaty®s signature, the Hungarian crisis
of October—-November 1936 erupted. During the course of
these events, the Hungarian premier Imre Nagy announced
Hungary’s withdrawal from the alliance, although his
leadership was almost immediately overthrown by Soviet
intervention forces and replaced by that of Janos
FKadar.<10x At the same time, unrest in Foland was resclved
by the appointment of Wladislaw Gomulka as First Secretary,
and without the use of force, though confrontation between
Polish and Soviet forces was only narrowly avoided.

The Hungarian events were almost repeated in 1768 in
Czechoslovakia, though with less bloodshed and with the
help of an intervention Fforce which included small
detachments from all the other East Eurcopean states except
Romania, as well as a large Soviet force. Subsequently, the
reformist Czechoslovakian party leadership of Alexander
Dubcelk was replaced by that of Gustav Husak.<11: In Poland
in 1980481, a rapidly;evolving political.crisiﬁ Follqwing

the emergence of the Solidarity trade union movement ended



not in Soviet intervéntion, but with the declaration of
martial law in December 1981 and an extensive
militarization of Polish politics under General Jaruzelski.
Martial law was technically 1lifted in July 1983.412%>

Apart from the brief period of Hungarian withdrawal
in 1956, only Albania withdrew from the WTO between 1955
and 1990. Mo other state joined, although there were some
reports in 1986 that Libya had approached the USSR with a
rview to joining in the attermath of the US air attacks on
Tripoli and Benghazi. The WTO thus remained & European
body, by contrast with COMECON, which was joined by several
non—European states (Cuba, Mongolia, Vietnam).

Soviet publications date Albanian non-participation in
WTO bodies Frém 1962, although in fact the USSR broke off
diplomatic relations with Albania in late 1261 after a
pericd of increasing estrangement centering largely on
Chinese hostility over Soviet destalinization and policies
towards the West, and Albanian suppqrt for Chinese
positions.«<13% Albarnia finally withdrew in 1968 after the
intervention in Czecheoslovakia. China had originally sent
an observer to the Warsaw Treaty signature ceremony, hut
China®s relations with the USER worsened during the early
19608, and the other East European states were not always
unreservedl in their support for the USER.<14> Relations
with China remained a potentially divisive issue throughout
the 1970s, .

SBoviet relations with Romamia also warsened in  the

'19605, and in the late 1%960s the USSR tried to deal



simultaneously with Romania, the Czechoslovakian reform
developments, and the GDR’s fears that detente with the
West threatened its interests. After the 1968
Czechoslovakian crisis these pressures seemed to have been
contained, and while US-Soviet relations improved with the
S5ALT talks, both the USSR and the individual East European
stateé improved their relations with the FRG and signed
treaties "normalizing" relations and state borders in
Central Europe. A further stage in this process was the
all-European Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe, which began in 1972 and culminated in the August
1975 signature of the Helsinki Final Act. Although the
Helsinki Act became such a bone of contention in the
collapse of this phase of detente, its signature was seen
by the 5Soviet and East European leaderships alike as a
fruit of their longstanding pressure for a European
security conference, as specified in the Warsaw Treaty, and
a important indication of western recognition of the
political and territorial status quo in Europe. The Mutual
and Ealancéd Force Reduction (MEFR) talks, which started in

1973, were a kind of guid pro gqueo which the West persuaded

the USSR to agree to in return for the Helsinki process. It
is, of course, debateable whether the Helsinki process did
amount teo an acceptance of the political statué que.
Nevertheless, this was certainly an important Soviet
Dbjéctive and interpretation of the results.<135%

The Polish crisis of 1981 merged with the more

general breakdown of detente, and continued to sour East-

kJ
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West relations for the first few years of the decade. There
were indications of tensions between the USSR  and its
allies in the 1983-5 period, as negotiations with the USA
over Intermediate Nuclear Forces (INF) were breaking down
and the question of Soviet "counterdeployments' arose (see
Chapter 3). Nevertheless, by the time the Warsaw Treaty
fell due for renewal in early 17835, disarmament talks
between the USA and USSR had been resumed, and a new Soviet
leadership under Mikhail Gorbachev was beginning to take
tﬁe diplomatic initiative, perhaps with some prompting from
the East European leaderships. The treaty was duly renewed
for a further period of twenty years, with an option of ;
further ten, and with only one minor change to the original
text, on 26 April 1985.416%

This minor change to the treaty provides a curious
footnote. The original version was said to be valid only in
the Russian, Folish, Czech, and Berman languages. The 1985
Frotocol of Renewal added Bulgarian, Hungarian, and
Romanian to the list. This was an understandable way of
emphasizing national sguality, but it is odd that it was
not done originally. It does suggest that even in 1955 the
three northern states of Eastern Europe were seen as being
more important, and in a way this might amount to evidence
that Molotov's conception of the alliancé gained a minor
victory over Ehrushchev®s, FPpland, Czechoslovakia, and the
GDR were always the USSR's most important political and

military partners, even if the GDR was still very weak in

1935. Some analysts have suggested that the USSR'criginally



considered a more limited regional alliamce restricted to
what was later termed the "Northern Tier", and perhaps
Molotov®s conception had something to do with this. At any
rate, this minor but possibly symbolic point about the 1955
text does lend some support to that theory.«<17>

The treaty was renewed just at the time when the
Soviet strategic reassessments of the mid-to—-late 1980s
were getting under way. The next few years saw the
development of an increasingly explicit strategic debate in
East European and Soviet scholarly and policy circles,
which had direct implications for the role of Eastern
European territory in Soviet strategy. The WTO was used as
a vehicle for the announcement of declaratory revisions in
military doctrine, most notably through the publication ot
two documents on WTO doctrine in May 1987 (see Appendix
II). At the same time there were increasingly "xplicif
disavowals of any Soviet right to military intervention in
Eastern Europe, both in published policy discussions and in
statements by Soviet political leaders. New negotiations on
conventional armed forces in Europe (the CFE talks) beagan
in March 1989, at a ’time when the USSR. was already
withdrawing some of its forces from Eastern Europe and
claimed to be restructuring the remainder. Finally came the
dramatic events of 1989, when the authority of the
communist leaderships crumbled throughout Eastern Europe,
and the parties abandoned their claims to a leading role in
society; All of these political upheavals occurred without

a hint of Soviet military intervention, except in the case



of FRomania where the anti—Ceauseséu %orces seem to have
sought Soviet assistance, but eventually achieved victory
without it. |
By the end of 1989 .the two security functions
traditionally attributed to the WTD seemed either to have
been substantially eroded, or to have been abandoned
altogether. During 1990 these development were taken to
their logical conclusions. Fost-communist leaderships came
to power throughout Eastern Europe, although in Romania and
Bulgaria the break with the past was less unambiguous than
elsewhere. The USSR negotiated troop withdrawal agreements
with Czechoslovakia and Hungary, and after general
elections in the GDR and a certain amount of diplomatic
uncertainty, accepted the unification of the FRG and OGDR
within NATO. It was agreed that all Soviet Fforces would
leave the territory of the former GDR by the end of 19794,
The Soviet leadership and its new East European
counterparts continued to meet 1in the existing WTO
bodies, and attempted to find a compromise formula which
would wind up the alliance’s military institutions but
leave a political body of some.kind in existence. This had
not been finalized by the end of 1990, at which time the
WTO =till existed on baper, without the GDR. However, the
effective end of both the WTO and the European Cold War was
symbolized by the Faris summit of November 19-21, 1990,
which saw the signature of a treaty on Conventional Armed
Forces im Europe and of the Paris Charter on the future of

the continent. The arms control treaty confirmed the Soviet
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military retreat from Central Europe, which had already
been agreed in bilateral agreements. The Faris Charter
committed its signatories, the USSR included, to political
pluralism and market economics. This marked the demise of
the WTO in real political terms, and symbholized the victory
of the North Atlantic Treaty over the Brezhnev Doctrine.

This study seeks to explain how the WTO reached this point.
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THEORY ANMD LITERATURE

There are several bodies of existing literature which
suggest possible “approaches to the, WTD as a military
alliance. In the first place, there is an established
literature on the history and theory of alliance. In my
discussion of this literature, 1 identify a number of
weaknesses which stem from its lack of attention to
unresolved controversies in intsrnational relations theory
and Cold War history. I therefore supplement the
theoretical discussion with a reading of alternative
schools of Cold War historiography, and draw out some of
the implications for & study of the WTO. There are also
substantial bodies of work on Soviet military strategy and
on the WTO itself, whose assumptions and findings can
usefully be reviewed in assessing their valug as secondary

SOUrcCes.

plliance Theory

The _ literature on the history and theory of alliance
-is  wvoluminous. This is not surpri;ing in view of the
nervasivenass of alliances as, in Holsti, Hopmann and
Sullivan®s words, "apparently & universal component of
relations between political units, irrespective of time and
place."<1> The same authors also offer a definition which

would seem to suffice as a starting-point for this study:

"For our purposes....an alliance is a formal agreement



between two or more nations to collaborate on national
security issues."42* This limits the subject under
examination to agreements involving some military
commitment, although there are problems hiding behind the
apparently innocuous use of the category of “nations®.

Holsti and his co—authors published their review of
alliance theories and literature in 1973, and accompanied
the review with a selection of propositions on the nature
of alliance culled from the literature in existence at that
time. They provide a total of 447 propositions on the
causes, characteristics, and effects of alliance, which
bear witness to the diverse areas of controversy affecting
the subject. Not surprisingly, many of them provide
competing explanations. A few guotations will give the
flavour of this sectien of the bonok: "Alliances are formed
when the balance of power is threatened” (Organskil;
"Existence of an external enemy serves to unify alliances”
(Boulding) "Rigid alliances lead to war" (Frankel):; there
is no shortage here of pithy statements and hypotheses
which might be tested in a general study of alliances. 3>
Among the questions most FfFrequently posed are the
contribution of external threat to internal alliance
cohesion,.and the effects of bipolar or multipolar alliance
svetems on the prospects for stability.

The major problem with many of these hypotheses, as
Holsti et al themselves point ocut, is that they seek to
provide statements which hold true for all alliances and at

all times. Notwithstanding the persistence of the



phenomenon of alliance throughout history, it does seem
strange that international relations scholars should think
a unified theory to be necessary or even possible. A
moment’s reflection o©on the historical evolution of the
“mation”, or the relatively recent appearance of the
concept of "national security"”, should be enough to raise
doubts about the undertaking. It is not surprising that an
all-embracing theory has proved an elusive quarry. Such
attempts in the alliance theory literature seem to vbe
related to the quest for the grail of & general theory of
international relations per_se, which one might argue has
beern no more successful.

It becomes rather sasier to organize a review of the
existing literature if we break it down into different
areas of the?ry. Holsti et &l suggest four catsgories of
gquesticons which the theoretical literature has tried to

ANSWer . Questions about alliance formation are related to

the motives which lead nations to conclude treaties, for
example the factors which prompt a small power to seek or
avoid alliance with a larger one, or the influence of a
state’s political system on its cheoice of alliance

partners. The area of alliance performance pertains to the

“internal cohesion and distribution of power within an
alliance, and its effectiveness in attaining its stated

goals. Questions of alliance termination deal with the

endurance or disintegration of alliances, covering issues
like the effects on cohesion of the possession of nuclear

weapons by one or more partners. Finally, questions related

o
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to effects of alliances concern their roles as potential

guarantors of stability, causes of war, or vehicles +for
integration between states.

This classification makes matters a little more
manageable. At the end of their study, Holsti et al
conclude that it is unrealistic to hope to find anything
more than a partial theory of alliance. They also make the
more substantive claim that alliance behaviour is affected
by +the state of relations within the internatiomal system
as a whole, but do not claim to have found anything more
than a partially satisftactory theory of their own.

I will return later to some of the specific findings
made by these agthors in testing hypotheses offered by
ot her scholars. The importance of their overall
contribution lies in their advocacy of g search for partial

theories whose limits are carefully defined. Much of the

standard alliance theory does indeed fall into the trap of

searching for a unified theory for all pericds, ot
searching Ffor answers to specific and time—~dependent
problems in alliance politics without conceding the

histnrical specificity of these concerns. Even Holsti et al
do not follow their own advice -consistently, since they
seem to assume that even a limited theory about one aspect
of alliarnce politics should be true for all "nations" at
all periods of history. In the review which follows, I
relate these problems in the literature partly to the model
of international relaticns which much of it takes for

granted, and partly to the assumptions about Cold War



politics which are made by many of the authors concerned.

The general literature on tﬁa theory of alliance pays
relatively 1little attention to the WTO. Some of the
literature from the 1950s and 60s did not even consider the
WTO to merit consideration as a genuine alliance, though
this belief tended to be moderated in later work. HMuch of
the general literature is based on orthodox and traditional
realist axioms of international relations theory. Realism
can be understood as a paradigm of international relations
which treats the world as a collection of "billiard-ball"
states, each of which is compelled by the insecurity of its
international environment to conduct a foreign policy
seeking to maxi&ize its own power and/or provide defence
through military and other means. A recent introduction to
the international relations inter—-paradigm debats
summarizes realism as resting on three main assumptions:
nation-states are the most important actors; there is a
clear dividing 1line between domestic and international
politics; international relations is primarily the study of
war, peace, and power.<4x

This approach is reflected in a comment made by
Morgenthau which is Ffrequently cited in the general
alliance literature: "Alliances are a necessary function of
the balance of power operating within a multiple-state
system."43x There is often an assumption that the
diplomatic practice of concluding alliances has remained
essentially the =same throughout history, and writers like
Thucydides and Machiavelli are cited in support. Nations
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and nation—states are taken to be the unit of account, and
although affinities in political or economic systems are
sometimes considered as Factcré inF1uencing the conclusion
of an alliance, the basic model is one in which billiard-
ball nation-states decide to ally with others in order to
increase their own power or protect themselves against more
aggressive billiard-balls acting within the state system.
The concept of a nation—-state is not considered to be
problematic or even deserving of definition, and there is
little or no basic disagreement over how the competitive
multi-state system should be conceptualized. These
assumptions seem to eqgually strong within alternative
approaches based, on the one hand, on the exploration of
diplomatic history, and, on the other hand, on more
quantitative or hehavioural assessments of the mature and
history of alliance and war.

This  characterization of the state system is
frequently related to assumptions about the role of
alliances in Cold War politics. The USA's post—-1945
alliances tend to be seen in orthodox action-reaction
“terms, as necessary'balances against Soviet or Sino-Soviet

®pansionism. It is noticeable that gevefal of the central
works in the general alliance literature seem to have been
prompted by a perceived need to provide a theoretical basis
for western alliance politics during the period of the late
1980s-early 192&60s, at a time when the strategic dilemmas of
an emerging ndclear stgnd—oFF between the USA qnd USSR were

contributing to strains within MATO. Presumably scholars



working in this period felt they had to account for the
appearance of apparently permanent alliances in the post-
1945 period, by contrast with the more familiar phenomenon
of shifting patterns of alliance. In a number of cases,
though, it was only NATO which was of interest to the
theorist. Soviet alliances with East European states are
described by Morgenthau as "not true alliances....Fower 1is
here not superimposed upon cnhmon interests, as in a
genuine alliance, but becomes a substitute for them."<&>
Here there is an overlap between the axiom that alliances
can only be concluded between genuinely sovereign nation-—
states, and a view of the role of the post-124% Atlantic
alliance as a power-balancing response to the USSK.

A more detailed examination of some of the existing
literature will illustrate how prevalent these assumptions

are., Arnold Wolfers® 1759 collection, Alliarnce Folicy in

the Cold War, contains the chapter by Morgenthau +rom which

I have already quoted. The collection rests an a
geopolitical understanding of containment as a US policy of
power—balancing to restrict Soviet sxpansion out of the
Eurasian ‘"heartland", and the book expressly sets itself
the goal of guiding US policy. One of the most interesting
features of the book, 'Howeveru is the fact that the only
chapter which deals specifically with the Soviet alliance
system Funs quite counter to the book’s prevailing ethos by

examining the WTOD as a body created partly to  provide -

security for the USSR against & genuinely perceived

external threat.<7> The approach of this chapter is much



mdre nuanced than that of Wolfers himself or Morgenthau,
but it finds no reflection in the book’s statement of
policy—-oriented goals. This kind of policy-orientation does
seem to be a feature of American literature of this and
later periocds. I+ one looks at the work of a European
contemporary like Raymond Aron, one finds a more consistent
awareness of the need to be conscious of the distinction
between theorizing and policy recommendatton.

The two American works of the early 194605 which still
occupy a central position in the alliamce literature are

George F Liska’ s Nations_in Alliance and William H FRiker’s

The Theory of Folitical Copalitions.<8* Liska uses a

discursive method based on diplomatic history, which he
deséribes as ‘a "somewhat systematized discussion', and
"theorizing" rather tham a theory. Liska sees the basic
role of alliances as reactive and preventive, eeeking‘ to
create or preserve a balance of power. Decisions on
allianée formation are made with reference to '"national
interests", but there are always costs as well as gains, so
alliancmercannot exist without irmternal stfains. Ideology
serves to rationalize alliances and to keep them together,
but there are no intrinsically convergent interests between
states. Alliances are likely to dissolve when there is a
decline in the capability of a crucial ally, when there is
a divergence in strategic emphasis between partners,. or
when the enemy against whom they provided a balance

disappears. DOffensive alliances may take advantage of a

weakened enemy to "digest the spoils of victory", but
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defensive ones will tend to break up after the external
threat declines.

Liska sees the history of pre-nuclear diplomacy and
contemporary nuclear alliances as characterized by an
essential continuity. He considers post-1945 British and US
diplomacy to have followed a model established by France in
the post-1918 period, a policy of balancing against a power
threatening to dominate Europe. He argues that the emerging
strategic stalemate of the late 1930s reinforced some of
the traditional alliance functions and traditional
relations between great and small powers. However, Liska is
concerned about the declining cohesion of alliances on both
sides in the late 1950s-early 19260s, and in particular
about the internal strains caused in NATO by the strategic.
dilemmas of a nuclear deterrence policy. ({This 1s also the

chief concern of Robert E Osgood’s 1962 study, NATO: The

Entangling Alliance.) The declining cohesion of the Sino-

Soviet bloc is seen to be related to the absence of a
specifically socialist ideology of interallied relations,
and the WTO is interpreted as reflecting & Soviet attempt
to counteract alliance erosion through' a. system of
multilateral controls. Liska is more prepared than Wolfers
or Morgenthau to consider the WTO to be a respectable
alliance, but shares their Qiew of its expansionist
objectives. |

Perhaps_ the most promising hypothesis provided by
Liska which could be tested with application to the later
history of the Cold War alliances is his suggestion that

-
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the ‘'success" of an alliance will tend to reduce its
cohesion. This hypothesis is close to one put Fnrward by
Riker. Riker’s method is very different from Liska’s, being
an application of game theory to the alliance politics of
the Cold War era. Whereas Liska’'s halance—-of-power
framework leads him to focus on preventive diplomacy, Riker
assumes a search for gain or victory as the basic
motivation behind coalition formation. However, Riker is
even more explicit than Liska about his concern to =suggest
ways of guiding US policy in what he calls the "Age of
Maneuver'. Riker describes the 1945-460 period as the "Age
of Egualization", during which the western coalition
diminished in size and the communist coalition empanded;
The ensuing period, the "Age of Maneuver", would be one in
which the costs to the leading powers of maintaining their
alliances would increase, other nations would emerge as
world leaders, and the danger of general warfare and the
temptation to use nuclear weapons would also increase.
Riker uses the theory of n-person zero-sum games to
construct a theory of coalitions which can help in  the
study and guidance of international - politics in this
period. He takes the theory from Von Neumann and
Morgenstern®s game theory, which contains an, assumption of
rationality. Riker érgues that the rational political man
wants to "win", which he ses2s as something more specific
than the desire for power,‘ and says that the rationality
assumption can be applied to Qolitical coalitions. He

develops three main propositions, said to be applicable to
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both domestic and international coalitions.«<92* The size
principle states that winning coalitions tend towards the
minimal winning size, in order to ensure maximum gains for

all participants. The strategic principle states that when

the size principle is operative, participants in the final
sﬁages of coalition-formation should and do move towards a

minimal winning coalition. Finsally, the disequilibrium

principle states that when the first two principles are
operative, the systems or bodies concerned are themselves
unstable. This third principle of instability is an
important part of the argument. According to Riker, it
Folloﬁs that rational behaviour in zero—sum situations is
intrinsically disequilibriating, which denies the assertion
of a hidden stability in politics which i= part of balance-—
of-power theory.

Riker offers & rule of thumb for moderating this
inherent instability during the "Age of Maneuver",
suggesting that there should be an implicit agreement not
to eliminate losers from the international competition. It
is not gquite clear when and how this would operate, and his
more clearly—-stated prescription is that the USA and USSR
should aim to prolong the "Age of Maneuver" for as long as
possible in order to preserve their leadership roles. The
USA can afford to see its coalition declime relative to the
USSR’s, since a larger—-than—necessary coalition increases
the costs of leadership. Essentially, then, he seems to be
offering a theory to support a diplomatic practice of more

sophisticated burden-sharing in a period of declining US
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hegemony. His identification of this problem is certainly
prescient.

However, the main problem with Riker®s argument is
that even the author does not really seem to believe in the
applicability of his game—theorétical assumptions to
international politics. He says that international politics
becomes a genuinely zero—sum game in periods of total war
or within organizations like the United Nations, but that
the threat of nuclear war makes it non—-zero sum because the
common benefits of peace and civilization seem greater than
any possible gains derivable from conflict. If this latter
point is correct, as it certainly appearse to be, Riker's
tHree propositions cannot be derived from his premises.
Even though, as Riker says, the zero-sum assumption is not
a necessary part of a basic game-theoretical model, he
clearly does think his principles, especially the
instability principle, rely on the assumption.

Liska and Riker do provide some thoughts around which
a study of the WTO could be constructed, since they are
both concerned with the decline of alliance cohesion in
post—-1945 East-West relations. However, each of these
studies raises more questions than it answers. Liska
assumes an essential continuity between pre-1943 and post-
1945 - diplomacy, while Riker identifies  one ma jor

discontinuity. Neither of them, though, seeks to explain

what exactly would be the meéning of either “"winning" or
"losing”" in the Cold War, which might help in establishing
-whether the continuities are greater than the
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discontinuities. Fresumably a Cold War alliance would lose
the contest by breaking up altogether, or by lasing its
capacity to pfovide the benefits originally sought Ffrom
alliance. Both Liska and Riker are more interested in the
West than the WTD, and seem to have been more worried about
the consequences of the West "losing" than any other
outcome. Even so, they pay comparatively little attention
to the mechanics of losing coalitions, which is what the
WTO eventually turned ocut to be. And finally, to return to
my earlier point, neither of them guestions the centrality
of npation—-states as actors. Even Riker's association of
coalition—formation with an inherent disequilibrium does
not altogether dispense with the balance-of-power
principle. His main reservation 1s about the wisdom of
trvying to elimimate losers, which he sees as making the
long—term instability worse, and in effect he seems to hbe
saying here that it would be sensible to maintain some kind
of balance even after a victory. Moreover, the two main
Cold War coalitions showed few signs of flexibility between
1949 and 1990, Defections were rare and strongly
discouraged, to say the least, by the two superpowers. The
eventual collapse of the WTO demoﬁstrated the problems of
sustaining a tightly—controlled alliance, not the
flexibility of the system as a whole.

In the period following Liska and Riker’s
contributions, there was an increasing use of guantitative
tonls of analysis in the study of alliahce politics.

Ambitious and detailed quantitative work was done on the



relationship between alliance and war, in J David Singer’®s
"Correlates of War" project. Singer and Melvin Small found
that the relatively weak alliance bonds between states in
nineteenth—-century Europe correlated with a low incidence
of war, while tighter and more concentrated alliances
correlated with an increased incidence of war in the early-
to-mid twentieth century.<10* This raises the question of
how to account for the absence of war between NATO and the
WTO in the Cold War period even in circumstances of
alliance confrontation, more or less tight alliancer
cohesion, and massive wmilitary buildups in Europe and
elsewhere. Moreover, Singer and Small did not claim to have
established causal relationships between alliance and war,
as distinct from correlations.

Holsti, Hopmann and Sullivan also used the toolé of
behavioural analysis to test some of the hypotheses in the
literature they reviewed, and applied these methods to the
eastern and western Cold War alliances. They tested the
hypothesis that inter—alliance conflict correlated with
intra~alliance cohesion, and two corcllaries. The First of
these predicted fhat incovr—-alliance conflict would exert
symmetrical effects on the cohesion of competing alliances,
and the second predicted that the cohesion of component
alliances would be greater within a more tightly bipolar
internatiohal system. They then used computer confent
analysis of statements issued, and events interaction data,
to test these propositions as applied to NATO and the

"Communist system" in respect of four events between 1950



and 19&5. Two were considered to involve high levels o#
inter—-alliance tension (the Korean War and the US bombing
of North Vietnam), and two to involve low tension levels
(the 1955 Geneva Summit and the 1943 Partial Test Ban
freaty). |

Holsti et al took the communist system to include
China, North Korea and North Vietnam, in addition to the
Warsaw Treaty states, so their Findings‘were not directly
applicable to the WTO itself. They found that greater
conflict between alliances did affect internal cohesion,
and tended to produce increased integration within the
alliances. Declining bipolarity in the international system
as a whole tended to contribute to declining cohesion in
the two opposing alliances. This last Ffinding WS
gualified, howsver, by the fact that for NATO, alliance
cohesion seemed to be possible in periods of low tension as
well as high. This Ffinding prompted the authors”
cautionary remarks about the search for all-embracing
theories.

It is not clear, however, that this kind of
sophisticated bebhavioural analysis can get round the
problems related to the nature of the nation—-state and *to
the guestion of the continuity'or discontinuity between the
pre-nuclear and nuclear eras. MV Naidu, vin his study

Alliances and Balapce of Fower (published in 1975,

criticized the assumption of an essential continuity rather
trenchantly.«<11% Naidu argued that if the concept of a

genuine alliance entailed an equal partrership on the basis
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o¥f suveréign equality few contemporary alliances could
qualify, since nuclear—armed superpowers could not allow
equal status to their alliance partners. He argued further
that the traditional balance—of-power framework allowed and
required the possibility of fluid and transitory
associations. Nuclear-armed Cold War alliances, with their
institutional rigidity and ideological inflexibility, bore
very little resemblance to this model.

Naidu’s arguments were placed in the context of a
statement of the need for non—aligned states to establish a
space Ffor manceuvre in order to undermine superpower
domination. In some ways he tended to overstress the
bipolarity of world politics even in the 1970s, and so to
reinforce ‘the phenomenon he was deploring. MNevertheless,
these comments on some peolitical realities of the nuclear
era did inject a measure of common sense inte a body of
literature which seemed at this stage to have worked out
SOmMe more reFihed methddmlogical tools, but at the cost of
finding itself unable to say anything wvery informative
about the East-West alliance politics of the period. It is
particularly disappointing to see how little in the way of
explanatory substance was produced by the Correlates of War
approach, given Singer®s own descriptioﬁ of his work as
deriving from Tthe policy-oriented concerns of peace
research. Fart of the problem seems to have been the
presencé of underlying realist assumptions, which persisted
in spite of the methodological innovations of the

behaviouralists.



If guantitative behavioural research made an impact in
the 19605 and early 1970s, more discursive approaches to
the problem of alliance made a comeback with the literature
of neorealism during the late 19705 and 1980s. RNeorealism
resserted the centrality of inter—-state power relations in
the international system, in & reaction against work on
political and economic interdependence rather than the
quantitative methods of behaviouralism. The neorealist
revival was c£losely connected with more directly political
arguments about U5 decline and the heightened East-West
tensions of the "Second Cold War" period, and was
accompanied in the early 1980s by a renewed Fflurry of
publications on the future of NATO.

In his Theory of International Politics, Kenneth Waltz

developed ‘soma views about the Cold War alliances in the
light of his structural neorealist theory of international
relations. Waltz argues that alliance formation can proceed
in one of two ways, through "balancing" or "bandwagoning”,
depending on the structure of the overall system. To
balance is to join the weaker side, and to bandwagon is to
join the side which looks like winning. In Waltz’s view,
states tend to prefer balancing to bandwagoning because
‘they seek not simply power &s an end, but power as a means
to stability and the maiﬁtanance of their position in the
system. Secondary states, in particular, will move to the
weaker side if free to choose, Dbecause they feel more
threatened by the stronger éidé.

These general arguments about alliance are made before
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Waltz deals directly with the international system of the
19705. Waltz sees the post-war system as robustly bipolér,
and basically stable because a fairly rigid bipolar system
creates pressure for moderate, conservative behaviour, and
gsimultaneously allows the two great powers flexibility in
managing their relations. He sees important discontinuities
with previous power—balancing systems, pointing out that
the two superpowers dominate their respective alliances to
a far greater extent than any pre—193% great power was able
to do. In this sense, Waltz does not really consider the
problem of alliamnce to be very o=ntral to the international
politics of the 1970s. However, the connections between his
general theory and his characterization of the system of
the late 1970s seem weak., Waltz devotes a gond deal of
space to countering the arguments of interdependence
theorists and their view of a2 relative US decline in the
postwar period. In this context, he insists on the USA's
continuing global economic dominance. If this'phenomenon iz
traced back to the period of post—1943 alliance formation
(a period which Waltz does not deal withy, the genesral
theory would seem to entail a rush to ally with the much
waaker USSR, which is hardly an accurate description of the
1745-30 period. More unsatisfactory still is Weltz’s
fregquent and apparently unséchansciOus uee of the First-
person plural in his discussion of US foreign policy; thus
a work which sets out to be a dispassionate essay in theory
turns, particularly in the laét three chapters, into

another guide to US diplomacy.
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Stephen M Walt took up Waltz’s neorealism and applied
it to alliance formation in the Middle East. Walt agrees
that balancing is much more common than bandwagoning, but
relates it to perceived external threats rather than power
alone. This adjustment of the theory certainly helps to
resclve the problem in Waltz’s treatment of the Cold War:
Walt can allow for the USSR being perceived as a threat
even 1if it was in_fact much weaker than the USA. Na1t>
himself goes on to argue that the USA need not worry so
much about being abandoned by its allies, and can afford to
conduct & less activist foreign policy because regional
powers tend to be more worried about local threats than
global superpower competition.

Walt makes his search for relevance to the US policy
debate clear from the start, and his theoretical and policy
concerns are waell integrated. However, this does not mean
that the neocrealist theory itself is satisfactory, for as
Fobert Keohane has pointed out in a review of Walt®s book,
the approach is ahistorical and pays little attention to
the role of intermnational institutions, which would be much
more important in a study of alliances like NATO or the
WTO. 12>

It should be clear from this review of the theoretical
literature on élliance that although it provides some
general propositions which might be applied and tested in
the case of the WTO, the literature itself Either ignores
the WTO or suggests that the general propositions cannot be

applicable because the WTO was never a genuine alliance. I
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have suggested that one of the main reasons for this lack
of attention to the WTO is the preoccupation of many of
these theorists with relevance to the NATO or US policy
context. This does not imply that the most dismissive of
the theorists were wrong to deny the WIO alliance status,
but it does suggest that realist criteria alone will not
suffice for an analysis of the post-1945 bloc system. After
all, the WIO states certainly behaved like participants in
an alliance: they established armed forces which cooperated
with each other, their leaders attended regular meetings
where they made speeches and issued declarations to the
leaderships of other alliances, notably NATO. On the
surface, therefore, the WIO would seem to have met realist
criteria of al1ianeehood.

The view of the theorists who considered that the WTO
was never an alliance rested on an argument to the effect
that the East European leaderships had no genuine
democratic legitimacy, unlike the western powers which

joined forces in NATO, and that they owed their positions

to Soviet military power. There is a good deal of truth in
this description, as my later examination of the WIO will
show. However, it is not a consistently realist argument.
It certainly focuses on the role of state power in
international relations, but it is also based on an
assessment of post-1945 East-West. relations as a
competition between social or political systems, rather

than as a system of power-balancing between sovereign

entities. This brings us to the root of the shortcomings of
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the work I have summarized up to this point: it fails to
get to grips with the semi-permanent nature of the post-
1945 Cold War a}liances, the levels of military and
political integration which characterized them, and the
extent of the interaction between domestic and foreign
policy within the alliances and within the individual
states. OSince the WTO turned out to be the weaker and less
permanent of the two alliances, some of the insights of the
alliance theorists may still be worth returning to later.
For the moment, however, their arguments needed to be
supplemented by a consideration of different theories of

the Cold War.

Theories of the Cold War

I have suggested that the weaknesses of much of the
existing alliance literature are related both to its
realist premises and to its assumptions about Cold War
history. (Many accounts of the Cold War would trace it back
to the Bolshevik revolution of 1217 or even earlier. Here,
however, I limit my discussion to the post-1945 period.) In
terms of its classification within the range of theories of
the Cold War, much of the material I have summarized so far
is orthodox or ‘Ypre-revisionist'. It takes Soviet
expansionism as an unguestioned given, énd from this it is
seen to follow that the WTO was principally a vehicle for
consolidating and potentially expanding BSoviet ’gains. A
brief review of the Cold War literature will serve to

illustrate what alternative hypotheses about the WTO might



be generated by different conceptions of the Cold War.

In the view of the original architects of us
containment policy, Soviet policy after 19435 was
characterized by an expansionist ideology backed by
military force. George Keninan argued that these Soviet
expansionist tendencies coexisted with a disposition to
caution and flexibility, so that if a western policy of the
"vigilant application of counterforce" were pursued, the
USSR could be contained. Moreover, such pressure might be
able to bring about the breakup of Soviet power. Eennan
later insisted that he had not seen the USBR as a military
threat in the late 17405, and that the real threat had been
"ideological-political”.<135x But whatever role Fennan
played in the militarization of the Cold War, he certainly
helped to lay the foundations for a US policy of political
and economic counter-—-pressure and +for a corresponding
scholarly analysis: the USA may have been unwilling to
remain entangled in European affairs, but it did its duty
in response to the Soviet threat. This broad interpretation
of Soviet and US policy prevailed until the revisionist
historians began to publish their reinterpretations of US
policy from the late 1950= onwards.

The revisionist accounts were  based on an
analysis of the USA as an assertive (and, in many versions,
imperialist)‘ powetr which had little need of FEennan®s call
to action. William Appleman Williams traced the dynamic of
Us "Imperial Anticolonialism” back into the nineteenth

cantury, and identified the 1898 US-Spanish war over Cuba



as a turning-point in American history. QS policy towards
the USSR at the end of World War Il was guided by the
priority of ensuring US access to markets and opportunities
for economic expansion, the "Open Door Policy” originally
formulated under the McEinley administratation at the turn
of the century. David Horowitz analyzed the US global
approach as a policy of containing social revolution. Gar
Alperowitz focused on President Truman®s attempts to use
the possession of nuclear weapons as a way 6oOf reversing
Roosevelt®s implicit assent to a Soviet sphere of influence
in Eastern Europe.<14>

Joyce and Gabriel Kolko largely endorsed Williams,
basing their explanation of US foreign policy on an
analysis of the structure of the American economic ruling
class. They argued that at the end of World War TI:
"Essentially, the United States® aim was to restructure the
world so that American business could trade, operate, and
profit without restrictions everywhere., "<13% This
necessitated an economic alliance with a greatly weakened
Western Europe and the defeated opponent Japan, the defeat
of lett—-wing Fforces within the capitalist world, and
political and economic pressure on the Soviet sphere of
influence and the USSR itself. The military instrument
could be used in support of these goals if need be, though
in practice, the kKolkos argued, even the Qsa of force could
not  ensure success for the overall strategy.

For many of the original revisionists, the assumption

of a post—-war Soviet threat to Western Europe was seen  as



having acted as a rationalization qu policies needed to
keep the USA and Western Europe in alliance for quite
different reasons. In the process, legitimate Soviet
security concerns were seen to have been neglected, though
any substantive hope of integrating Eastern Europe into the
capitalist trading sphere was soon abandoned. In some more
recent work by the American scholars Henry Ryan and Fraser
Harbutt, attention has focused on the US—-RBritish
reiationship, and on the HBritish preoccupation with
preserving Britain®s great power status in an era when the
USA was the new hegemonic western power. Alan Wolfe has
argued that the beginning of the Cold War was ultimately
determined by the need for US domestic political
consEnsus., ©16%

The problem with much of the classical revisionist
work was that it had relatively little to say about Soviet
policy. Although this was hardly surprising in view of the
comparative unavailahbility of source material on the Soviet
side, revisionism remained primarily a reassessment of US
policy. Mevertheless, the issues contested by the
historians can be fairly simply stated: how far was the
Cold War inevitable given Soviet ideology and interests in
Eastern Europe, and to what extent did Soviet policy svolve
in response to allied policy in Germany, the Truman
Doctrine, and the Marshall Flan 7

Some of those who have written in more detail on
Soviet policy in the immediate post-war period (for example

Alexander Werth and Nerner Hahn) have argued that SBtalin
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would have preferred to preserve the wartime alliance with
the West, but was forced tovrespond to US and western
policies which were genuinely perceived as threatening to
Soviet interests.<17> Others have offered a contrasting
account which has some similarities with revisionist
accounts of western policy, though without the element of
economic expansionism. Domestic Soviet political
circumstances, it has been argued, dictated that Stalin
needed to re—impose ideclogical control and internal
discipline because his own power was +ar from securs at the
end of the war. The US5R needed to recover from 1its own
wartime devastation, but the emerging Cold War provided
Stalin with a way of re—-mobilizing Soviet society
intermally by cutting the country off from the West and
reversing the wartime coopératimn policy.

Fennan himself had originally seen the Stalinist
assumption of implacable capitalist hostility as a
mechanism for maintaining dictatorial authority at home.
However, his description of the assumption as a "semiémyth"
suggested that he also saw a genuine antagonism at work,
and his advocacy of counter-pressure certainly assumed and
helped to ensure that a conflict would exist in -future.
Elements of kKennan®s view can alsoc be found in the work of
Zhigniew Brzezinski, whose account paid very little
attention to East-West relations in the late 19408, but
Focused largely on communist ideological imperatives. One
can argue, however, that these domestic factors could have

operated equally eFFect;vely with or without a genuine



external threat or antagonism. Various other forms of this
argument can be found in the work of Hugh Thomas, William O
McCagg, and Mick Cox, and it is worth noting that there are
some significant overlaps here between relatively
conservative western analyses and the western Trotskyist
critique of Stalinism.<18%

Almost all of these theories of the Cold War make it
very difficult to analyze it in terms of & realist model of
interactions between sovereign nation-states in alliance.
On any of these accounts, the interpenetration of domestic
and international politics in post-1945 international
relations was profound, and the Cold War as an
international system seems to have been profoundly over-—
determined. A kind of realism does survive in what John
Lewis Gaddis has termed the "Fost-revisionist synthesis" on
the origins of the Cold War. His analysis sees a meeting in
Céntral Europe of spheres of influence belonging to great
powers, which resulted in a long and; in Baddis’s view,
successful period of prér-balancing. Even Gaddis, however,
uses the concept of a US ”deFegsive empire", and it is not
clear that any kind of empire can be satisfactorily
understood 1in realist terms, with power largely divorced
from domestic and transnational economic formations and
processes. 19>

One could perhaps classify Voitech Mastny’s work on
Soviet policy alongside Gaddis®s.<{20* Mastny has argued
that Stalin®s policy in Eastern Europe during the 1941-43

period was not guided by any master-plan, and that during
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the war itself 5talin had no fixed design for establishing
Soviet control over the entire area. Nevertheless, 5Stalin
was not prepared to entrust Soviet security to a policy of
continued cooperation with the West.

There is a particularly interesting unresolved debate
between interpretations of the Cold Nar_as @ither primarily
a clash between competing social systems, or a device for
managing intra-bloc relations within the respective camps.
Perhaps the clearest statements of the inter—-systemic
conflict view are to be found within both orthodoxy and
revisionism, in the latter case in Isaac Deutscher’é The
Great Contest, and in Fred Halliday's refinement of the
thesis which applies the term Cold War only to certain
periods of the post-1943 East-West relationship.<21> Among
the writers who have offered variants of the alternative
argument are EF Thompson in his "Exterminism”" thesis, and
the Italian historian Gian Giacomo Migone, with his idea of
the Cold War as a kind of early Jjoint venture. Up to a
point there is nothing new in pointing out reéspects in

which U5 and Soviet intergsts coincided after 1948, most

obviously in the suppression of BGerman nationalism.
However, Migone means sométhing mére than this. He
contrasts the "theoretical" East-West conflict with
"actual® conflicts which occur within blocs, when

autonomous policies are pursued within either alliance in a
way which challenges superpower bipolarity.«<22%
Mary Kaldor puts forward a more detailed exposition of

this kind of view in The Imaginary War, where she argues




that the real conflict between capitalism and socialism
took place within the West, and the real conflict between
freedom and totalitarianism occurred within the East. The
external "imaginary war" acted as a way of legitimizing
power relations and containing dissent within the two
systems. <23 What these arguments about intra-bloc politics
share is a wview that the Cold War facilitated a
homogenization of .sacial models in the allied states on
either side of the East-West divide: "managed capitalism"
under US hegemony in the West, and Stalinism/post-Stalinism
in the East.

For the purposes of a study of the WTO, it is the
implications of these diverse interpretations for the post-—-
war position D% Eastern Europe which are most important.
Eastern Europe itself was primarily affected by the
conflict between the principle of post-war national self-
determination, as asserted in the 1941 Atlantic Charter and
the 1945 Yalta Declaration of Liberated Europe, and the
USSR's insistence on friendly governments in the region.
Gaddis has argued that Roosevelt never really appraciated
the contradiction, while Migone has suggested that US
palicy was never in practice concerned with the status of
Eastern Europe, but far more preoccupied with the USA s own
priorities in the West. Insofar as the classical
revisionists examined SBoviet policy, they tended to argue
that 8talin was prepared to tolerate coalition governments
in the Feople's Democracies until 1947-483, and only

abandoned this policy after he lost hope of coming to an



accommodation with the USA.

In Brzezinski’s study of The Soviet Bloc, originally

published in 1961, events in Eastern Europe were analyzed
as +Ffollowing the logic of the international communist
movement®s priorities. Stalin and the East European
communistes initially developed the concept of "Feople's
Democracy" to describe a transiticnal phase between the
bourgeois and proletarian orders, during which popular
front coalition governments wéuld continue to rule. Once it
became clear that the West had effectively ébandoned
Eastern Europe to the USSR’s sphere of influence, and
Soviet domestic priorities entailed a rneed for tighter
international communist cohesion, the phase of political
diversity under people’s democracy could be cut short.
Between 1947 and 1949, therefore, the East European states
were incorporated into the Stalinist poligical, economic,
and interstate systems.

It is worth summarizing Brzezinski’s account of what
this entailed. In terms of theory, there was an assertion
of one-party hegemony and proletarian dictatorship, of the
primacy of the Soviet experience, and of the approaching
transition to a socialist society. In practice, non-—
communist parties were either abolishsd or meErged into
front organizations, centralized planning, nationalization
and collectivization were adopted, and political purges
carried out by a police force which became "a state within
a state, feared by both the population and the ﬁarty

membership". In interstate relations, the US5R signed



bilateral treaties of friendship, cooperation and mutual
assistance with the People’s Democracies. These included
commitments to assistance in the case of external
aggression, and usually specified a rearmed Germany as the
most likely opponent. Informal mechanisms of Soviet contral
included 1links established through Soviet ambassadors,
party and government institutions, and  security and
military apparatuses. East European external trade was
drastically reoriented towards the USSR. <24 =

The classic insider’s account of Stalin’s policy
towards parts of Eastern Europe is contained in the
Yugoslavian communist politician Milovan Djilas’s 19462

book, Conversations with Stalin. Diilas records Stalin®s

view, expressed in garly 1945, on the distinctive nature of
the Second World War: "This war is not as in the past;
whoever oaccupies a territory imposes his ocwn social system.
Evervone imposes his own system as far as  his army can
reach. It cannot be otherwise." Dijilas goes on to record
éuggestinn5 that in 1248, Jjust before the Soviet-Yugoslav
split became open, Stalin considered the idea of
incorporating the People’s Dembcracies into a reorganized
USSR, by joining Hungary and Romania to the Ukraine, Foland
and Czechoslovakia to Byelorussia, and the other Balkan
states to Russia it%elF.{ESF

In most accounts Soviet concerns are seen to involve
more than the need for a purely military buffer—-zone. The
East European states could form an important buffer-zone

against a western political/economic system on the verge of



revival under US hegemony, as well as against any future
attempt to invade Russia from the NESt: hence the Soviet
pressure on Poland and Czechoslovakia to refuse Marshall
Aid. A number of left-wing writers have seen 8Stalin as
content to see the western powers resolve the post-war
affairs of Greece and Italy to their own satisfaction as
long as the Soviet security zone was not threatened (though
Germany was always something of a special case). In this
view, forces of the left were squeezed to the edge of the
effective political spectrum in the West as the consensus
on managed capitalism was created and fostered, arnd in the
East the Stalinist orthodoxy was imposed on unenthusiastic
populations . by more ruthless methodsiEé} Whichever
interpretation one favours, however, it is clear that the
populations of the East European states paid a high price
for their unfortunate location in the Soviet buffer—-zone.

The traditional Soviet account of the origins of the
Cold War involved a mixturé of realism and inter-systemic
conflict. This hybrid explanation prevailed until the late
1980s, when some drastic reinterpretations of international
history began to be offered at a time of revisionism in
many areas of Soviet intellectual life.

Afccording to the traditiongl account, victory over
Mazi OGermany in 1945 changed the correlation of class
Force% in the world in favour of socialism, since the
defeat of fascism was alsoc a blow against imperialism as &
. whole. Victory simultanecously demonstrated the economic,

political, and military advantages of the Soviet system,
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and enhanced the prestige of the USSR as the Ffirst
gsocialist state. The USA and other imperialist powers were
alarmed by this growth in the US8R* s power and
international authority, and resorted to the creation of
aggressive military blocs (NATO and others) as a way of
meeting the challenge of communism. In doing this, the
western powers breached the 19435 Potsdam agreement on the
future of Germany, and partially restored the previous
orders in West Germany and Japan as instruments of their
arnti-communist policies. They also tried to intervene in
Eastern Europe with attempts to force changes in the make-—
up of the popular—-democratic governments there.

Within Eastern Europe and some nations of FAsia, the
presence of Soviet forces at the end of the war did not
amount  to interference in the internal politics of fthecse
states or the export of revolution. The role of the Soviet
presence, and more generally of the USSR’s enhanced
international prestige, was to provide conditions for the
transformation of the wartime national liberation struggles
into a revolutionary struggls against colonialism and
capitalism. This was a natural process which grew out of
economic and politicai conditions in the countries
cmncerned, and which contributed to the ;reatian and growth
in power of the world soccialist system. International
relations between the states of peapie’ﬁ democracy were of
& n2w  type, founded on the principles of socialist
internationalism and close cooperation in all spheres. The

creation of the WTO in 19385 took place as a way of
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defending the European socialist states against the
remilitarization of West Germany and its integration into
the North Atlantic bloc.<27:

Dne of the most striking things about this traditional
Soviet account is thaf it mirrors certain key aspects of
the western orthodoxy, by treating western policy as a more
or less rational power-balancing reaction against the
emerging power and authority of the USS5R. 0OFf course, there
is an explicit denial of any element of Soviet military
expansionism, and the condemnation of the USA Ffor its
militarized response to the increasing strength ot
socialism, but there is nevertheless a combination of
realism and inter—-systemic conflict in both accounts. If
anything, the realism is the stronger element in the Soviet
version, since the strengthening of socialism is clearly
stated to have been the recult of the USSR"s own increased
poweEr., Despite the inter-systemic element, however, there
are no structural elements in this BSoviet wversion of
realism., This broad account survived within Saviet
international r+rslations theory until the 1980s, when thes
argument of the 1970s to the effect that increasing
socialist power had been the main factor pushing the West
into detente began to be gquestioned.

It is also worth noting that this standard Soviet
account differs in one important respct from the accounts
of the western revisionists. Mény of the 1attef were led by
their Marxist or near—Marmist’analyses of U5 policy to

place much stress on the actual imbalance in economic power



between theVUSA and USSR in 1945, which, they tended to
argue, gave the USA a virtual free hand in global policy.
This was glossed over in the traditional Soviet account,
which made an unconvincing attempt to suggest a much more
evenly balanced Great Contest. The Soviet account therefore
ttnded to direct attention towards the role of military
power in East-Central Europe in spite of its attempt to
play this element down, since this was one of the few areas
of capability or policy in which a balance could
legitimately have been claimed.

I+ we now jump ahead to some of the historical debates
which emerged in the late 1980s "New Thinking" period, wa
can see the kind of challenge they posed to the traditional
Soviet interpretation. Frofessor Vyacheslav Dashichev

published an article in Literaturnaya gazeta in May 1788

which was virtually a manifesto for a Soviet revisionist
approach to the Cold War.«28» Dashichev started from an
account of the traditional power-balancing functions of
alliances against a single power seeking hegemony, and wenf
on to suggest that the post—-1945 anti-Soviet western
coalition was founded on legitimate fears of Soviet policy.
Stalin’s foreign policy, he argued, was based omn ultra-
leftist, Trotskyist, hegemonic great—power ambitions, and
gave the UBA a suitable pretext for its own hegemonic
designs in Western Europe and elsewhere.

Daéhichev then went on ﬁo criticize E;ezhnev’s foreign
policy, but his basic challenge was to much of the existing

framework of Soviet Cold War analysis. Important elements



of his analysis were evidently taken -on board by the.
Foreign Minister of the time, Eduard Shevardnadze. Speaking
to a CPSU Central Committee plenum in February 1990, after
the communist leaderships had already collapsed throughout
Eastern Europe, Shevardnadze traced the failure of East
European socialism back to the late 1740s: "People prefer
toc forget that force was used at the end of the 1940s, when
the structure of the popular-democratic regimes Fformed
after the second world war was. broken. The democratic
forces which had worked with the communists in the name of
victory over fascism, of freedom and democracy, were forced
out of the coalition governments of the countries of
Central and Eastern Europe, and regimes of perscnal power
were established and called dictatorships of the
proletariat. Neither politicians mor scholars have yet come
to grips with this phenomenon. "<29> Thus did Shevardnadze
undermine forty years of Soviet Cold War historiography in
a few sentences.

This Soviet revisionism still needs to be subjected to
analvsis; it s Hot sufficient to look Ffor the most

iconoclastic Soviet account and accept it as a Final

synthesis. In Dashichev's version, for example, the
concepts of Trmtskyist ultra-leftism and great power
hegemonism sit rather uncomfortably together, and he still
spems to overestimate Soviet power. The main paint,

however, is to emphasize that Cold War historiography, East
and West, provides us with a wide range of analyses of the

origins of the Cold War and the two major Cold War
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alliances. These scholarly debatés relate in the first
instance to the 1945-53 period, but they are of course also
theories about the whole post-war period. They provide an
important background to a study of the WTD in two respects.
In the first place, they support the findings of my
discussion of the theoretical literature, to the eaffect
that the Cold War alliances do not seem to be traditional
alliances (whatever these may be), and the Cold War cannot
be satisfactorily analyzed as a replay of Athens versus
Sparta. Indeed, as I have already suggested, most writers
from the orthodox schools of Cold War analysis could not
consistently claim to be theoretical realists, since they
would be among those who would describe the Cold War as a
clash between freedom and totalitarianism, ocr capitalism
and communism, in ways which would be incompatible with a
consistently realist analysis.

Secondly, the debates reviewed here confirm the
commonsense view that Soviet and WTO military policy nesd
to be examined both as strategies directed against an
external antagonist, and as strategies related to intra-
alliance functions. If one of these strands of policy turns
out to be much more important than the other, this would
amount to evidence in  favour of one or other of the
theories of the Cold War.

Chapter 1 has already drawn attention to the
combination of external and intra-alliance motivations
which influenced 3Soviet policy at the time of the WTO's

farmation in 1995. One can also point again to the paradox



that the period of the tightest Stalinist control of
Eastern Europe was the pre—-1955 period, and observe that
Khrushchev apparently sought to use the alliance as a way
of destalinizing Soviet-East European relations. Ferhaps
the key to understanding the WTO lies in an appreciation of
the political gap that was never bridged, betwesn
Khrushchev®s conception of a post-Stalinist alliance of
socialist states and the reality of an East European
political order that never succeeded in establishing its
legitimacy without the sanction of the possible Soviet use

SF force.

The Formation of Sogviet Strateqgy

One of the major asymmetries between MNATO and the WTO
lies in the divergent roles played by nuclear weapons
within the two alliances. For NATO, nuclear weapons
stationed in or near Western Europe traditionally played a
crucial role not only in the alliance®s concrete military
strategy., but also in the public creation and fostering of
a political consensus between goyerning elites. Flexible
response, the strategic concept which governed NATO
thinking From the 1260s until the late 1980s, was always
centrally concerned with the relationship between
conventional and nuclear forces in deterring a military
and/or 'pmliti:al threat considered to emanate from the
USER. Nuclear weapons were always seen to be indispensable

within this framework, since the officially~-held view was

&b



that the UBSR could not be successfully deterred by
convéntiunal military strength alone, and needed to be
confronted with the possibility of nuclear retaliation both
from Western Europe and from the USA itself. Furthermore,
flexible response served as a political compromise as much
as a military strategy, and although the USA was not the
only NATO nuclear power, NATD s major crises of political
cohesion, such as the INF crisis of the early 1980s,
occurred as A résult of controversy aver the role of
nuclear weapons and US political leadership within the
alliance. Studies of the political processes behind NATO
strategic decisionmaking have also demonstrated, whether by
accident or design, how traditional alliance theory Ffails
to confront the complexities of Cold War alliance
leit{cs.{EO}.

The WTO functioned differently. The USSR was always
its sole nuclear power, and in terms of military capability
and defence spending the USSR played a much more dominant
role within the WTO than did the USA within NATO. (The USA

almost certainly remained a stronger military power then

the USSK, and its West European allies were also
.significantly stronger than the USSR°s East European
allies.) Ferhaps more importantly, the WTO had ro

equivalent of flexible response in the sense of a publicly-
statedkstrategic concept from which a strategy for the use
ot nuclear forces could ostensibly be derivad; Soviet
nuclear strategy evolved separately from the vicissitudes

of alliance politics, even 1if this at times caused
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discomfort among East European elites and populationé {(see
chapters 3 and 3). Conventional military forces, however,
were much more centrally involved in_ the history and
politics of the WTO.

This was partly a function of the role of Soviet and
other WTO conventional forces in ensuring internal
political control within Eastern Europe, as outlined in
Chapter 1. It was alsoc a consequence of the importance of
conventional military strength in Eastern Europe and the
Western USSR as a key element in Soviet security policy as
a whole. There is some evidence, reviewed in later
chapters, of East European military thinkers playing a role
in the elaboration of conventional military postures, but
an explanation of WTO conventional policy has to be given
principally in terms of the development of Soviet thinking.
The later examination in chapters S, 7, and 8 of the
history of eastern strategy, the military reforms of the
late 1980s, and their contribution to the decline of the
WTO, therefore concentrates on the evolution of Soviet
thought.

There are as many controversies in western analyses of
Soviet conventiornal military planning as in Cnld War
historiography. Not &all of this literature includes an
analysis of the WTD as an alliance, but it is summarized
here with some indications of its implications for the
alliance. In Chapter S I return to these different models
of euplaration for a more detailed discussion, and set them

against Soviet accounts of the evolution of strategy
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published both before and during the late 1980s reform

period.
If there is a single seminal article which
encapsulates the historical controversies over Soviet

strategy in Europe, it is without doubt Matthew

Evangelista®s 1982-83 article in International Securitv,

"Stalin's Fostwar Army Reappraised".<31% Evangelista
contrasted public western statements on Soviet military
strength and intentions in the 1947-48 periocd with the
éssessments made in subsequently declassified reports by
various US national security agencies. He argued that the
claim of Soviet conventional superiority made at the time
was inaccurate, and that Soviet troops were incapable of
carrying out an invasion of Western Europe for a number of
reasons.  On the question of numbers of forces, Evangelista
argued that Soviet demobilization took place quite rapidly
after the war, and that figures given by Ehrushchev in 17560
for demobilization in the 1945-48 period were substantially
carrect. The remaining forces would not have been capable
of invading Western Europe. Soviet forces were very short
of tramsport and other equipment, and road and rail
tranépor? in Eaéte;n Europe énd the Western USSR were in a
serious state of disrepair. indesd, large sections of the
rail networlk 1in Eastern Germany had been dismantled.
Furthermore, the actual functions of Soviet forces in  the
region at this timé were related in  large part to

collecting reparations, and ensuring political control both

within Eastern Europe and inside Soviet borders. Armed
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resistance to Soviet rule continued into the early 1980s -in
parts of Byelorussia, the Ukraine, and the Baltic, and
large—-scale deportations from the Baltic were being carried
out by military forces up until the beginning of the 1930s.
The most important aspect of Soviet policy related to
external military tasks, Evangelista suggests, was the
organization of air defence forces to guard against attack
by nuclear bombers.

Evangelista®s work forms a basis for a discussion of
the evolution of Soviet strategy in two respects. Firstly,
it provides us with strong evidence against the argument
that there was & Soviet military threat to Western Europe
in the immediate post-war period. Although there is little
dispute in either the western or the Soviet literature that
Soviet strategy later evolved into an "offensive-defensive”
posture requiring offernsive operations against Western
Europe in the event of war, there is strong evidence that
this evolved in a process of interaction with western
strategy, and not as something formed prior to  any
interacticon with the West. Secondly, Evangelista poses the
guestion of the internal functions of Soviet forces within
Eastern Europe and even within the USSR, and offers us a
basis on which to relate the two functions to each other
from the pre-WTO period, through the alliance’s Fformation
and evolution and into its period of decline in the late
1980s. |

Although there 1is 1little dispute in the existing

secondary literature over the offensive-defensive posture



subsequently adopted by Soviet and WTO conventional Forées.
However, this does not mean that thére has been any
consensus on the planning assumptions behind, or the goals
sought by, this posture. There are five central contending
interpretations in the existing western literature:

(1) Invasion and occupation of Western Europe, or the
use of such a threat to "Sovietize" or "Finlandize" the
region.

(2) War—-avoidance, and deterrence of the USA from
attacking the USSR by means of a threat to retaliate at an
early stage aginst Western Europe; this posture was
maintained after the USSR was able to retaliate with
nuclear weapons against the USA itself, and maintained its
importance as the focus of military development shifted
baclk towards conventional strategies.

(2 Deterrence of West Germany or other Euwropean
powers from intervention in Eastern Europe.

{4} Maintenance of Soviet control over Eastern Europe,
and the prevention of territorial defence by East European
states.

(3) No identifiable goal bevond the sheer inertia of
Soviet military institutions, which were unable to shake
off their traditional adherence to the offensive.

Scme'o# these alternatives incorporate an analysis of
the WTD alliamce more directly than others, and some of
them do not treat the alliance as a central cdncern at all.
Some of these interpreﬁatimﬁs will be taken up later in

more detail, and their application to specific aspects of
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the WTO testea. What is needed here is an indication of the
kind of analytic model which is implicit in each variant,
so that their potential application to a study of the late
1980s period can be assessed.

Alternatives (1) and (2) presuppose a rational actor
type of strateqgic decision—-making driven by the imperatives
of East-West military confrontation. In these accounts
there are fairly direct implications for the strategic role
of East European territory, but the WTO as an alliance is
not seen as central to strategic planning. Alternatives (3)
and (4) bring the WTD more centrally into the picture, with
differences of emphasis depending on the view taken of
western policy towards Eastern Europe. In alternative (9),
internal Soviet policymaking procedures are seen to
dominate over both external and intra*alliancé concerns,
with strategy analyzed as an output of bureaucratic
politics in the form of givil-military relations and/or
inter—-service rivalry.

These altermnatives ars by no means mutually exclusive,
and some analysts draw on a number of strands of
interpretation. However, much of the existing literature
does tend to favour one type of explanation as primary, and
to overlook the possibility that strategic choiﬁes made in
the USSR (and elsewhere) may be seriously overdetermined.
It can gasily be seen that the altsrnative explanations fit
rather well on top of the alternative theories of the Cold
War as I outlined them earlier in this chapter. In the

first two cases inter—-systemic conflict is seen as primary,



with differences of view ocver the levels of offensiveness
or defensiveness attributed to the USSR. In options (3) and
(4) there is more stress on the internal maintenance of an
alliance, and the fifth option concentrates on the dominant
weight of Soviet history and institutional practices.
Examples of interpretation (1) can be found 1in the
writings of military analysts like FH Vigor and Christopher
Donnelly.<32> The stronger form of this interpretation, in
terms of actual military expansionism, is in fact Ffairly
rare in academic literature, and writers of this school

tend to argue in terms of the availability of offensive

military options as support for a competitive and combative
foreign policy. In eitﬁer case, though, there i1is an
assumption that the USSR has traditionally set the
strategic agenda, a&and the West has been in the position of
having to find a response.

A good example of option (2) can be found in the
writings of Michael Mccbhbwire, most notably in his 1987

study Military Objectives in Soviet Foreign Folicy.<33s

Mccbwire preserves the assumption of rational stategic
planning which is part of option (1), and posits a process
in which Soviet planners assess the U8BR’s strategic
environment . and come to clear—cut decisions with direct
implications for strategy and procurement priorities.
Huwever; McocGwire®s account describes a much more reactive
process *than that of option (1). He argues that Froh a
. point in the late 1960s the USSR began to plan for tha.

possibility of achieving conventional victory in Europe as



a result of a calculation that an East-West conflict weould
not necessarily escalate to nuclear war, so that even if
war did break out the nuclear devastation of the USSR could
perhaps be avoided. The key point here is that this
calculation was in large part a reaction to NATO s flexible
response concept, with its statement of the possibility of
delayed escalation. For the purposes of labelling
interpretations (1) and (2} for future reference. they can
be identified as the "Sovietization” and "Detervence
accounts of Soviet strategy.

Rationality is still present in options (3} and (4),
but Soviet planning is associated more directly with policy

in Eastern Europe and so with the WTD as an alliance.

Christopher Jones®™ 1981 study Soviet Influence in Eastern
Ewrope is the clearest e%pression of this school of
thought, and is essentially a statement of hypothesis (4)
with some additional elements from option (Z).434> In
Jones® wview, the training of East European Fforces for
offensive operations against NATO territory was principally
a way of denving them any way of defending their own
territory or political leadership against Sovist
intervention, and of deterring western powefs from
intervening to s=support any dissident regime in Eastern
Europe. Jones supports his argument with a detailed
analysis of WTO institutiomal structures, and this
hypothesis is clearly an important one to bear in mind when
considering the abandonment of the Brezhnev Doctrime in the

late 1980s. I will argue in later chapters that there are
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problems with Jones® analysis both in respect of his
neglect of possible external strategic motivations, and in
respect of his treatment of the actual functioning of WTO
institutions.

' The argument which I have identified as option (3) is
sometimes put forward as a component part of broader

xplanations of Soviet policy, but there is no Ffully-
fledged book-length exposition of it és an autonomous
hypothesis. Jack 8Snyder has provided an embryonic version

in an article in International Security, in which he deals

with Khrushchev’s security reforms as an example of &
period of strategic innovation by the Soviet political
leadership and an unenthusiastic response by the military
leadership.<25> Snyder argues that the revival of the
conventional offensive in the 1260s did not occocuwr as a
result of ratiomnal planning, as Meccbhwire's account
suggests. Rather, it was the result of institutional
pressure from sections of the Soviet military, notably the
traditionally—dominant ground forces, in response to
FKhrushchev’s attempt to marginalize the traditgmnal
branches of service within a doctrine dominated by nuclear
missiles.

Snyder’s account i1is not based onm a purely internal
model of bureaucratic politics, since he places the
argument abmut strategy in the context of & broader
argument about the history DF.“DFFEﬁSiVE detente" and zero-
sum- foreign policy assumptions in Soviet thinking. The main

potential of the argument as an explanation of the events



of the 1980s lies in its suggestion that the security
reforms of the Gorbachev period presupposed a fundamental
institutional shake-up if they were to be carried through
successfully, and in an argument that Snyder has made
elsewhere at greater length, *to the effect that military
establishments have tended to insist on the importance of
offensive strategies at times when they are under pressure
from their political masters to refaorm. This second
conclusion was drawn by Snyder from & study of civil-
military relations in the continental great powers, France,
Germany, and Russia, before 1914.434%*

Some Soviet accounts of the evolution of strategy are
examined in later chapters. The traditional Soviet account
tended to stress the influence of external threats to
Soviet security without conceding that the West might
perceive a threat from the USSR, and without admitting any
influence from the need to "police" Eastern Europe
internally. But just as revisionist Soviet accounts of Cold
War history emergéd in the late 1980s +to undermine the
traditional versions, 5o the strategic debates of that
period questioned established orthodoxies. Among the
challenges which emerged were criticisms of the emphasis on
DFFensi;e cperations w%thin a supposedly defensive military
bdc:\ctr"i.r'ne,l a questiconing of the need for military forces
which could ensure "victory", and even the near—-endorsement
by Soviét schaolars .DF Bnyder’s thesis about internal
military resistance. Strangely enough, though, the history

of Soviet policing operations within the WTO remained
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largely unexamined.

In assessing the application of these diverse models
of strategic explanation to the decline and collapse of the
NTD,_ it is important to recognize the possibility D?
overdetermination oOf military strategy, whether of an
alliance or an individual state. It will become clear 1in
the Ffollowing chapters that I consider the WTO's external
security <functions to have been a substantial factor in
Soviet policy, and not merely a means of legitimizing
internal control. Hoth elements need to be integrated in
order to provide a satisfactory account. The accounts
summarized above are all based on the events of earlier
periods. before the late 1980s strategic reforms and the
collapse of the WTO. I shall seek to explain the svents of
the later period against the background of the alternative
theories, but without assuming that any one of the models
can furnish a full explanation. The events of the late
19808 may provide evidence favouring one or another theory

of the history of Soviet strategy, but it may alsoc be the
case that some theories provide more illumination for one
perioad, while different theories provide ibetter

explanations for other periods.

The Ffinal body of literature thét needs to be
conéidefed consists of material on the WTOD itself, and
overlaps to some degree with the literature on military:
strategy. The quastion of the relative significance of an

alliance’s . internal and external functions is one whose



importance can be appreciated when one examines the
existing body of English—-language literature on the WTO. A
number of different schools -can be identified. Al
substantial body of work writtemn primarily for military
audiences has been opriented towards military balance
guestions, often with the unstated asssumption that Soviet
and WTO military policy was a given to which the West had
to respond. In this kind of writing, the internal/extsrnal
guestion tended to be downplayed.«<3I7> The contrasting
school of analysis favoured by Christopher Jones, and
summarized above, has placed the +ocus almost entirely on
internal questions, and the possibility of the WTO
performing traditional external security functions has been
excluded almost by definition.

In between these fairly easily identifiable extremes
is a large category of analysis of the WTO with a more
balanced approach to the alliance, but which tended to deal
with gquestions of WTO cohesion and reliability as issues to
be addressed by Us foreign policy without much
consideration of the possibility that West European actors
might view these issues differently, or that the search for
policy relevance might be an obstacle to rigorous analysis.
In practice, these analyses often turned « into
recommendations for the exertion of pressure on identified
weak points in the WTD.<38* European analysts seemsed less
inclined to oversimplify in this way, but were not immune.

Much of this western work onm the WTO0 is well-

researched and wvaluable, and this study makes‘use of a
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considerable amount of it. Some of the material written
during the period when the WTO seemed a relatively stable
alliance would have benefited from a more rigorous
examination of the relative weight of the internal and
external alliance functions, since there was a tendency to
make unexplained assumptions about their relative
importance in a way which coloured the subsequent analvysis.
The precise role of the search for policy relevance also
needs to be established. It is noticeable that +the most
impressive books on the WTO, which did not fall into the
trap of making unsubstantiated assumptions about the
alliance, were also among fhe ones which were most cautiocus

in urging policy options on their readers. Fobin

Remington®s 1971 study, The Warsaw Pact: Case Studies  in

Communi=t Conflict Fesolution, 1s one example, and Dawvid

Holloway and Jans Sharp’s 1984 collection, The Warsaw Fact:

fplliance in Transiticon 7 is another.<39> There is also the

problem, of course, that a great deal of work published in
recent years and even written during the Gorbachev perind,
whether on Soviet strategy or ﬁn the WTO itself, has gones
out of date very rapidly. There is therefore an urgent need
for reconsideration and updating.

Some other relevant bodies of literature will be
discussed where appropriate in later chapters. The
literature reviewed here has been found to be only
partizlly useful in suggesting a framework for analysis of
the WTO. As we have seen, alliance theory literature

provides a rather weak basis for such a study. I  have
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suggested that this is because much of the wisting
literature rests on questionable realist assumptions about
international relations, and because its concern with the
provision of policy advice to the western alliance leads to
confusion and inconsistency. If the alliange literature is
supplemented by a reading of different schools of analysis
of the Cold War, it becomes clear why a realist account is
unable to deal satisfactorily with the semi-permanent
alliances of the Cold Warvperiod. It is equally clear,
however, that there were significant differences between
the ways in which the eastern and western bloccs were
formed, and I have noted some important respects in which
revisionist Soviet accounts have now moved towards
acceptance of the traditional western version. Different
theories of the Cold War and accounts of the formation of
Soviet military strategy give us a variety of viewpoints
from which to consider the military-political history of
the WTO. Using them to study the eastern alliance may in
turn shed light on the competition between these theories.
With this theoretical base e=stablished, it is
possible to turn to an examimnation of the military-
political history of the WTO, and to attempt to answer the
questions s=et out in Chapter 1 about the relationship
between external and intra-bloc military policy’ in  the

alliance’s evolution and decline.
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WTOD FOLITICAL STRUCTURES AND HISTORY

In chapters 2 and 4 of this study, the WTO s
institutions are divided into "political” and '"military".
There is obviously a danger of begging guestions here, and
some of the discussion does not fall naturally into one
chapter rather thamn the other. Héwever, the objective is to
establish a Frémework without presupposing that given
bodies had either a military or a political essence.
Inevitably, there is some overlap between the two chapters.
In both, an outline characterization of WTO institutions is
taken from Soviet sources. This outline is then explored in
some detail, taking note of histukical developments and
dif+ering analyses of institutional Functions. Figures 1
presents information relevant to both chapters im
diagrammatic form. The account given in this chapter takes
the story up to the beginning of the crucial transition
period in 1988-9. Here, I try to clarify the functioning of
the structures which existed up until that time. The

developments of 1989-90 are the subject of Chapter 8.
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Figure 1 - Principal WTO Institutions

{as in 1989, with dates of establishment)

Political Structure

Folitical Consultative C"ttee

(1955)
Joint FPermanent
Secretariat Commission
(1956) (1956)

Cttee of Foreign Ministers
(1976)

Flus —

Technological C’ttee
(1969)

Military Science %
Technology Council
{1969)

Disarmament
Commission (1987)

Experts® Group on
Conventional Forces
(1987)

Military Structure

Committee of Defence
Ministers (1969)

Joint Military
Command Council
(1935) (1969)_

StaFJ of Joint Command
(originally formed
19535, consoclidated
1969)

Joint Armed Forces
Comprising:

- Soviet forces in
Eastern Europe %
western USSR

- GDR armed forces

- additional E.Eur.
units

Jther East European
forces = under
national command,

at least in peacetime.



’The Treaty Text

The preamble to the Warsaw Treaty identified the
reihtegration of West Germany into the western Dbloc as
giving rise to the need for a counterbalancing alliance.lx
The treaty itself then went on to commit its signatories
to:

- gsettle international disputes by peaceful means
{(Article 1)

- work towards the prohibition of weapons of
mass destruction (Article 2)

- consult in the event of a threat to the signatories?
security, and render assistance as considered necessary in
the event of an armed attack in Europe on any one of them
(Articles 3 and 4)

- establish a joint command for their armed forces,
and a political conﬁultative‘committee with the power to
create auxiliary organs (Articlese I and &)

~ not join any alliance with conflicting aims (Article
7

- cooperate in esconomic and cultural relations, while
not interfering in one ancother®s internal affairs (Article
8

- allow other states to accede irrespective of their
social and state systems (Article 9)

- seek a general Eurupean treaty of collective
security, in which event the present treaty would Became
ineffective {(Articles 11).

In some points of phrasing the Warsaw Treaty was

wn
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clearly modelled on the Nokth Atlantic Treaty of 1949,
which established NATO. The North Atlantic Treaty did not
specify a joint military command, though it did provide for
a defence committee which would implement measures for a
collective capacity to resist armed attack. However, it is
also interesting to compare the two treaties in respect of
their cuverége of spheres other than defence cooperation.
The North Atlantic Treaty, in its preamble and Article 2,

made it clear that NATO was seen as an alliance of states

with common political and economic systems and
institutions: "to safeguard the freedom, common heritage
and civilization of their peoples, founded on the

principles of democracy, individual liberty and the rule of
laWe v e evnenuwnnnnenssCONtribute towards the further
development of peaceful and friendly international
relations by strengthening their free institutions, by
bringing about a bhetter understanding of the oprinciples
upon which these institutions are founded, and by promoting
conditions of stability and well-being."<2% The Warsaw
Treaty, with its article specifying openness of accession
to all states irrespective of social systems, bad no
directly analogOQS clauses, and its article on econamic and
cultural relations was politically neutral. Article S's
commitment to safeguarding peaceful labour could, however,
be glossed without too much difficulty as entailing a
commitment to a particular kind of social system;

The North Atlantic Treaty said nothing ahout- -Lho -

‘reduction of armaments or the conclusion- of -a -European
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collective securify treaty. Conseguently, ‘tte WTO had at
least a textual basis for its claim to have been
.particularly concerned about negotiations on security.
These clauses lend weight to Remington’s argument about the
considerations which were most important for the Soviet
leadership in 19353, and it was indeed the WTO which pressed
originally for the Helsinki process to be set in motion. On
the other hand, the WTO emerged with little credit from its
textual claims to political neutrality. NATO could at least
argue that it was fairly explicit about being an alliance
committed to Atlantic capitaliesm and liberal parliamentary
democracy (to put something of a gloss on the above
gquotations +from the treaty), even if some of its member-
states, notably Portugal, Greece and Turkey, had little
gnough to do with the 1att;r at various times. The HNorth
ftlantic Treaty also specified (Article 4) consultation
whenever "territorial integrity, political independence or
security” were threatened, which, one can speculate, was
put in At the time as a pre-emptive legitimation of any
intervention which might be deemed necessary in the event
of a communist or socialist election wvictory in, ®ay,
Italy.<3> With the partial exception of Article &, the text
of the Warsaw Treaty did not specify any ideoleogical basis
for the alliance, still less any right of military
intervention in support of such & commitment. Iﬁdééd,
Article 8 specified non—-intervention in internal affairs.
Consequently, the traéty could provide ne foundation For

the armed interventions carried out in Hungary in 1956, and



in Czechoslovakia in 1968.

The Political Institutions

The WTO’s chief body, the Folitical Consultative
Committee (FPCC), was specified in the text of the Warsaw
Treaty along with a joint command for *the signatories”
armed forces. Article 6 of the treaty empowered the FCC to
create additional organs as the need arose, and stipulated
that it should be composed of members of government or any
other representatives of the signatory states.<4> According
to the treaty, the FPLCC was established "for the purpose of
holding the consultations provided for 1in the present
treaéy among the states that are party to the treaty, and
for the purpose of considering problems arising in
connection with the implementation of this treaty".<Sr The
PCC was identified in Soviet sources as the WTD s supreme
political body, +though thers were also times when it  was

described as a military body. Its functions were described

as follows in the Soviet Military Encyclopaedia in 1576:

"At sessions of the FCC the most important foreign policy
questions are discussed, decisions ars worked out
collectively on international questions which affect the
interests of all participants in the [Warsawl Treaty, and
the most important problems connected with the
étrengthening of defence capability and carrying out of the
obligation of the states party to the Warsaw Treaty 1to
collective defence are examined."<&* This gave the FCC a

combination of political and military duties, indicating
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that subordinate bodies of both types reported to it. It
was often stated that the PCC had no supranaticnal
functions and did‘ not impinge upon the WTO states’
sovereignty;

On the same day as the Warsaw Treaty was signed, an
announcement was made on the formation of the Joint Armed
Forces of the WTO signatories. Marshal I5 Korev of the USSR
was named Commander—-in-Chief (C—-in—-C); the allied
ministers of defence or other military leaders were
appointed as his deputies and as commanders of allied units
assigned to the Joint Armed Forces: a staf+ was formed with
representatives from the member—-states, to be located 1in
Moscow: and the staticoning of the signatories® armed forces
was to be arranged by mutual agreement.<7* The treaty
itself was to remain in force for twenty vears, to be
axtended automatically for a further ten years for those
whao did not renounce it {Article 11).

Although the Warsaw Treaty itself was signed by the
prime ministers of the respective states, from 1260 onwards
it was the general or first secrstaries of the respective
parties wﬁa signed the FCL's communiques. The membership of
the FCC was described as comprising the general or first
secretaries plus the heads of state or their deputies,
ministers of defence and foreign ministers, plus the C-in-C
of the WTD armed forces and the General Secretary of lthe
FCC.<8» Some accounts suggested that the Chief of Staff was
also a member. The General Secretary’s post was for a long

time mentioned only infrequently, and involved a much less
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public profile than the work of NATOs Secretary General.
In the more adventurous diplomacy of the early Gorbachev
era, however, the 0General Secretary became rather more
visible, as it was suggested that direct talks could be
held .between the NATO and WTOD incumbents. The WTO post
appeared to be held by a deputy fore=ign minister of the
country responsible for hosting the next scheduled FCC
meeting. In Berliﬁ in May 1987, the GDR’=s Herbert
krolikowski handed over to Foland® s Henryk Jarcszek, who
was then succeeded by the Romanian Constantin Dancea after
the July 1988 Warsaw meeting.<?>

The FCC’s first meeting, in Prague in January 1956,
saw the power to create additional organs used to set up a
Permanent Commission (PC) and, according to its communigue,
a Joint Secretariat (JS). Curicusly, however, a later
communique also claimed to have set up the JS in 1976, and
the later date was sometimes given elsewhere Ffor the
Secretariat.<10> PFerhaps the original Secretariat had not
functiored very well, and needed to be revived in 1974, The
January 19546 communigue also specified that the FCC  should
meet "when necessary, but no less than twice a vear"iy the
twice-a-year specification was s=ldom met, and was omitted
from later éccounts of the FCC's obligations.<ll> In  fact,
there were ten meetings between 1955 and 19469, with only
four between spring 1953 and spring 1961, and no meeting at
all in thg périod between January 1936 and May 1738. During
the Erezhney period, 19465-198%, there weres a tohal of 12

FCC meetings, though a further expansion of WTO bodies
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after 19269 may have relieved the pressure on the FLCC.<12>
By the late 1980s FCC meetings were held annually, and
rotated around the seven WTD capital cities.

The Permanent Commission was described as providing
recommendations on foreign policy,<13% while the
Secretariat was credited by western SoUrces with
preparation of the PCC*s agendas and alsoc responsibility
for armaments and logistics.<14* Fresumably the Commission
and Secretariat had multinational staffs; as a permanent
body, the Secretariat presumably also implemented decisions
taken by the FCC (and, after 1974, the Committee of Foreign
Ministers). The FCC retained the functions of appointing
the WTO0"s Commander-in—-Chief, Chief of Staff, and General
Segcretary, although actual announcements of appointments
did not coincide with PCC meetings.<15>

The PFCC remained the WTO s sanior .dey, and the
presence of the C-in-C on this commitiees indicated that
this was where he reported on the work of the military
bodies. In March 1969, a Committee of Defence Ministers
and some additional military bodies were formed (see
Chapter 4). A further body was formed in 19276, when the
Copmittee of Foreign Ministers (CFM) was set uﬁ by the
Bucharest FCC meeting, and the CFM held its first fFormal
meeting six months later in Moscow. <16 This committee was
set up shortly after the signature of the Helsinki Final
Aot in August 1973, although the foreign ministers had besen
meeting without being iddentifised as a committes since

1959.417% In addition, summer holiday meetings between the
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leaders were arranged in the Crimea from 1971 onwards.
Presuﬁably a more formal structure was seen as necessary in
the new situation created by the signature of the Helsinki
accords, though the founding communigue did not elaborate
on the CFM’s functions beyond giving the aim as "further
perfection of the mechanism of pélitical cooperation within
the framework of the Treaty".<18> The CFM -met annually
after its formation.

No new political imstitutions were set up between 1276
and 1783, but after Mikhail Gorbachev becams CFBEU  General
Secretary in March 1985 there were a number of Ffurther
developments., The June 1986 PEC meeting endorsed the
principle of annual PCC meetings, and also rescolved ftThat
CFM sessions would henceforth bs bheld twice a year. It was
agreed that there would be changes in the form of the
various meetings, to allow the delegation heads to meet in
small groups énd without any previously agreed agenda.
There was also to be more cooperation between working
groups of deputy ministers, between foreign ministry
representatives, and in other expert groups.<l7: In the
following vyear the PCC set Qp a working group for
information exchanges and a commission to deal with
disarmament questions, which consisted of representatives
of the defence and foreign ministries.<20* By mid-1988 a
joint Foreign and defence ministry group was said to be
working on proposals for the upgrading of peolitical and
military cooperation within the alliance.<21)

In analyses of the objectives of the WTD and of the

0



functions of the consitituent bodies described here, there
tended to be a sharp dividing line between  eastern
commentators who treated the alliance as concerned
primarily with European peace and security, and western
works which focused more on its domestically repressive ov
potentially militarily expansionist functions. Both
approaches have their drawbacks. The eastern approach was
inadequate in that it socught to deny the all-too apparent
evidence of the repressive functicning of the alliance
system, while a number of western writers excluded almost
by definition +the possibility of the WTO performing
orthodox security Ffunctions in Soviet or East Eurupeaﬁ
eyes. It is also clear that the increasing {nztitutional

complexity of the WTO needs to be weighed as evidence for

i

o against its "alliancehood", as related o the
theoretical controversies summarized iq the previous
chapter. While it could be argusd that the existence of
permanesnt institutidns does not in itself resolve the
qusstion, the seavidence presented so far dogs at least
suggest that the WTO developed over ftime into something

more complex than it had been in 1%33.

Intervention and Bloc Managsment, «Before and After 19483

In the earlier discussion of the text of the Warsaw
Treaty, mention was made of its attempt to suggest
ideological neutrality, thereby providing a contrast with
the NMorth Atlantic Treaty. Since Article 7 stipulated that

the treaty was open to states of any social system, social
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and political issues should iﬁ theory have been irrelevant.
In practice, this fiction was not seriously maintained, and
WTO mechanisms plaved a significant part in sustaining the
political cohesion of the eastern bloc as a whole. In a
basic definitional document, the WTO was described in 1976
as having been formed "with the aim of defending the gains
oF‘ socialism".<22> This was a formulation which, though
absent from the treaty, became commonplace in later
descriptions of the WTO" s purpose. A glance at a selection
of material published around 17835, at the time of the
WTO" s thirtieth anniversary and renewal, gives SOMe
indication of the traditional Soviet conception of the
alliance.

One of the Soviet texts already cited claims that:
"The military cocperation of the fraternal socialist
countries in the framework of the WTD is a gualitatively
new social—-historical phenomenon, characterized by the
mutual relations between the peoples and armies of the
socialist states. This cooperation is based upon the
objective necessity of the joint defence by the workers of
the gains of socialism."<23% Marshal Kulikov, the WTD C-in-
C at that time, said in a 1983 article in the CFPSU s

theoretical journal EKommunist: "On May 14th 1753, they L[the

spcialist countries of Europel signed the Treaty of
Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance, which has
entered history as the Warsaw Treaty, in which‘ et e
expressed the wish and aspirations of the fraternal peoples

for unity, for their collective responsibility to provide



for the defence of the gains of socialism, for the
preservation of peace and international security."<24> The
then Chief of General Staff, General Gribkov, explained how
the sistence of the socialist system had pre—dated the
formation of the WTO: éFter World War Il "Socialism moved
bevond the frame of one country and Fformed a world
system". {255 In 1985 Aleksandr Yakovliev saw the WTO’s
function to be as important as sver in a period of & US
"crusade" against communism: "In this situation one can see
even more clearly the encirmous role which the Warsaw Fact
plays in the defence of peace, of revolutionary gains, in
securing the progress of socialism. {26

To cite these references to the WTO as sustaining a
social system is in some ways to repeat the obviouws: after
1952 two social systems and military blocs in apparent
competition with sach other existed in Europe {(and beyond),
and the political cohesion of these blocs needed to  be
regularly reaffirmed. These traditional Soviet formulations
do not really take us any further in respect of the
argument over the interpretation of the Cold War as a
genuine inter-—-systemic éDnFrontation or an eséentially
intra-systemic imaginary war. They are nevertheless of
great significance in assisting an appreciation of juét how
dramatic the decline of the WTD was in the late 1980s.
Yakovlev, whose assessmentv seemned so orthodox in 1985,
became one of Mikhail Borbachev®s key Foreign policy
advisers in the presenfation of "New Thinking” in the

subsequent periocd, and was one of those who watched From
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Moscow with apparent equanihity as the communist
leaderships collapsed throughout Eastern Europe during 128%
~and 1990.

In addition to the WTD institutions already mentioned,
the network of bilateral treaties which existed before 19335
was later updated, so that it continued to provide =&
distinct mechanism for affirming the obligations of the
bloc’s states to one another. Many of these bilateral
treaties made the commitment to a shared social system
explicit in a way which the Warsaw Treaty itself did not.
The bilateral treaties are perhaps best described as
military—political in nature and function, and they can be
distinguished +Ffrom the more specific troop-stationing
agreements. A later rournd of Dbhilateral treaties was
concluded during the 1970s, and these shared with & number
of other documents, such as domestic East European party
programmes and state constitutions, commitments to the

alliance with the USSR, to the joint defence of socialism

and peace, and to the "combat confederation" (hosvoe
sodruzhestvo) of the armed forces of the "socialist
confederation" (sptsialisticheskoe sodrushestve).<27> The

GDR*s 1974 constitution, for example, stated that "The
German Democratic Republic is for ever and irrevocably
allied with the Unioﬁ of Soviet Socialist Republics."<28%

Western commentators on the WTO sometimes argued that
Soviet proposals to dissolve t%e alliance were meaningless,

since  the network of bilateral treaties between the USBR

and its allies would not be altered by such a dissolution.
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Ironically, Soviet commentators themselves sometimes
conceded almost as much. In the words of Valentin
Alexandrov, writing in 1980: "OFf course the world socialist
system will not perish if the Warsaw Treaty 0Organization
ceases to exist simultanscusly with MATO under an agreement
reached by the two sides. It will not perish because there
will remain other components of the strong structure of
spcialist  international relations."<29> This does not
necessarily mean that all the fungtions of the WTOD could
aqually easily have been carried cut by +the hbilateral
treaty system, though it does remind us that the collapse
of the communist leaderships placed in question the terms
of the bilateral treaties 1in a way which did not
immediately apply to the Warsaw Treaty itself.

Ceausescu’s Romania providesd an  sxception to  this
pattern. The 1770 Soviet—-Romanian treaty was emphatic about
Soviet-Fomanian friendship, but careful not to commit
Romania to joint defence of the gains of socialism, and
limited Romanian obligations fto consultation and the
deftence of state borders as specified in the Warsaw
Treaty.<30> These are .the distinctions which were
Frequéntly cited as identifying Romania as a non—adherent
to the Brezhnev Doctrihe spelled out in 19468. An account of
the early history of the WTD will help to clarify how they
came to acquire such weight.

The WTO was little more tham a year o©ld when the
Hungarian crisis erupted in 1936, and the organization as

such played little part in its resolution. The events of



1956 grew out of a combination of worker and peasant
discontent and intellectual anti-Stalinism, with Imre Magy
becoming head of government just before the transition to
viplent conflict. At the height of the c¢crisis, Nagy
abolished the one-party system and announced Hungary®s
withdrawal from the WTO and neutrality. Although the latter
measure has sometimes been interpreted as a tactical step
made to gain western support, Nagy’ s own writings betore
1956 had displayed an interest in neutrality and the
possibility of an independent Hungarian foreign policy. The
USSR used its own forces to restore its authority, though
it presumably had a degree of FRomanian and Polish co-
operation since some of the troops involved were stationed
in those countries. Although the USBR subsequently cited
the Warsaw Treaty as a justification for the intervention,
there seems to have been no coordination throwugh WTO
channels, as opposed to Soviet consultation with other
East European leaderships, which did take place {including
consultation with Tito). Whatsver the USSR may have
claimed, the Warsaw Treaty itself certainly did not specify
a general right of Soviet intervention. In fact, the
intervention was a clear breach of articles 1 (on the non-
use of +Force) and 8 (on non-interference in  internal
affairs), and no FCC meeting seems sven Lo have discusgad
the Hungarian crisis.

The crisis can be explained partly in terms of
Khrushchev®s attempts to destalinize Soviet foreign policy,

and their inherent limitations. This can perhaps be seen as '
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reflecting a Soviet failure to realize that destalinization
could threaten the very edMistence of East European regimes
in a way in which it did rnot threaten the Soviet leadership
itself. Im the Soviet-Yugoslav declaration issued in June
1955, and again in Khrushchev’s main speech to the 20th
Congress of the CF5U in February 1954, the Soviet
leadership explicitly conceded the possibility of a number
of different national paths to socialism. This,
understandably, encouraged anti-stalinist reformers like
Gomulka in Poland and Nagy in Hungary, and assisted their
returns to power during 1936. (Gomulka became First
Secretary of the Folish party, while Nagy became Prime
Mipister of Hungary.?) kKhrushchev®s attack on Btalin in his
secret speech at the Z0th Congress caused even deeper
traumaz within the communist movement, and weakerned the
East European leaderships svern though it was not a public
document. While Gomulka was then able to convince the
Soviet leadership that the goals of hizs liberalization were
cansistent with maintaining the role of the Folish party
and with Soviet inter=sts, Magy was not.

One important aspect of the Hungarian crisis was the
Soviet government’®s declaration of I0th October 1954, which
appeared after the first round of fighting between Soviet
forces and the rebels. This declaration restated the
principles of sovereignty and noninterference in relations

between socialist states, and stated that the principles of

in

peaceful coexistence applied in relations between socialist

countries as well as in the USSR’ s overall foreign
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relations. The declaration also said that the Soviet
government was prepared to review the stationing of Soviet
forces in Hungary, Poland and Romania (i.e. everywhere

vcept the GDR), with the proviso that withdrawal would
have to be agfeedrby all the treaty signatories. Some
historians have suggested that +the declaration was a
subterfuge on the part of the USSR, designed to conceal
preparations for the more decisive second intervention,
while others have argued that Nagy cbuld have taken
advantage of it to negotiate Soviet withdrawal from
Hungary. In any event, Nagy could not satisfy Hungarian
popular demands without going on to the introduction of a
multi-party system and the declaration of neutrality, which
was made on Movember 1st. In strict technical terms Hungary
never }n fact left the WTR, since the delggation ocharged
with presenting the decision to the goverrnmert of Foland,
the depository power, did not leave Budapest. The second
Soviet intervention then followed on Movember 4th.<31l%x
(NATO was at the time conveniently split over +the Sue:z
crisis.) Nagy himself was immediately replaced by Janos
Kadar, and was subsequently executed in 17352.

Ferhaps because of Soviet concern that there should be
no repetition of the Hungarian crisis, the 1960s saw the
development under Marshal Grechkeo of the programme of
“multinational exercises between Soviet and East European
forces. Although significant Ffor military reasons (see
chapters 445), these exercises were not without political

importance. They took place within the conception of
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"coalition warfare', which not only laid stress on co-
Dpération on the battlefield betwesen WTO armies, but also
emphasized ideoclogical ties between states and armies. The
multilateral 2xercises were part of a pattern of
multilateral and bilateral WTO institutions which have been
painstakingly documented by Christopher Jones.

Less visible thanm the well-publicized meestings of
ministtrs and party leaders, these institutions were a
careful blend of the military and the political. They
included: a committee for sporting links between WTO states
and other Soviet alliesy & possible directorate For WTO
military doctrine which trained the armies according to the
shared set of military—-political axiome already mentioned;
close ties and exchange arrangements between political
administrations in the respective armiss (though the
political administrations themselves had existed before the
formation of the WT) 3 coordination of military education
policy and the training of the most promising East European
officers at institutes like the prestigiocus Voroshilov
Academy in Moscow.<Z2F A key part of Jones®™ argument is
that in practice, many of these institutions were more
bilateral than genuinely multilateral, which enabled the
USER to maintain close surveillance of each East European
army individually.. N |

One purpose of these institutions was to create a
homogensous military elite, a "greater socialist officer
corps”, at the highest level, and ﬁo inculcate a specific

set of military-political virtues and Cattitudes in the
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armies as fighting units. The central political conclusion
drawn by Jones from these phenomena is that they were
designed to pre-empt movement towards political autonomy in
Eastern Europe. No army which was integrated into this
system was trained to defend its own national territory,
and =0 none of them would be able to defend an East
European governhent against Soviet military intervention.
Essentially, this aspect of the WTO was a device to control
political developments by preventing any military capacity
to support an anti-communist, or nationalist and anti-
Soviet though still communist, government in the region. By
extension, the existing regimes in tﬁé-region also relied
on  the threat of Soviet military intervention to protect
themselves against petential domestic threats.

Jonss rests his case heavily on Romania's non-
participation in these structures and achievement of
relative political autonomy. It is true that Romania
abandoned the multilateral exercise arrangement at an esarly
stage, in 1962-3, and from that time on steered & course
close to mon—alignment within the alliance, stressing the
principle of sovereignty, calling independently for bloc
dissolution, and distancing Romania from Soviet foreign
policy in other Wayz. During the 12&60= Czechmsiovahia also
began to voice some unhappiness with the WTO's political
organization. In May 1968, the Czechoslovakian Gottwald
Academy flpated opublicly a nunber of possibilitissz for an
alternative Czechoslovakian defence policy, including =&

Central European security system without the USSR and
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outright neutrality. The implied criticisms were of Soviet
political dominmation of thse WTO, and also of Soviet
military strategy itself (see chapters 4 and 5 for a more
military perspective). Jones and others, including
Condoleezza Rice, have argued that these developments Qere
a major factor in prompting the Soviet decision to
intervene.<33%

Jones® work is particularly relevant te the debate
over the politics of WTO intervention, but as outlined in
Chapter 2, it also contains a broader argument about the
nature of the organization. He argues that although the WTO
armies trained for offensive operations against Western
Euraope, this was not the main purpose of the alliance. The
nprevention of autonomous territorial defence in Eastern
Europe was the main aim, and the offensive posture directed
against Western Europe was just a way of discouraging NATO
from intervening in East European conflicts,

Jones” central insight is an important one which
underlines the interconnections between military.,
political, and ideological security in Eastern Europe.
"?resarvation of the gains of socialism” was not just, or
even primarily, a guestion of defence against NATO, but of
sustaining a specific social system which might not survive
without the constraints of a military -alliance. However,
Jones’ arguments in ‘themselves provide insufficient
gvidence for ranking the internal political purpose so
clearly above the external military ralé. Jones does not in

fact even examine the two possible alliance functions as
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alternatives, since he never seriously considers the
possibility of the WTO playing a role in a more fundamental
East-West confrontation. He also tends to overestimate the
importance of Romania. Even though Romania®s territorial
defence policy was indeed a departure from the WTO norm,
Romania was always the least important of the WTO allies to
the USSR in strategic terms. A territorial defence posture
in Romanrnia which excluded the USSR was a different matter
from the possibility of cocne in Czechoslovakia. 0One also
needs to assése the extent, nature and desirability of the
political autonomy achieved by Ceausescu’s Romania before
arguing that it was the key to understanding the WTO.

fs a contribution to the literature on the internal
functioning of the WTO, Jones®™ analvsis is therefore
valuable, but it dees not rule out the possibility of the
US5R also having regarded Eastern Europe as a strategically
significant area in East-West terms. Jones also seems  to
assume that the mechanisms he describes provided a highly
efficient way of realizing Soviet political goals. This
seemns questionable even if we accept that the goals were as
he describes them. They did not., after all, prevent the
rise of Solidarity in Poiand, even if they were effective
for a while in suppressing the movement under martial law.

It is alsc importamt toc remember that the principles
later identified as the "Brezhnev Doctrine" were close to
formulations which had been used after 1956 and then around
1960-61 in the elaboration of "secialist internationaliém"

as a principle governing the supposedly wvoluntary Jjoint
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efforts of socialist states. These formulations amounted to
a retreat from the language of the 1796 Soviet declaration
with its application of the term '"peaceful coexistence"
to inter—-socialist relations. Their elaboration after 17956
was also linked to attempts to reassert Soviet primacy 1in
relations with Yugoslavia and China, and so was not new in
1968 and had not originated in concerns related solely to
the WTO states.<345

During the course of 1968, the Czechoslovakian reform
movement provoked Soviet concern, then political pressure,
and finally multinational WTO intervention. The criticisms
of csecurity policy which emerged during this period from
within the armed +Forces were only one strand in the
political developments which took place in Czechoslovakia.
The processes involved in the Prague Spring amounted to  an
apparently open—-ended agenda of political, soccial and
economic reform, with the prospect of party supervision of
internal and external security policy being takern over by
the state. Within the Soviet leadership, there wers a
varigety of reasons why these developments wers sgen as
threatening, ranging from fear of "spillover” ihto domestic
;dissent and implications for Soviet sconamic reforms, to
fears of the delegitimization of Soviet leadership DF' the
bloc.<33% As far as the WTO itself was concernsd, the
USSR s difficulty was eséantially the zame as in 1936 - the
-Warsaw Treaty did not saﬁction military intervention by one
signatory against another, but intervention might be fha

only solution if political measures failed. During the
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summer of 1968, pressure was put on Czechoslovakia in a
variety of ways. Military exerciaas were coordinated both
inside and outside Czechoslovakiaj; political meetings took
place on a bilateral basis between the Soviet and
Crechoslovakian leaderships, and on & multilateral basis
with the involvement of other WTO0 leaders. However, ne
meeting took place which was identified as a WTO meeting.
Two of the key pre-intervention meetings, in Warsaw in July
(excluding the C=zechoslovakians) and in Bratislava in
August (at which the Czechoslovakians were present) were ad
hoc meetings of WTO leaders, but not meetings of the PCC or
any other WTO body. FRomania attended neither mesting, and
the significance of this is plain — Romania woculd not have
endorsed any measures which were designed to serve as
groundwork for an eventual intervention. When the decision
to interverme was Ffinally taken, aftsr hesitation and
probabhly divisions in the Soviet leadership, Athe Soviet
armed forces themselves took command of the actual
operation. (The convening of ad hec mestings was not,
howsver, resorted to only in internal crises; a similar
emergency meeting took place in June 1947 during the Middle
East War.)

Two particular documents emerged from these meetings

which amounted to a revision of the Warsaw Treaty and an

grtension of its terms to cover internal political
developments 1in & signatory state. The "Warsaw Letter"
emphasized callactivg security and membership of the
socialist community, and alsoc the nrinciple that
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Czechoslovakia®s membership of that community was the
"common concern' of its allies in the WTO. The "Bratislava
Declaration", which the Czechoslovakian leadership signed,
said much the same things, and noted the "common
international duty of all socialist countries to support,
strengthen and defend" the gains made by socialism (without
mentioning Czechoslovakia specifically). These prinéiples
followed in the tracks of earlier formulations of
"socialist internatiohalism", were enunciated by the Soviet
leadership after the intervention and dubbed the "Brezhnev
Doctrine™ in the West, and were traceable through the WTO
members® bhilateral treaties and party programmes of the
late 1960s and 70s. and in the military-political axioms on
which WTD military training rested. According to Fravda's
commentary of 26 September 1968: "every Communist Farty is
responsible n;t only to its own people but also to all  the
sncialist countries and to the entire Communist
movement. "<3bk The ‘'"common defence of the gains ot
gocialism” alsc appeared in the 1977 Soviet constitution.

The (Czechoslovakian armed forces did not oppose the
intervention of 21 August, not least because Dubcek’s
leadership had always assumed such an event would not occur
and had not  prepared tor the contingency. Soms
Czechoslovakian military officers may, hawevér, have
presénted a plan for resistance to the party Frassidium,
and the Soviet leadership may have gpt wind of this. If
such & plan was presented, Dubcek must ha#e rejected it. It

is important to stress that the USSR did not need the



military assistance of the GDR, Folish, Hungarian, and
Bulgarian contingents that participated. These contingents
were small, and guickly withdrawn. What was important was
their political complicity in the operation - indeed, the
GDR and Polish leaderships were at 1ea5t as concerned as
the USER about developments in Czechoslovakia, even if
FKadar was less worried. Dubcek’s leadership was not
formally removed until April 1969, anrnd in view of the
widespread passive resistance to the Soviet occupation, it
might be argued that more organized resistance could have
strengthened Dubcek’s hand. A= had happened earlier in
Hungary, popular resistance continued atter the
reestablishment of Soviet authority ot the leadership and
governmental level.

The intervention led to the renunci;tion of the Warsaw
Treaty by Albania, which had been estranged from the USSR
since 1941, and the refusal by Romania to accept that the
treaty provided grounds for the action. Although i1t is
unlikely that Ceausescu had any sympathy with the political
aspirations of the Czechoslovakian reforms  (for example,
tHe abolition of censorship), he supported Dubcek on the
principle of national sovereignty, and beth he and Tito had
visited Frague before the intervention to show their
support. After the intervention, the Romanian armed forces
wer2 put on alert, and Ceauszescu méy genuinely have feared
a Soviet attack on Romania. During 1969, military

manoguvres were conducted in Soviet Moldavia, Hungary, and

Bulgaria, which were fairly certainly intended as warnings
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to Romania. In 1971 Romania resisted Soviet pressure  to
permit the transit of troops across Romania to
Bulgaria.«37%

In both 1956 and 1268 =ome unconvincing éttempts were
made by Soviet spokespersons to cite the Warsaw Treaty in
suppart of the interventions, though the treaty®s lack of
provision for internal intervention was all too
apparent. The USSR also argued in both cases that it had
been invited in by forces within the allied country. In the
Hungarian case, there was certairnly an invitation to the
USBR betore the initial use of troops from Ernst Gero, the
party leadetr, but Magy denied that this came as a
collective appéal from the whole of the Hungarian
lgadership. _In 194648 the USSR published a document
purpeorting to be a similar appeal, but & number of the
Czechoslovakians whose names appeared on it denied their
authorship. Significantly, the Soviet leadership was unable
to install an immediate replacement for Dubcek after he was
flown off to Moscow. The evenfs of 1956 were described as a
"countarrevolutionary rebellion” by reactionary forces
relying on the support of Nagy’s revisionist group, which
necessitated 'counter—-action from Hungarian revolutionary
foreses and units of the Soviet army. After 1968 it was said
that & counterrevolutionary situation had also arisen in
Crzechoslovakia and had brought the country to the brink of
civil war, which prompted the Czechoslovakian appeal for
internationalist help.<38>

Zdenek Mlynar®s account of Brezhnev’s meeting with
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Dubcek in the aftermath of the Soviet intervention, when
Dubcek had been flown to Moscow, does not take us inside
the Folitburo’s deliberations,‘ but gives an impression of
the impulses which lay behind the Soviet leadership’s
actions{ According to Mlymar, HBrezhnev said that he had

b

been angered by Dubcek’s failure to consult Moscow or to
take Brezhnev’s advice. "Brezhnev spoke at length about
the sacrifices of the Soviet Union in the Second World War:
the soldiérs fallern in battle, the civilians slaughtered,
the encormous material losses, the hardships suffered by the
Soviet people. At such a cost, the Soviet Union had gained
security, and the guarantee of that security was the
postwar division of Europe and., specifically, the fact that
Czechoslovakia was linked with the Soviet Unian,
"Forever.".....0ur Li.e. Czechoslovakia’'sl western borders
were not only ocur own borders, but the common borders of

the "socialist camp®. The Soviet politburo had no right to

allow the results of that war to be jeopardized, for it had

no right to dishonor the <sacrifices of the Soviet
peoplée. e For us, Brezhnev went on, "the results of the

Second World War are inviolable, and we will defend them
even at the cost of risking a new war." " PBrezhnev went on
to éay, according to Mlynar, that there had in fact been no
risk of war, since he had contacted Fresident Johnson, who
had confirmed the USAs recognition of "the results of the
Yalta and Fotsdam conferences" as applied to Czechoslovakia

and Romania.<39% This last comment, of course, rather

belies Brezhnev’s account of his own indifference to the
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danger of war, and suggests that prudence was allowed to
moderate the instinctive requirement to hang on to the
gains of World War II.

Robert C Tucker reports a similar remark made by
Brezhnev to Dubcek during one of their heetings before the
intervention. According to Tucker®s informant, who was
present at the meeting, Brezhnev replied to Dubcek's
assurances that Czechoslavakia‘was not going to abandon
socialism with the words "Dont talk to me about
"socialism®. What we have we hold."<40>:

Brezhnev, it would appear from Tucker’s evidence, was
a convinced realist in his choice of paradigm. The events
of 1956 and 19468 certainly showed the USSR to be prepared
to use force on a formidable scale if and when it
considered events to have escaped its contrecl., This could
be interpreted either as a demonstration that Khrushchev’s
conception of the WTD as a less coercive framework for
Soviet-East European relations had failed miserably, or
that it had rever been seriously intended in the Ffirst
nlace. After 1768, however, came the further developments
in the WTD*s political institutions which have already been
summarized, and which nesd to be interpreted against - the
background of the histdry of intervention.

Orne view, Ffavoured by Christopher Jones, sees the
post-1968 changes as a simple reimposition of BSoviet
domination to avoid gpﬁﬁible Romanian vetos. This doe=s not
sg@em convincing, since the USBR could in»the last resort

manage without Romania, and did so in 1968. It is more
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likely that the USSR recognizesd the dangers nof its allies
resenting under—-consultation and of small grievances
snowballing into major crises, and created new institutions
S0 that it could oversee phe alliance more closely, but
also so that its allies felt they 'had., and perhaps did
have, increased political weight. If this second
interpretation is correct, then the WTO seems to have
developed during the late 19&40s and 1970 into something
more of a mechanism Ffor settling conflicts hetwaen
political e2lites without the use of force, as Robin
Remington argued in her book published in 1971. Remington
and others have also pointed out that there were other
occasions  on which the USSR retreated or compromised when
claéhes Arose.

In 1947 accommodation was reached betwesn the USSR
and Romania over strengthening the WTD and Romanmian claims
to independence. Throughout the 19605, the USSR had to deal
with challenges from China to its authority and legitimacy
as leader of the world communist movement, a problem
unforeseen in 1233, Romania in particular was able to use
some of the le=sway afforded by the Sino-Soviet dispute to
éxpand its limited area of autonomy, when it became
important +or the USSR to have the visible public support
of the East Europeans. 41> (The 1971 SQviet pressure  on
Romania seems to have been related to Rmmaﬁia’s endorsement
of Nidon’s trip to China.)

As Soviet policy towards the FRG anda tho West in

general grew more complex in the late 19460s, tensions grew

110



between the BGDR and the Soviet leadership, echoing fears
from the pre—-1953% period about a possible weakening of
Soviet commitment to the GDR. In 1971 Walter Ulbricht Was
replaced by Erich Honecker as First Secretary of the GDR’s
Socialist Unity Farty (SED).<42> This problem merged with
the wider question of bloc management uﬁder conditions of
emerging detente, and the need to limit West German
influence in Eastern Europe. However, the main point to be
made about the handling of these issues by the WTO does not
relate to the specific sclutions found in gach case, but to
the fact that they had to be dealt with by fudge and
compraomise. The invasion of Czechoslovakia represented the
most extreme form of problem—solving within the bloc, but a
number of other problems were resolved through a more
sophisticated, and less decisive, bargaining process. This
pargaining was not necessarily dorme in WTO institutions as
such, but it added significantly to the alliance’s capacity
to defuse possible conflicts between leaderships, at the
same time as it went some way to reduce outright Soviet
dominance. 43k

These problems did not disappear in ﬁhe 1970s, for
although the Helsinki process was successful in achieving a
major goal of the Soviet and East European leaderships,
recognition of the territorial status quo {(ses below), it
could alsoc be argued that the relaxations of detente
created a different set of problems for bloc management in
Eastern Europe. Increased sconomic cooperation with the

West helped to raise living standards, but also led to

111



indebtedness and so helped to worsen some of Eastern
Europe®s economic problems, contributing indirectly to the
Folish crisis at the end of the decade. Perhaps the 1976
creation of the WTO’s Committee of Foreign Ministers was
intended both to recognize the role played by the East
European leaderships during the Helsinki process, and to
deal with the possible dangefs of increased polycentrism.
The CFM certainly did not give the USSR any way of
outmanceuvering Romania on questions like relations with
China or defence spending, which continued to rumble on
unresolved during the late 1970s; the China issuse became
even more sensitive as China moved closer to the US5A and
NATO, only to shift again to a more equidistant position ig
the 1980s,

The Polieh crisis again placed severe strains on  the
WTD"s political structures and military unity. It may well
be that the alliance would not have survived another Soviet
intervention, =since parts of the Folish army might have
resieted. 0On  the other hand, it was the Folish military
leadership itself which eventually moved to impose martial
law on 13 December 1781, after an unprecedented period in
which party authority had collapsed, and Sclidarity had
been legalized and played a major role ine revitalizing
Folish society in spite of & severe economic crisis. As had
been the case in 1968, there was evidently concern in the
Soviet leadership that there would be a spillover of
discontent into the Western USHER. It seems clear that the

USSR made contingency plans to invade. According to Ryszard
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kFuklinski, a defector from the Folish General BStaff, a
decision—in-principle was made in late 1780 to crush
Solidarity either by external intervention with Soviet,
Crechoslovakian, and GDR forces or through internal
actions. OGeneral Jaruzelski, then Minister of Defence,
seems to have managed to dissuade the Soviet leadership
from intervening in December 1980 by assuring them that the
Folish high command and security forces could achieve the
same results on their own.#44> It has also been suggested
that Jaruzelski moved to pre-empt a coup against his own
leadership by harder-line elements in the Folish elite.
The Soviet Handling of the crisis suggested greater
reluctance to intervene than in 1948, and so perhaps a
clearer understanding of the political disutility of direct
military intervention as well as its military difficulties.
In addition, 8Soviet intervention would only have worsensd
the Folish sconomic crisis. During 1980 and 1981 a number
of features of the Czechoslovakian crisis were repeated: an
ad hoz multilateral WTO meeting {(Moscow, Sth December
1980), and a March 1981 meeting which endorsed a "Brezhnev
DDctfine" formulation; intimidatory military manoeuvres, in
this case largely between Folish and Soviet forces, and
some fairly explicit threats of intervention, particularly
in March 1981; a series of bilateral meetings gnd visits to
Foland by figures like Marshal Kulikov and Mikhail Suslov.
Fulikeov seems to have been in Foland at the time of the
declaration of martial law, and tb have monifored

developments via a WTO/Soviet command post in  Legnica.
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There was a flurry of consultations by WTO bodies at the
beginning of December, 1981 - the CFM met in Budapest., and
the CDM in Moscow. These may have been used to inform
alliance members of the impending military takeover, though
there 1is no Firm evidence of this..

One can argue that the precedents of 1936 and 1268
gave the RBrezhnev Doctrime a kind of deterrent influence
over Solidarity during most of the period up to December
1981. Ome of the clauses of the August 1980 Gdansk
agreement which legalized Solidarity was a commitment to
respect Poland®s international alliance commitments. By
December 1981, however, Solidarity was drawing up plans to
conduct a referendum on aspects of Folish politics which
included the question of sxternal alliances.<45% This may
well have influenced the timing of Jaruzelski s clampdown.
On the other hand, nsither the deterrent sffect of the
Brezhnev Doctrine nor the presence of the Soviet forces
already stationed in Poland could do much to prevent the
initial rise of Seplidarity or its subsequent revival.

What actually happened in December 1981 can still  be

seen as an indication of ths short-term political
effectiveness of the bilateral military integration
measures described by Jones. Seniar Folish cfficers

.

suwfficiently trusted by the USBR toonk over the government;
consarvative and loyal junior officers and security police
units  obeved their ordersy and the rest of the army,
whatever reservations it may have had, went along with hthe

takeover. The resolution of the crisis, such as it was, did
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not depend on the WTO s multilatefal apparatus, and may
have been made easier by the relatively high degree of
respect pﬁeviously enjoyed by the military within Folish
society.

George Sanford has described martial law as effecting
a short—~term symbiosis between the central party apparatus
and the military elitey and there is evidence that the
gupansion of the Polish officer corps during the 1970s was
planned with domestic functiomns in mind. However, it is
also interesting to note that much of the legislative
apparatus on which martial law was based derived from a
framework designed to give the Polish armed forces a
partial territorial defence mission, which weakens Jones’
case for a strong linkage between offensive strategies and
domestic repression. 46k

The extent to which military interventions in Eastern
Europe undermined officially-held views on the functions of
armies in socialist states can be seen if we examine the
"defence of the gains of socialism" formula & little more
closely. It has alresady heen noted that the Fformula was
applied in 19468 to relations within the socialist
community. However, both in standard Soviet military
sociology and in the 1986 party programme, it was claimed
that the internal functions of é socialist army {such as
restraining the class ernemies of the scocialist state from
open ‘military action) diSappeafed once’ the wvictory of
socialism  had been assured. 47> These internal functions

should therefore no£ have been relevant in post—-1955



Eastern Europe, but the mere fact of the military
interventions which took place illustrated the
precariousness of Soviet ideology®s grip .on the political
realities of Eastern Europe. Soviet sensitivity on  this
ponint would seem to be indicated by the fact that although
Jones® analysis of internal control mechanisms came to
occupy such a central position in wéstern scheolarship on
the WTO, it only rarely came under attack in Soviet
criticisms of the western literature, where the usual focus
was on challenging western claims about eastern military
aggressiveness. 43>

The Folish crisis also indicated the deep-rooted
nature of the problems which WTO political structures had
attempted to deal with. The alliance’s political
organization Mad evolved intoc a structure of some
complexity by the mid-1980s, but the UB5R remained the
ultimafe military arbiter of political developmsnts in
Eastern Europe. '"Defence of the gains of socialism”
remained significant in that it underpinned political
cohesion and implied a shared understanding of the limits
of Soviet tolerance of political developments in Eastern
Europe. These limits seemed to be reached in the event of a
threat to party rule, as in Polanﬂ, or to adherence to the
WTO itself, which had never been the case in Romania but
was very much present in Hungary in 1936. In Czschoslovakia
in 1968 neither of these principles seemed to be
immediately threatened, but the Brezhnev leadership

evidently believed that Dubcek’s leadership had gorne too
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far in its reforms and was implicitly placing them in
question., At the same time, however, we have seen that the
Brezhnev Doctrine was not strong enough in its deterrent
effects to be able to pre-empt a political development like
the rise of Solidarity, which suggests that by 1981 there
were limits to its efficacy.

These distinctions between the different crises and
the Soviet response in each case point to a difficulty of
the Brezhnev Doctrine analysis. Although the doctrine
underlined basic geopolitical realities and the fact that
there were limits to Soviet tolerance whether or not those
limits were publicly articulated, the concept did not in
itself provide an adequate explanation of how and why
particular Soviet responses were made to particular crises.
Jiri WValenta has argued that the Brezhnev Doctrine was an

gx post facto explanation for the USSF as much as it  was

for the West, and that actual Boviet decisionmaking on
Czechoslovakia was far more complex than the
conceptualization suggested. FBrezhrnev’s vulgar realism, as
attested by Mlynar and Tucker, may not therefore provide an
exhaustive explanation.

The central analytic task remains: how to explain the
way 1in which the apparent broadening of +the bounds of

o

i

Soviet tolerance after 1969 was gqualitatively transform
into an outlook which was able to accept the collapse of
the cchmunist leaderships throughout Eastern ‘Europ@ in
1789-90. The evidence of Brezhrpevis instinctive reaction to

Dubcek suggests that part of the explanation may be found
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in a revision by his successors of the Soviet conception of
what was required to ensure security. In addition, it is
necessary to follow up some of the evidence on intra-
alliance bargaining which has already been presented. One
area in which this trend can be followed is the field of
foreign policy and detente, which provides an opportunity
to observe the effects on the alliance of changing levels

of external tension.

Foreign Folicy and Datente

The involvement of the WTD in central guestions of
East-West relations was implicit in the treaty itself,
with its commitment to a European security settlement and
dizarmament. It is difficult tﬁ approach these questions
without +trving to give an overall characterization of
Soviet security policy in Europe. In the two following
chaptere the reflection of security policy in military
organization aAd stirrateqy is examined; here, an attempt is
made to deal with security policy as evidenced in some
- areas of European diplomacy. In the most general terms, the
eristence of the WTO lent Soviet foreign and security
policy the added weight and legitimacy which came from
being seen to negotiate as part, and leader, of a bloc,
rather than as an individusl state. However, there were
occasions  on which the foreign policy interests of one or
nther of the East Europeén leaderships were sgen to diverge
frrom those of Tthe USER, and the USSR had to take its

allies” preferences into account. In the esarly years of the
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WTO, the alliance’s dipluhacy placed great stress on the
issue of Germany and then on the convening‘DF a European
security conference, with the objective of gaining western,
particularly West German, endorsement of the post—-war
territorial and political status quo. This objective was
broadly shared by the East European leaderships, although,
as already mentioned, the GDR was constantly alert to the
danger that the USSR"s search for an overarching settlement
might weaken its commitment to the GDR itself.

As Chapter 1 described, Stalin’s pre-WTO diplomacy had
indeed given the GDR some grounds for concern, in  that
Stalin sought to settle the issue of Germany within the
scope of Four—-FPower discussions, envisaging the possibility
of & unified and neutral state. He thus saw the German
1S8UE as something.digtinct from the division of Europe as
a whole, and so the GDR leadership had reason to be worried
that the GDR"s interssts were not for him overriding. After
1955, with the integration of the two Germanies inte their
respective blocs, the German problem became for the Soviet
leadership more & functicon of the genseral European security
problem. This problem obviously had to be settled on terms
which were . not the FRG’s, and West German influence in
Eastern Europe had to be " limited; nevertheless, the
possibility of tactical disagreements between  the Soviet
and GDR 1eadershipé still Puisted, and came back to the
surface in the late 1960s.749:

The late 19503 saw continued WTO diplomatic activity

on the issue of Germany, including the 1938 endorszment of
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ra GDR proposal for a German Confederation. This proposal
was made at the same time as other approaches on a non-
aggression treaty and measures to halt the nuclear. arms
race, and on the possibility of a nuclear—-free zone in
Central Europe.<30» FParticular urgency was given to thecse
initiatives by NATO’s policy of the time of introducing
shorter—-range nuclear weapons more widely on  European
territory and among the smaller West Eurcpean armies, in
which policy the WTO saw a particular danger of West
Germany obtaining access to nuclear weapons. The nuclear-—
free zone proposal grew ocut of & number of Central European
demilitarization and denuclearization plans put forward by
the USSR, GDR, and Foland after 19546. The Folish Foreign
Minister Adam Rapacki bhad put forward the FRapacki Flan,
which snvisaged the denuclearizaticon of Foland,
Czechoslovakia, and the two Germanies, at the United
Matiorms in 1?57. He subsequently proposed revised versions
in 1938 and again in 19462, after a degree of interest had
been shown by some NATO governments (though not by the FRG,
and only briefly by the USA). There were also some western
counterproposals on Central European disengagement.

Mothing came of these approaches, though'theyAacquired
gxtra urgency for the eastern bloc in the early 1760s when
N@TD began to discuss the possibility of a Multilateral
Force sharing European control of nuclear weapons. Poland’s
advocacy of the idea was interesting, in that ﬁapacki sSaw
Poland as a possible bridge between East and West .in-

solving the German problem. It has sometimes been suggested



that the USSR endorsed these proposals only reluctantly,
being concerned about independent East European initiatives
and the :Dhstraints a nuclear-free zone might place on its
own plans for nuclearizing military forces and strategy.
The USSR*s own version, the Gromyko Flan, was formally
linked with great power recsponsibilities for Germany, and
overall East—-West disarmament negotiations. As detailed
later in chapters 4 and 3, this was a period of cuts in WTO
conventional forces, but also of nuclearization of Soviet
strategy.<31l>

Foland’s arms conttrol initiatives suggested that some
of the East European leaderships saw a particular urgency
in their own regional problems arnd might seek possibilities
for detente comewbat independently of the USSR.<S2:* The
19461 Berlin Crisis and the building of the Berlin Wall can
be seen as a counterbalancing affirmation by the GDR  and
USGER that the West would have to accept the status quo, and
the separate existence of the GDR, before any substantial
agreements could be reached. Froposals for a European
secuwrity conference began to be made again more insistently

from around 1964, after US-Soviet relations had recoversd

)

from the Cuban Drisié and improved with the Fartial Test
Ban Treaty in 1963. At that particular time, differsnces
could be detected between Polish calls for a conference
which would include both the USA and UESR, aﬁd a Soviet
preference for excludihg the USA, though ths Soviet
attitude to this had fluctuated and continued to do =o.

‘NTD bodies endorsed the calls for a European security
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conference, and Soviet sources tend to date the WTO's
initiatives from the July 1966 Bucharest PCC meeting.<53>
It should be noted, though, that at this stage the USA was
regarded as to be excluded from the conference; a shift to
implied acceptance of US participation was not made until
the March 1969 Budapest FCC meeting.<54> A noticeable
difference between the two documents produced by these
meétings wag that while the earlier appeal explicitly
called for the removal of Fforeign troops and the
dissolution of military hlocs, by 1767 these points were no
longer being stressed, implying a clearer commitment to the
status quo and a resolution of the USSR's ambivalence about
Us involvement.

One reason for the shift to a more reladed attitude to
the US presence in Europe could be found in the fact that
centrifugal pressures within the WTO increased between 1966
and 196%. There was Romanian resistance to Soviet policy.
the Czechoslovakian crisis itself and the consequent
alienation nof West European communist parties, and
increased tension between the USSR and China. In marly 19467
Fomamia broke ranks with the rest of Eastern Europe and
established diplomatic relations with the FRG, after which
Rohania was the only WTO state not to break off relations
with Israel . following the June 1967 Six—Déy ‘War. It is
guite likely that with the unity of the WTO re=quiring
{n;reasingly complex management, attempts to exclude the
UsA +from Europe were abandoned in favour of stabilizimg the

existing situation, and accepting the USA as a continued



restraining influence on tﬁe FrRG. By early 1970 it was
clear that the eastern conception of the European
conference involved U3 participation.<55* The events of
this period provide some evidence in favour of the Migone—
¥aldor interpretation of Cold War alliance politics (see
Chapter 2, since there was an evident Soviet imterest in
accepting the legitimacy of the opposing alliance in order
to facilitate the management of problems in relations with
the USSR's own allies.

On the western side, France’'s disaffection with NATO
had been accompanied by de Gaulle’s floating of the idea of
"Atlantic +to the Urals" detente, but this was moderated
after France’s shift to the right in 19468. However, an esven
more significant shift had to occur in the West German
position before any real progress could be made. EBetween
1935 and December 192646, West German diplomacy followed the
"Halletein Poctrine" of not establishing diplomatic
relations with any state which recognized +the GDR. In
December 1966 Eurt-Georg kiesinger®s "Grand Coalition” of
Christian Democrats and Social Democrats, with Willy Brandt
as Foreign Minister, effectively abandoned this policy,
thus opening the way for thé egtablishmént of relations
with Fomania. Reunification of Germany was still said to be
the FRG*s objective, the GDR was not recognized as a state,
and the FRG still claimed to speak for the eaentire berman
people; this still amounted fo a-threat to WTO unity, since
there appeared to be a danger ﬁF other East Europsan

states, including Czechoslovakia, establishing relations



with the FRG before the GDR was recognized. The FRG's
diplomatic approaches to the East seemed to be halted by
the intervention in Czechoslovakia, which served to
demonstrate that the USSR had to be treated as the West's
primary interlocutor in expanding relations with the East.
After 1968, however, the FRG's a&approach became more
flexible. By late 19269 Brandt®s new "Small Cpalition" of
the Social Democratic and Free Democrat parties had adopted
the formula of two separate German states within one
nation, dropped the claim to sole representation, and
offered to negotiate renunciation—of—force agreements with
the East European states, including the GDR.

Paradoxically, this created add;tional problems for
the GDR. While the stated GDR demard was for full  and
unconditional recognition by the FRG, it became clear that
the USSE amd Foland were prepared to improve relations with
the FRG without obtaining the GDR*= maximum demands. It was
from - this situation of possible conflict that there arose
the need for compromise and bargaining between the GDR  and
UsSkH, as already meantioned, and Ulbricht’s eventual
retirement and replacément by Honecker in May 1971.456%

When the'Euerean detente treaties of the early 1970s
wWer e signed, they served to illustrate the ways in  which
the GDR had tb ge along with the reguirements of Sovist
detente policy even i+t full recognition was not
forthcoming, &nd the GDR leadership bhad to make the best of
the situation by insisting on the GDRs distinctness Fromv

the FRG. The treaties involved were the August 1970 Moscow



Treaty between the FRG and USSR; the November 1970 Warsaw
Treaty between the FRG and Foland: the June 1972 Four-Fower
Agreement on Berlin;y and eventually the December 1972 Basic
Treaty hetween the FRG and GDR. This last agreement
included the mutual recognition of borders and sovereignty,
but not full recognition - the two states exchangsd
permanent missions rather then ambassadors., and the FRG did
not recognize a separate East German nationality. The two
German states were both admitted to the United Nations in
1272, Although the GDR-USSR bargaining process continued
throughout this period, a good indication of the gains
perceived by the WTO as a whole is provided by the FCC's
December 1970 statement in its comman£ on the FRG-USSE and
FrRG~Foland treaties: "The recognition of the existing
situation in Europe, which was established as a result of
the second world war and of postwar developments, the
inviclability of the present borders of the European
states, observation of the principle of resolving disputes
excusively by peaceful methods, not rescorting to force or
the threat of force — all this has great significance for
the fate of peace in Europe, for the peaceful future of the
European peoples."«{37%

Vét the samevtima s these developments were tabking
place in Europe, the SALT negotiations on strategic nucl@af
arms between the USA and USSR bhad been in progress since
December 196%. As far as US motivations for involvement in
European detente were moncerﬁed, one important Factor»was &

US desire to preclude a separate Western Europe-USSR

-
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process. Henry kKissinger’s memoirs make this abundantly
clear: "While as I have indicated I had come to the view
that BRBrandt’s decision to modify the policies 6F his
Christian Democratic predecessors was inevitable and
potentially beneficial, this would be so only if it did not
give the Soviets the whip hand over German and European
policy. Unless we managed to get some control over the
process Brandt would become more and more dependent on  the
Soviet Union and its goodwill for the Ful?illment of Lerman
goals in the new policy."<38> Brandt, of course, had no
intention whatever of taking the FRG out of the western
political or security system, but FKissinger’'s response was
an interesting indication of residual US suspicion not only
o¥ Soviet motives, but of Europeans in general, and of
Lermany in particular.

NATD as a whole wanted to establish talks with the
USSR on conventional force reductions, and this in turn was
partly motivated by the need to control or at least get
some reciprocation for unilateral US reductions of foroes
in Europe during the Vietnam War. In this arez, the
previous Soviet shift to acceptance of US participation in
a Eureopean security conference was repeated in a speech
made by Brezhnev in May 1971, when he accepted the idea of

such force reduction talks at a crucial time For +the US

Senate’s discussion pf the Mansfield Amendment on

Ul

unilateral reductions.<359> Thus there was sufficient shared
interest on all sides for the Conferences on Security and

Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) or Helsinki process, and the
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Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks to go
ahead from 1973.

The establishment of these new negotiating fora
introduced & new elemeﬁt of complexity into relations
within the Nfd, since they simultaneously stabilized the
more extreme risks of centrifugalism {(in both alliances)
and provided opportunities for the East Europeans
discreetly to articulate their own preferences. 0On the most
basic questions under discussion, the East European
leaderships’ iﬁterests still coincided with those of the
USSR -~ the European security process offered the prospect
of further and multilateral endorsement of the
inviolability of borders and the other principles of the
bilateral treaties with the FRBG.

In other respects, however, posceible divergences of

interest can be identified. The CSCE process was see

a

as
enhancing the status of small nations, esncouraging East-
West  trade, and possibly reducing pressure for higher
deferce spending. Romania in particualar was able to act as
a relatively independent agent in CS5CE  fora, though the
more restricted membership and bloc~-to-bloc format of MBFE
made this less of a feature of the conventional arms
negotiations. In MBFR itself, the USER Eaught to maintain
acceptable force ratiocs between NATO and the WTO, betwsesn

the West German Bundsswehr and Soviet forcss in the GDR,

and between US forces in Western Europe and the Bundsswehr.
EFast Europeans were less keen, however, on the fourth

Soviet objective which could safely be assumed to have been
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involved, that of maintaining a favourable balance between
Soviet and indigenous East European forces.<b0x

The failure of the MBFR talks to reach agreement,
largely through differences over data, is well-known; these
talks are examined further in Chapter &6 of this study. In
the case of the CBCE, the August 1773 signature of the
Helsinki Final éct was again assessed as an  important
achievement in confirming the status quo. As a declaration
of the WTO PCC put it in November 1976: "The [Helsinkil
Conference has reflected the changes which have taken place
in Europe, confirmed the territorial and political
realities which took shape on the continent as a result of
the peoples’ victory in the anti-fascist war and post-war
developments, and reflected the peoples’® will to live and
work together in” conditions of peace and sscurity.”
Howsver, the same statement sounded warning notes about the
possibly dangerous consequences of Helsinki and detente in
attacking western use of thé humanitarian Basket III1 +For
what was termed interference in the WTO s internal
affFairg. 61l This reflected the way in which the West
succeeded in forcing the WTO states onto the deFensivé over
these Buman rights clauses. Although Hungary ~and Pdland
waere attacked less strongly than the USSR and cther states,
the growth of civil righte and dissident groups within WTO
countries in the post-Helsinki period caused problems for
the ingividual leader;hips and for their evaluatiorn of the
detente process as a whole. It may well be that the

creation of the WTO's Committee of Foreign Ministers in
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November 1976 reflected a recognition of the need for more
regular consultations in these new circumstances. Increased
contact with the West also necessitated greater public
insistence on ideological cohesion at home, but the
survival of civil rights groups 1like Charter 77 in
Czechoslovakia dramatized the way in which the WTD states
had taken on commitments which they had little intention of
observing.

Despite these unwanted consequences of detente, the
Soviet leadership remained much more explicitly committed
to the concept and the process during the late 1%970s, as
their US counterparts gradually dropped the vocabulary of
detente. In western analyses of detente, it was often
argued that its breakdown could be traced to the
differences between thes US and Soviet conceptions of the
process. While there is a limited amount of truth in this,
the argument is often made as i+ there was substantial

naivety on the western side. The attribution of naivety to

u

Mixon, Kissinger, and Brzezinski, howaver, is carcely
credible. The real problems with detente were the inherent
contradicticons ;n its combhination of cooperation . and
competition, which simultaneously recognized and challehged
the status qud. It should be remembered that as far as the
West was concerned, peaceful political change was not ruled
out  in Europe any more than the East ruled it ocut outside
Europe; "inviolability" of frontiers excluded only cﬁange

through the use of force, and Basket 1 recognized the

possibility of changing them by peaceful means and
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agreement. Furthermore, superpower political parity
represented a historical political gain for the USSR, but a
net. historical loss for the USA, which was why FKissinger
tried so hard to deny it in practice, for example in the
Middle East. It is guite true that there were "losses" for
the USA during the 1970s, in the shape of a series of Third
World revolutions which were to a greater or lesser extent
supperted by the USSR and so were (erronecusly) regarded as
Soviet-inspired. In this sense, detente did benefit +the
US8kR. Kissinger®s own concept of detente, howaever, was
partly premised on using a relaxation of relations with the
USSR as a way of assisting the US retreat from Vietnam.
Kissinger’s critics and successors objected to the loss of
US power which seemed to be inveolved, and this helped to
produce tﬁe‘swing hack to confrontation im the late Carter
anrnd Reagan periocods.<&62%

From the WTD's point of view, the growth of dissent
during the 12708 seems to have been & consequence the
various govermnments felt they were able to control and
consider offset by the political gains already summarired.
East European leaderships, in turn, had opportunities +for
quietly "dissident" activity. During the late 1970s there
were rumours of Hungarian and Romanian disquiet over Soviet
plans for the deploymsnt of 55-20s iﬁ the USSR, ar
indication that there might now be increased opportunities
for some of the East Euwropeans to drag their feet even over
sgnsitive issues like missile deplayment,ﬁ&Ek‘Dther rumours

spoke of unhappiness being wvoiced in 1974 with the



continued notional obligation to assist the USSR with
troops in the event of any Ffuture application of the
Brezhnev Doctrine. There was also foot-dragging over
military spending, and the spending burdens of some of the
East European states do seem to have declined during this
period. There 1is therefore some evidence here to support
the hypothesis that alliances tend to become less cohesive
internally at times when the external threat is perceived
to have diminished.

A discussion of the late 1970s and the breakdown of
detente would not be complete without some examination of
the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan and its effect on
the WTO. While the intervention was not the sole cause of
the breabkdown of detente, as was sometimes claimed, it was
a gqgualitatively new commitment of Soviet combat Fforces
outside traditional areas of deployment, and symptomatic of
the wider breakdown of .East—wegt relations. The East
European WTO members do not seem to have been consulted or
even informed in advance, and were embarrassed by the
intervention. The GDR and Hungary did release government
statements endorsing the, Soviet action, while Fomania
implicitly criticized the USSR in a statement opposing
foreign intervention in general. No WTD meeting seems to
bave paid much attention to the Afghanistan issus, and
although Bulgaria, Crzechoslovakia, and the GDR seem to have
rendered technical and economic assistance to Afghanistan
and perhaps to Soviet forces, these arrangements were made

bilaterally, outside WTO structures.<&d4:
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Ferhaps the most revealing events of the early 1980s
were those surrounding the INF (Intermediate-Range Nuclear
Forces) controversy and the eventual Soviet decision to
station "counterdéployment" missiles in Crzechoslovakia and
the GDR. A short case-study of this episode provides a géod
opportunity to consider the evolution of WTOD institutions
since 1935, and a view of the strains imposed on WTO

foreign policy coordination by the breakdown of detente.

he Counferdeplovments Episode

The possibility of Soviet deployments of nuclear
weapons in Eastern Europe had emerged as 2arly as 1928,
when Khrushchev raised the issue as a possible responss  to
deployments with West German forces. This had also become
an  issuse during the Czechoslpovakian debates on security
policy in 19&8'(see chapters 4 and 3), though there was no
certain  knowledge of whether warheads for Soviet nuclear—
capable systems in Eastern Europe were stationed there or
on Soviet terrvitory. The issue came baclk into the limelight
after NATO"s December 1979 "Dual-track" decision on the
deployment of cruise and Fershing II missiles in Western
Europe, and 1987 saw the first Soviet statements confirming
the presence of nuclear—-capable weapons systems in  Eastern
Europe.<65%

It is possible that Fresident Brezhmev’s announcement
in October 1979 of a unilateral troop withdrawal from the
GDR  was partly prohpted by East Eurocpean pressure to try

and head off NATO’s plans for INF modernization. After



NATOD's December 1279 announcement, there was evidence that
the East Europeans did not entirely share Soviet
perceptions of the problem. One reason for this was East
European reluctance to become a site Ffor the Soviet
missiles which might be deployed in response if the NATO
deployments went ahead, as well as a more general concern
to limit the damage to East-West relations. Soviet
statements made during 1987 tended to remind the West that
the USSR would take countermeasures if cruise and Fershing
Il deplovments went ahead, while collective WTD statements
attacked the NATD proposals and supported Soviet
negotiating offers, but went no further. For example, the
January 1983 "Political Declaration of the States Farties
to the Warsaw Treaty”, signed by the WTO party Ileaders
after & FCC meeting, expressed their "appreciation" of
propousals made by Yurii Andropov in December 1982, but did
not  mention possible countermeasures. Interestingly, a
statement on the Declaration made a few days later by the
GOR  Polithuro and Courncil of Ministers was much more
anthusiastic about Scoviet proposalsy the GDR "greatly
appreciates" Andropov®s initiatives, and there 1s also a
mention of the need to take "whatever stepsvare required to
safeguard ... defence capacity". 6o

Another WTO summit in June 1983 received wide coverage
in the western press because it was assgmed that it had
been called to issue a tough statement on counﬁermeasurasQ
but did not do so bscause of East Euwropesan resistance. The

USSR went so far as to deny that there had been any sort of



split, and it is impossible to be sure. A Soviet government
statement issued shortly before had made more specific
threats about countermeasures, such as placing US territory
under comparable threat. Reports at the time credited
Romania and Hungary with blocking calle for a tougher line,
and the GDR and Crechoslovakia with backing the USSR,

The June 1987 meeting was neot, technically, a WTO
meeting. It was described as "a meeting of party and state
lgaders" from the WTO states, and was in this respect a
successor to the previous extraordinary meetings held in
June 19567 during the Middle East War, and in December 1380
during the Folish crisis.<&67>

A CFM meeting took place in Octobher in Sofia, which
warned against NATO e precipitation of & further round in
the arms race and insisted that NATO would not be allowed
to gain superiority over the WTO.<&8% Marshai‘ Fulikov
attended the meeting and went further: according to an
Associated Fress report, h=2 stated that 1F the NATO
deployments went ahead, the USSR would suspend its
mdratorium on medium—-range weapons f{announced by Brezshnev
in 19823, deploy additional weapons atter consultation with
its allies, and strengthen WTO conventional forces.<e9:

In the second half of Octocher the West German magaﬁine
Stern published an interview with Colonel General Chervov
of the Soviet General Staff, in which he said that Soviet
tactical nuclear weapons were alr=ady in place in ERastern
Europe, and would be modernized if the NATO deployments

went ahead. There were then critical comments from



Fresident Ceausescu, implying that the US5R would be at
least partly to blame if the Geneva INF talks hroke down: a
statement Ffrom an ‘“Textraordinary" session of the CDM
stating that although the WTO member states did not seek
military superiority, "in no circumstances will they allow
others to gain superiority over them"; and & statement from
a COMECON session, repeating the Soviet negotiating offer
to destroy a number of Soviet missiles in return for the
non—-deployment of cruise amnd Fershing I1I1.<70%

However, when ogfficial statements began to mention
specific counterdeployments, the channels used were not WTO
ones. In late October, separate statements on preparatory
work for counterdeployments were made by the Soviet
Ministry of Defence, the Czechoslovakian government, and
the GDR Mational Defence Council.«<71* Andropov®s  formal
statement on the breaking off of negeotiations and on
counterdeployments, made on 24 November, spoke of the
counterdeployment decision as one adopted by the Soviet
leadership "on agreement with the governments of the GDR
and Czecheslovakia’.<72> The measures were subsequently
endorsed by the CFM in April 1984, although evidence of
East European discomfort over the new missiles emerged in
spite of the collective display of unanimity.

The April 1984 CFM noted tersely that the Geneva talks
had been broken off and counterdeployments started: "This
has compelled the Soviet Union to adopt a number of
response  measures. Talks on nuclear armaments  have . been

terminated. "<73% This absence of enthusiasm contrasted with



language being used in the Soviet press in early 1784,

where a January article in Erasnava svezda spoke of the

"unshakeable resolve" of Soviet missilemen stationed in
the GDR.<74*> It is also interesting that no FOC meeting
tonk place between late 1987 and Gorbachev’s announcement
of a freeze on Soviet counterdeployments and 58S5-20s in
April 1985, so the counterdeployments had not in fact been
endorsed by the WTO's senior body at that point. However,
the illness of Konstantin Chernenko probably caused plans
for a FCC meeting to be put off in late 1984.

The evidence of the counterdeployments 2pisode
suggests that the East Eurocpean states were concerned to
limit the damage .to East-West relations caused by the
failure of the Geneva INF talks. They were less prepared
than the USSR to stress the military countermeasures which
ware sgen as bheing necessary, and even after the
countermeasures became a fact of life, indications of
concern about them emerged. Some reports credited Bulgaria,
Hungary, and FPoland with having refused to take additional
counterdeployments. <75 The military arrangements made were
hilaterally agreed between the UssR, GDR, and
Czechnslovakia.

Even Erich Honecker and Lubomir Strougal, Ffrom the
countries which accepted counterdeployments on their
territory, expressed some degree of disguiet at the end of
1983, as & result of a mixture of military, political, and
economic tmncern.i?é? In militéry terms, the

counterdeployments made East Europeans even more vulnerable
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to attack and were inconsistent with the 1782 Soviet pledge
on No First Use of nuclear weapons.<77> In political terms
the whole episode had damaged East-West relations and
raised the spectre of domestic anti-nuclear unease. When a
substantial number of the counterdeployment missiles were
scheduled for removal with the signature of the INF Treaty
im December 1987, the GDR and Czechoslovakian leaderships
must have breathed substantial sighs of relief.

The WTO’s behaviour during the transition from detente
in the mid-1970s to Second Cold War in the early 17980s
conformed in part to what one wpould expect of a traditiconal
alliance. The cohesion of the alliance was loosened during
the periocd of EasthEst relavation, and was only reimposed
by the USSR with some difficulty in 1283, During the second
period, though, came the imposition éF martial law in
Foland in 1981, & sharp reminder that ore would not, in
theory, expect an alliance of sovereign states to rely on
the internal use of military force to head off wavering
loyalty in  onz member-state. But anyone studying NATO
during the same period would be confronted with events
which were, although much less vipolent, equally hard to
reconcile with the model of an alliamce in which domestic
and. for