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MEMORANDUM TO PARTICIPANTS

This is to bring you up-to~-date and inform you of some of
the details concerning the Atlantic Institute's Conferénce ofd East- West relauons
in Rome, October 21s’ 22nd ana 23rd 1966, :

Thé Institute has béen most fortunate in obtaining the facilities
of the Villa Lubm in the Villa Borghese in Rome for our meetings. CIT, the Italian
Tourist Agency, has put their hotel and travel reservation services at the cusposal
of partlclpants and if they have not already been in touch with you, you w1ll be
hearing from’ them shortly.

The Conference will open on Friday, October 21 at 9:30 A.M,
and will close on Sunday, October 23 around 6:00 P.M. You are cordially invited
to be the guest of the Institute at a welcoming dinner on the evening of Thursday,
October 20.: We will advise you of the time and place of this dinner at a later date.
On each of the three days we plan to have a morning session from 9:30 A.M. to
12:30 P.M. and an afternoon session from 3:00 P.M. to 6:00 P.M. Luncheons will:
be provided for the participants on October 2lst, 22nd, and 23rd at a restaurant
near the Villa Lubin or at the Villa itself. The program of meetings will be as follows:

QOctober 2]

9:30 - 1_2:30 Speakers

Michel Tatu Soviet Union

James Brown Balkans

Leo Labedz Poland, Czechoslovakia, East Germany
Klaus Mehnert ) The Communist Camp

3:00 - 6:00 Group Discussions

24 quai du 4-Septembre, Boulogne-sur-Seine, France
Tel, 825 51-40 Cable: Atlinst-Paris



Qctober 22
9:30 = 12:30 Presentation of 4 papers

Pierre Hassner Impact of Eastern Diversity on Western Unity
Richard L8wenthal Digcussant :
Thomas W. Wolie Soviet Military Power and Eurcpean Security
Jean Laloy Digcussant
Michael Kaser " Policy Factors in East-West Trade
John Mo ntias Discussant
K.A. Jelenski Ideocracy and Rationality, Universalism and -7
: Polycentrism
Pieiro Quaroni Discussant
3:00 - 6:00 CGroup Discussions followed by Plenary Session

QOctober 23
§:30 - 12:30 Speakers

Richard von Weizsdcker - German Reunification {
Zbigniew Brzezinski Soviet Union and Eastern Europe in the Years
to Come
Max Kohnstamm The Future Shape of Europe
3:00 -~ 6:00 Plenary Session and General Summary

‘We are forwarding to you under separate cover an annoctated
blbhography, as well as copies of the four papers which will be discussed on the
second day of the Conference, and also a study contriluted by Dr. Robert Strausz-HuDe
We shall also send you prioy to the meeting a list of all those participating.

If you have any further gquestions about the arrangements for thls
meeting, please do not hesitate to get in touch with us,

Walter Dowling
Director General
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A Short Bildiography

For the convenience of those persons inviied io thé Atlantic
Institute' s Conference on East~-VWest problems who are not specialists in this field,
the Institute staff has selected a few particularly interesting articles and documents:

An article by J.F. Brown issued in Survey of January 1965 provides
the general reader with an overall view of the developments which have taken place
in the various countries of Eastern Europe since the war.

In the economic sphere, a pamphlet published by PEP in May, 1965
exposes very clearly the specific problems and difficulties which eset "East-West Trade."

In the special issue of Survey of January 1966 among many valuable
contributions devoted to our subject, one can single out the exposé by John Pinder on
"EEC and Comecon."

In the September 1965 issue of East Europe, Michael Gamarnikow, in
an artlcle entitled "Eastern Partners for Western Businessmen,” gquotes a iew most
interesting examples of collaboration between various state-owned enterprises of
certain Eastern European governments and Western husinesses.

The French reader will {ind in Esprit, January 1966, an article y
Fejts on the subject:"1'Est Européen et le conilit sino-soviétique.®

Theo Sommer in the July 22nd and 29th issues of the Zeit has grouped
under the general title "Thoughts on Germany" a history of German ideas on the re-
unification problem which is of particular interest to the non~German reading public. For
this reason a translation into English is appended. People éspecially interested in the
German guestion will find in this article a copious bibliography on the subject.

24 quai du 4-Septembre, Boulogne-sur-Seine, France
Tel. 825 51-40 Cable ; Atlinst-Paris
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An article by Paul-Henri Spaak in Le Figaro, "La detente passe
par Bonn," also appended, sets out with clarity certain views common in most countries

allied with Germany.

While the present Vietnam conflict seems to preclude spectacular
American initiative toward Eastern Europe in the immediate future, Zbigniew Brzezinski
in the April 1965 issue of Encounter and in his hook Alternative to Partition describes the
broad_ lines of what could be "Peaceful Engagement; a Plan for Europe.”

* k &k h k k kR k x %

Finally the German reader will find a short annotated billiography,
in German, kindly contributed by Professor Klaus Mehnert.



Olivér von Gajzdgd, Pie Problematik der Integration im Rahmen
des Rats flir Gegenseitige Wirtschaftshilfe, in : Osteuropa;
9/ 1964, S. 617-624 und 10/1964, S. 712-723.

Die Schwierigkeiten der Integration innerhalb des Comecon
liegen vor allem in der Problematik der Partnerschaft zwischen
einer lbermichtigen Grossmacht und mehreren kleineren Mitglie-
dern, und zwar in wirtschaftlicher wie in politischer Hinsicht.
Die Konfrontation mit nationalen Problemen hat die einzelnen
Regierungen nach der Xonsolidierung ihrer Herrschaft gezwungen,
gerade im Interesse der Aufrechterhaltung der kommunistischen
Herrschaft nach nationalen L8sungen dieser Schwierigkeiten zu
suchen, so dass heute (im Gegensatz zur Entwicklung in der EWG),
zumindest was das Verh8ltnis zur Sowjetunion angeht, mehr ein
‘Auseinanderstreben der wirtschaftlichen Einheiten im Comecon zu
beobachten ist, als ein fortschreitendes Zusammenwachsen zu einem
geschlossenen Wirtschaftsblock.

Rudolf Urban, Die "verlorene 2Zeit" - Disg literarische Entwick-
lund in der Tschechoslowakei seit 1958, in : Osteuropa, 11/12,
1963, s. 772 - 784,

NMach sieben "verlorenen Jahren" (seit Beginn der Enstalinisierung

in der Tschechoslowakei) fordern die Schriftsteller die M8glichkeit
der ARuseinandersetzung mit der politischen und literarischen Ver-
gangenheit, wBhrend die Partei die Verz@gerung des Tauwetters recht-
fertigt und auf der Loyalit#t der Schriftstcller besteht.

Glinter Bartsch, Djilas und Kolakowski - Demokratischer Kommu-
nismus und kommunistische Demokratie ?, in : Osteuropa, 5/1965,
S. 289-295 und 6/1965, S. 385-392,

In der nachstalinschen Zeit haben sich M. Djilas und L. Ko¥akowski
besonders um eine qualitative Reform des Kommunismus bemttht. In
seiner Analyse des Stalinismus kommt Djilas zu dem Schluss, dass
Stalinismus und Sozialismus unvereinbar sind und dass die Demokratie
eine unabdingbare Voraussetzung des Sozialismus darstellt. ' Zur
Verwirklichung des sogenannten "menschlichen Sozialismus" forderte
er : erstens RechiBtaatlichkeit, zweitens Meinungsfreiheit und
drittens Respektierung politischer Minderheiten. - Kolakowskis
Auftritt begann mit dem Anschlag von 42 Thesen an das Schwarze Brett
der Universitdt Warschau, die negative Definitionen des Sozialismus
beinhalteten und das Grundmotiv des polnischen Revisionismus dar-




stelliten; er fordert nicht Sturz, sondern Reformation des kom-
munistischen Systems mit dem Ziel einer kommunistischen Demo-
kratie, die sich auf demokratischen Kommunismus griindet.-

Die Frage, wieweit der "intellektuelle Kommunismus", als deren
Vertreter ausser Djilas und KoYakowski auch Havemann, Bloch und
Luk4cs angeschen werden k&nnen, in der Auseinandersetzung mit dem
"institutionellen Kommunismus" nicht nur reformerisch, sondern
auch qualitativ verBndernd wirksam werden wird, kann noch nicht
heantwortet wexden.

Michael von' Berg, Auéwirkungen der EWG auf den Handelsverkehr
zwischen EWG-L8ndern und kommunistischen Staaten, in : Osteuropa-
. Wirtschaft, 3/4, 1963, S. 161-179.

Seit Abschluss der "R8mischen Vertrfge" 1957 richteten sich
st%ndig mehr oder minder heftige sowjetische Angriffe gegen

die Buroplische Wirtschaftsgemeingchaft, die als Ubereinkunft

der Monopole, Banken-und Industriekartelle bezeichnet und der
vorgeworfen wird, sie betreibe handelspolitische Diskriminierung
gegenllber den sozialistischen L#&ndern und errichte klinstliche
Handelsbarrieren. Hinter dieser Polemik steht die Beflirchtung,
dass mit dem schrittweisen Inkrafttreten der EWG-Vertrfge eine
Stagnation bzw., ein RlUckgang in den Handelsbezichungen der Wirtschafts-
gemeingchaft mit DrittlBndern {(in diesem Fall mit L&ndern des Ost-
blocks) eintreten werde, eine Beffirchtung, die sich durch die
Gemeinschaftsregelungen zur Uberwachung der Importe aus Staats-
handelsldndern teilweise schon verwirklicht hat.

Werner Gumpel, Das Verkehrswesen im Integrationsprozess der Comecon-
Staaten, in : Osteuropa-Wirtschaft, 2/1963, S. §1-101.

Das Verkehrswesen der osteuropiBischen Staaten wird fest in die vom
Comecon betriebene wirtschaftliche und politische Integration dieser
L3nder einbezogen, die ohne Koordinierung der nationalen Verkehrs-
und Transportsysteme gar nicht m¥glich ist. Sie erfolgt tiber eine
gegenseitige Abstimmung der EntwicklungsplfBne flir das Verkehrswesen
im Rahmen der Koordinierung der Volkswirtschaftspl#ne., Seit Juni 1958
betsteht eine stindige Kommission flir Fragen des Transportes, deren
8Sitz Warschau ist. Voraussetzung flir die Verwirklichung ciner
hochgradig integrierten sozialistischen Grossraumwirtschaft ist die
Aufrechterhaltung der politischen Bindung der Comecon~Staaten an
die Sowjetunion, ihr Ziel ist eine weitgehende wirtschaftliche
Unabhingigkeit vom westlichen Ausland, die jedoch ungeheuere
‘Investitionen in das Verkehrswesen bedingt, z.B. ffir die Koordi-
nierung des Glltertransportes per Eisenbahn und flir den dusbau




der Binnen-und Seeschiffahrt.

Klaus Mehnert, Westwind fiber Osteuropa, in : Osteuropa, 1/1966,
S. 3"'1.7-

Die Staaten Osteuropas (westlich der Sowjetgrenze} haben den
Eisernen Vorhang ein Stlick gehoben, erstens um mehr an der wissen-
schaftlichen und technischen Entwicklung des Westens teilzunehmen
und zweitens um ihre jlingste darisenbringende "Industrie", die
Touristik, aufzubauen. Die Folge ist, dass der Westwind stark

iber Osteurcopa weht und viele Ideen und Wlinsche mit sich bringt,

die dem Regime sehr missfallen. Die Wirkung des Westens wird noch
durch den vom Verfasser so genannten Schlfisselloch-Effekt verstBrkt
Was man nur durch das Schlfisselloch schen dar, erscheint besonders
attraktiv.



La détente passe nar Bonn

Paul-Henri Spaak

Le probléme de 1'unification allemande est, sinon le geul qui
se pose en Burope, du moins, et de loin, le plus important. C'est 1'état de division
de 1'Allemagne et toutes les conséquences qui en découlent qui nous empé&chent
de pratiquer comme nous le voudrions, ¢'est-a-dire jusque dans ses extr&mes
conséguences, une politique, de coexistence pacifique quel'évolution des pays
communistes rend aujourd' hui possible et désirable.

L' Allemagne fédérale se trouve dans une position difficile. On,
comprend les hésitations de ses dirigeants tiraillés par des impératifs divers: nécessité
de maintenir leur alliance avec les Etats~Unis qui, seule, peut assurer leur défense en
temps de querre; désir de consolider leurs bonnes relations avec la France, condition
nécessaire de la paix en Europe et, dominant tout le reste, leur volonté de réunifier leur
pays.

Pendant queiques années, la politique étrangére de ' Allemagne fut
un trés grand succés. Le chancelier Adenaver, l'un des rares hommes d'Etat qui -
sachant sacrifier les petits avantages de 1'immédiat & des vues ambitieuses sur 1’ avenir -
en fut 1' heureux responsable. ..

L'incontestable succes de cette politique est pourtant incomplet.
L' objectif premier de la réunification reste & réaliser. Or il apparaft que cet objectif
essentiel demeure, malgré le temps qui passe, toujours aussi éloigné. Aujourd'hui, la
politigue allemande se heurte & un obstacle qui semble infranchissable, Depuis prés
de vingt ans, le probléme de 1'unification n'a fait aucun progrés et, dans 1' &tat actuel
des choscs, il est insoluble. Les deux camps, 1'Est et 1' Ouest, ocoupent des positions
de départ tellement différentes, ils s'vy tiennent avec une si teiale intransigeance que
toute possibilité de compromis paraft impossible,

Il est évident qu'il est illusoire pour les Allemands d'espérer que la
réunification de leur pays puisse venir d‘un accord entre les Russes et les Qcciderntaux.,
11 paraft également évident que ¢'est une maigre consolation que de leur faire miroiter la
solution de leurs problémes dans une Buyope qui irait de 1' Atlantique & 1' Oural. Sans
prétendre que c'est 14 une vision absolument chimérique, & jamais irréalisable, il est
réaliste de croire que ce n'est pas une sclution trés prochaine. Il faut don¢ chercher autre
chose. C'est des Allemands eux-mémes que dépend la solution de leurs problémes.
Durant ces derniers mois quelques progrés, encore trés faibles, mais encourageants
parce qu'ils indiguent une volonté de sortir de 1' immobilisme, ont été faits, Les
socialistes de 1' Quest ont raison d' accepter le dialogue avec les communistes de 1'Est.



M. Barzel a raison de lancer des idées nouvelles, méme si elles ont peu de chance d' étre
acceptées. L'essentiel, c¢'est de chercher le résultat au-dela de controverses
habituelles, avec des arguments autres que ceux utilisés jusqu'a maintenant.

Si les Allemands de 1' Quest veulent que 1' opinion publique des pays
occidentaux les s outienne dans cette voie nouvelle, ils devraient avec courage prendrs
des positions claires sur deux problémes: celui des fronti2res et celui de 1' armement
nucléaire.

Je suis convaincu gu'un peu d'audace en ces deux matidres ferait
heureusement progresser leurs discussions.

Est-ce que, d'ailleurs, le probléme des frontidres se pose encore?
Est-ce que la thése occidentale en cette matidre répond encore a la réalité? Est~ce
qu'il y a quelqu'un qui croit qu'il est encore possible de revenir sur ce que les faits
ont consacré depuis tant d' années? Est-ce qu'il est raisonnable de prétendre gue le
probléme ne peut 8tre résolu que lors de la conclusion d'un traité de paix ?

Dans la réalité, la reconnaissance des frontidres ne constitue
plus pour les Allemands de 1' Quest un véritable sacrifice. Refuser d'y consentir,
croyant ainsi garder un atout en vue de futures négociations, est une iilusion. Une franche
reconnaissance de la réalité serait, j'en suis convaincu, infiniment plus profitable.

En matidre nucléaire, dissiper toute équivoque

En mati®re nucléaire, il faudrait aussi que les Allemands dissipent
toute équivoque. Ils répétent souvent qu'ils sont les seuls a avoir accepté certaines
restrictions en la mati2re. Ils demandent que d'autres les accompaginent dans catte
voie. En cela, ils devraient aller plus loin. Ils ne devraient pas poser des revendica-
tions qui rel2vent du simple prestige en demandarnt des modifications dans 1' organisation
de la défense atomique de 1'Europe.

Il semble qu'ils peuvent logiquement re clamer daw choses. La
premidre: &8tre parfaitement informés de toutes les mesures qui sont prises par les
Américains pour la défense de 1'Europe. La deuxi®me: gqu'aucune arme atomigue,
tactique ou stratégique ne soit employée sans leur consentement sur leur ferritoire.

Personne ne peut légitimement leur contester ce double droit. Les
travaux actuellement en cours & 1' OTAN, en le leur assurant, doivent leur donner toute
satisfaction. A cela devralt se limiter leur désir. Toute demande supplémentaire de leur
part éveille & 1'Est de profondes inquiétudes. Jamais si autre chose leur était accordé
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on ne pourrait espérer conclure 1'indispensable traité sur la non-diffusion des armes
nuciéaires et jamais on ne pourrait convaincre les pays de 1'Est que 1'on ne s'engage
pas dans une politique gui permettrait un jour & 1'Allemagne de posséder son arme
atomique propre.

Sans aucun profit réel pour la défense de 1l'Europe ct, par conséquent,
de 1' Allemagne, des revendications allemandes peu raisouanables sont de nature a
rendre beaucoup plus difficile toute politique de détente en Europe. Nous sommes en
droit de leur demander de ne pas insister ... de contribuer aujourd' hui & la politique
de rapprochement qui s'impose entre les pays de 1' Quest et ceux de 1'Est, & @pporter
leur contribution propre par l' acceptation des frontidres et leur renonciation A toute
demande en matiére atomique., Ainsi, j'en suis convaincu, ils assureraient les
conditions nécessaires & leur réunification et ils contribueraient utilement a la paix
en Europe. Ce serait tout bénéfice pour eux et pour nous.
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QF CURRENT DEBATE
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Michael KASTR

Bast-West Conference, Rome, October 1966
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I. INTRODUCTION

Bast-West trade has been, and remains, sufficiently
small & part of the commerce of both groups of partners to
permit decisions on its expansion to be weighted heavily by
political considerations. Teconomic factors are, however,
emerging in the Fast which would tend to enlarge the trade,
and which pose the question of its political negotiability.

The Soviet declaration (in the text of the 1966-70 Plan) of its
intention to raise the efficiency of its own resources by more
exchanges with the industrialized West comes-after two major
checks to economic integration within what Stalin in 1652 called
"the socialist world market". The first was the defection of

the socialist states which were economically least developed -
China, Albania and, in 2 limited manner, Rumania. The second

was the construction of the plans for coordinating the eastern
Buropean economies threugh Comecon and for multilateral payments
between them. Améng those other states of eastcrn Furope the
devolution of economic management (save only in Rumania)

is generating a dem%nd for foreign trade which has so far besn

restrained or obscured by tightly-centralized planning.

Of the western countries which could supply this
increased demand, the United States maintains strict controls
over eastern trade while the preponderant official view else-
where is that exchanges should develop solely as commercial
advantage indicates. This attitude is gualified in the Federal
Gorman Republic by the absence of diplomatic representation
in the Bast other than in ﬁoscow and by the special problems
of intra-German tradae; the French Government has made determined
efforts - including the co@ﬁlete abolition of import quotas -
to promote trade with the Tast. For the United Kingdom, the
development of FPast-West trade has had an adverse effect on its

balance of payments : in particular, its deficit with those
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countries has rapidly incrcased, and, in general, heavy Soviet
purchases of grain have depressed its terms of trade. Policy
differs also among western goﬁernments on the accordance of
state—guaranteed credits for transaciions with the East{ A%
the one extreme such credits are not provided in the United
States, and, at the other, arec available for up to 15 years

(from date of contract) in the United Kingdom.

For the intergovernmental groupings of the West -
principally BBC, NATO and ORECD -~ the prime policy choice would
appear to bhe whether to coordinate policy, and, if so, whether,
on the one hand, the approach to the Past should be through.
those agencies or bilaterally, and on the other hand, whether

negotiations should be encouraged through the medium of Comscon.

The political effects of a2 unified western approach
might be considerable, but the opportunities for government
initiative in this field are diminishing as business interests
in such trade increase. There is nevertheless a significant
economic gain from multilateral negotiation on the expansion
of exchanges between state traders and market economies. The
equivalent of a tariff reduction or of liberalization can
probatly best be found in commitments to increase imports by
the state-trading countries, but if these are undertaken bila-~
terally the increment may be at the expense of third partieq-
Techniques for such discussions have been reviewed both in
GATT and in ECE.

Not enly trade but paymenis have hitherto been
strongly bilateral in Bast-West relations. Sterling has becomne
the sole currency effectively convertible in such exchanges,
and in present conditions the British government can hardly be
prepared to tolerate the burden indefinitely. Increasing trade
" between the Past and the developing couniries, where currency
inconvertibility is the rule on both sides, and which could in

some cases be settled by trade with western developcd economies,
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is a further argument for multilateral financial institutions.
The ¥CF Multilateral Compensation Proccdure has regained
vigour from the impact of the developing countries on FPast-
West payments, and the Bank for International Fconomic
Cooperation has been authorized by it$ members (identical
with those of Comecon) to approach both developed capitalist
and developing states in this respect and to require some of
its own subscriptions to be paid in convertible currency. In
the longer term, the moves on both gsides might best be

consummated by eastern membership of the IMNF.

To attenuate the group isolation of the Fast and
to abandon discrimination by the West may be expected auto-
matically to reduce international tension. Before this pclitical
¢lement, common to 211 these facets of Fast-West trade, could
be exploited, however, a number of specific issues would hav§
to be resolved. It is to the detail of these questions that
this paper is devoted - in Part II to the strategic and poli-
tical contentions on embargoes and quotas and in Part III to

the special trading technigques involved.

IT THE NTWGCTIABILITY OF WAST-WZEST TRADE

(a) The size of the transactions

The significance of Bast-West trade for the policies
of the Atlantic powers lies principally in its present insi-
gnificance %o their economies. Trade diminished for political
reasons -~ the division of Burope 2t the end of world War II
and the deliberate limitation of Fastward commerce by the A
strategic controls of the Korecan War and of Westward commerce
by Stalin's autarkic concept of 'two world markets". Despite
the expansion of TLast-West tradce in Turope in the last decade,
the exchanges arc still smz2')] enough to leave little room for

recduction short of embargo : as a3 tool of political negotiation,
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therefore, bargains may be struck on increasing trade (which
invelves the willingness of TFastern partners to buy and sell
more), but there is little reversc scopg as sanctions (which
can be applied unilaterally). The share of the Fast in the
global trade of the West is much smaller than that of the West
in the global trade of the Fasty in general, the products
taken by the Wegt could be replacegd from other sources with
less costly adjustment than products taken by the EFasts; and
any increments are more valuable to the Past than to the West
in terms of domestic resources saved. The absence, on the
western side, of interests vested irn really substantial trade
(British imports of soviet timber and intra-CGerman exchanges
may be exceptions) tends to allow wider scope than usual for
objectives to be formulated through specifically politieal

assessment.

The trade is finally also small in relation both
to that of the eastern partners before their adoption of cen-
tral planning and to the current size of their national
products. (1). Thus far the governments of market economics
need not be deterred from proposing an expansion of trade with
the Past by @ likely lack of response¢ from their business
communitices. The scope for governmental initiative tends to
vary invérsely with the volume of actual trade. It is thus
higheat in the case of the Unitcd States whosc Bastern trade is
minute 3 gquestionnairocs to Amorican businessmen by the Scnate
Commnittee on foreign Relations in 1964 rcevealed that "most

believed that there was a substantiazl potential for selling more

(1) Sce T. Zotschew, Osteuropawirtschaft, H°. 1, 1960, p. 1.
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goods to Communist countries ..... A great many felt that the
Government's current policies +.... had failed to give proper
guidance to the business community from a public policy
standpoint". (2). It appears to be lowest in the casec of the
United Kingdon, a relatively large trader with thec Zast : an
enquiry at the same date by PPP (Political and Beonomic
Planning) in Britain showed that "most industrialist agree that,
apart from (an arms embargo), exports to Pastern Furope should
be treated as trade like any other ..... The normal assumption,

shared by industry and government, is that all trade is 2 good
thing". (3).

(2) United States Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations,

Dast-West Trade : » Compilation or Viewgs of Businessmen,

Bankers and Academic TPxperts, Washington, D.C., 1964, p. 3

(referred to below as U.S. Scnate views).

(3) PEP., Past-West Trade, published as Planning, N°. 488,
May 1965, pp. 127 & 125 (referred to as PEP).
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In 1965 the U.3.3.R. and the seven countries of
eastern Furope (Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakiaz, Bastern
Germanx? Bungary, Poland and Roumanlﬂ) disposed of 63 per cent
of their exports among themselves and 17 per caent to Western
Burope, Japan 4nd North America {OECD members) - 20,5 per cent
if Yugoslavia and Finland are added 4o the latter. (*). The
"FTagt", as the first group may be termed for this study, toock
less than 3 per cent of the exports of the second group, the
"West". The "East" is coterminous neither with the membership
of Comecon (the council for Mutuasl economic Assistance), which
since 1962 has excluded Albania and included Mongolia, nor with
the countries variously referred to as "communist", "socialist"
or "centrally-planned" (reference to which can cover mainland
China, Cuba, Mongolia, North Korea, North Vietnam and
Yugoslavia). The recent variance from the Couecon group in
aggrogate trade statistics must be trivial (2) and a Jjusti-
fiable comparison can be made of the "Fast" with the two trade
groups of the "West", the Buropean Economic Community (ERC)
and the ZEuropean Free Trade Area (EFTA). In 1559 sales to other
members {"intra-trade") accounted for 60,3 per cent of Comecon
exports, 33,0 per cent of EEC exports and 18,0 per cent of
GFTA exports. As each trade group developed its system of in-
ternal preference - Comecon by plan coordination, the other
by tariff cuts - intra-trade rose rapidly until 1964 3 in Co-
mecon to 64,0, in TEC to 43,2 and in TFTA to 22,0 per cent.

(1) Yugoslavia and finland are the DBuropean states not covered
by the present definitions. The Hast and West relations of
Yugoolav trade and payments are very fully treated by

R. Campbell, Yugoslavia and the wccld market {dept. of

Ticonomice, Indiana University, 1966, privately circulated

in advance of publication).

(2) Mongolia has issued only index numbers of its commerce and

the latest Albanizn trade breakdown by country is for 1963

o)
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In 1965, however, growth levelled off in %EC and
TFTA (43,5 and 22,2 per cent respectively) and reversed in
Comecon (62,7 per cent). The weak trade between the Western
groups and comecon strengthened slightly over the period as a
- whols, as the following figures show, but for each flow 1961
or 1962 had been a better year.

Percentages of total cecxports

1959 1965
ERC to Comecon 2,8 3,0
LEFTA to Comecon 3,4 3,7
Comgcon to TEC 6,7 7,2
Comecor to BFTA 6,3 643

In absolute terms, in 1965 the ¥ast bought poods
worth $1.42 bn. from TF%C members and $0.96 bn. from EFTA,
se¢lling in return $1.43 ban. and $1.35 bn. respectively. The
TFTA doficit with Comecon was attributable wholly to that of
the United Kingdom, the special position of which requires

trief consideration.:

Most FBastern countries have tended to run an export
surplus with the U.X. partly to finance invisidles (shipping,
insurance and banking services) but largely to bﬁy «lsewhere
for sterling (notably primary commodities in the Sterling Area).

In 1963 the Tastern surplus of % 48.8 mn. was accruesd by

(2) ../ll
The United Wations Statistical Office (from whose Monthly
Bulletin of Statigtics, June 1966, Special Table B and

Table 52 the atove data are drawn) cstimates Albanian

trade from the returns of its partners
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Bulgaria (% 1.6 mn.), Czechoslovakia (Z 4.6 mn.} and the
U.S8.8.R. (J 35.4 mn.), offset by small deficits (Z 2.5 mn.in
all) with Albania, Pastern Germany and Hungary. By 1965 only
Albania and Hungary had left 2 deficit (and this was down to
J0.9 mn.) and the overall Bastern surplus reached ¥ 108.4 nn.
($303.5 mn.) British efforts to narrow the gap had some effect
during the first six months of 1966 when it totalled % 34.6 mn.
(with the Soviet surplus down to % 18.6 mn., against J 73.5 mn.
for the full year 1965, but the Polish surplus at % 10.1 mn.
little below its 1965 rate of L 24.1 mn.).

It is a measure of the contrast between attitudes
to East-West trade that U.X. exports to thc Tast have tended to
run a4t about half its imports from that group, while U.S. '
exporis arc gencrally double its imports, and that, ovsr thc
past deccade, the U.K. volume of exports to the Tast has been
three times that of the U.3. In 1965 U.S. exports to the Bast
were only half per cent of its total - the lewest share of @ny
western (i.e. OBCD) country (the next lowest being Ireland at
0,7 per cent). At the other extreme, Austria, Grecce, Icelaﬁd,
Turkey and, if intra-German trade is included, Western Germany,
are the OECD members with the highest share of sxports sold.
to the Past. In that year only Austria and Iceland took more
than 10 per cent of theii imports from the FTast. Detailed

statistics by country ars given in the Appendix Table.

(b) Policics on Embargo

as Although western trade never fell under an embargo
Jfecomplete as that still excrcised by the United States towards
mainland China, North Korea and North Vietnam, North American
cxports to the Tast virtually ceased at the height of the Cold
War t irn 1953 the U.S. sold a2 mere $1.8 mn. and Canada only
$0.5 mn., though the rest of OBCD sold $768.5 mn. in that year

and-the U.8. and Canada imported $49.2 mn. from thc East.
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An embargo is operated on military goods by NATO members other
than Iceland, but including Ja;an, throughrthe Consultative
Group Coordinating Committee (Cogcom) (1) and more items

are prohibited by the U.3. Government. "We have a2 concept',
dcclared the then Secretary of the Treasury, to the U.3. Senate
Committee on Foreign Relations in 1964, "that anything that
would help to strengthen the economy of the Soviet bloc was
helping thoem strategically, but the Furopeans never agrccd

with that. Their concept of strategic is only some*hing that

is directly rclevant to military strength".{2). Senator |
Symington ironicélly commented that in the last resort abaut
the only "non-strategic material" was bubble gum, {3) and the
President's Special Committee the following year found that.
"eains from non-military trade with the United States are un-

likely to releasec additional resources for Soviet military

(1) Por a brief description of Cocom see N. Padford and

G. Lincoln, The Dynamics of International Politics New York,

1962 pp. 429-303; a fuller history is in preparation by

G. Adler-Carlsson, who‘has published a preliminary survaey
in Osthandel in Theoric und Praxis (BST0 Heft 2), Graz, .
1965 esp. pp. 19-~22.

{2) Statement by the Hon. D. Dillon, Hearings beforc the

Committes on foreign Relations, Unitcd States Scnate,
Washington, D.C., 1964, p. 216 (reforrcd to below as U.S3.

Senate, Hearings) .

(3) Ibid, p. 217.
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expenditures ... The U.3.3.R. has an advanced weapons techno-
logy and a military production capability that is virtually -
independent of ite sxternal economio relations". (1). The -
Committee warned however that "the mere existence of «..
differences in trade restrictions is sometimes cited as suf-
ficient cause for changing U.S. licensing controls to conform

toe those of Western Burope and Japan ..... It is also true that
our business firms arc at a disadvantage in communist markets

in competing with West European firms. Commercial considerations
however, have not been the determining factor in framing U.S.

policy on this subjcct and should not be now". (2).

By virtue of the Mutual Defensc iLssistance Act of
1951 (the "Battle Act“), whereby U.S. aid must be terminated to
any country cexporting strategic goods to the Fast (except by
Presidential sanction), the U.S. embarge can in theory be ox-—-
tended to many other countrics than Cocom participants, but in
practice the divergences of policy lies in the wider embrace
of the embarge by the U.S5. than hy the major Western Furopean
produccrs (Belgium, France, Italy, Switzerland, the U.K. and
Western Germany); Sweden is formally unaffeceted. Cnly a few ‘
goods embodying a high technology not employed outside the
United States are in faet denicd the Bast, 2nd American bu-

siness opinion sacms to favour alignment with the Cocom minimume.

(1) Report to the President of the Special Committse on U.S.

Trade Relations with Tast Turopean Countries and the Soviet

Union, Wahington, D.C., 1965, p. 9 (referred to as Presi-

dent's Special Committeo).

(2) Ibid, p. 5.
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Of those whose views were sought by the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee in 1964, "many were of the opinion that
“the only practical.effect of our strict control system was the
loss of considerable business to our allies and that the
system was of no practical value in preventing buildup of tﬁe
military or economic potential of the Russian bloe". (1).
This view has been expressed by other U.S. writers. (2). On the
other hand, a group predominantly of businessmen, the Ressgarch
and Policy committee of the Committee for ZFconomic Developmgnt,
reporting in 1965, accepted that the U.8. 1list should excee@
that of Cocom. "We want to prevent gaing in a form or amouné
that would be of particular military-political value. This
principle is recognised in the embargo of NATO on export of
military goods and of some other goods." (3). It desired,
morecover, that the West should consider an embargo on "high
level non~military technology and know-how, or equipment
embodying 1it",{(4) 2 proposal diametrically opposed to the con-
sensus of business opinion found in the corresponding Britigh

study : "they were in general strongly zgainst any further

(1) U.S. Senate, Views, 1loc. cit.

(2) ®P.g.; R. Steel, The Bnd of Alliance-America and the Futurse

!
of Burope, London, 1964, pp. 77-8; Steel is a former U.S3.

Foreign Service officer.

(3) Committee for Tconomic Development, Fast-West Trade s
a_Common Poljcy for the West, New York, 1965, p. 18

(referred to as CED).

(4) Ibid, p. 36.
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regulation or restriction of the trade, whethcr at national or

at internatiornal level". (1).

The contention that embargo should exitend beyond
strictly military goods is based on three inter-related
arguments of which the first is that technology or products
with a2 high development cost might, in the competitive process,
be sold at a price well below the outlay which the Fastern
purchaser would have to incur to evolve the technique or good
independently. (2). By itself, this is no more than a denial
of the gain from trade, but it is endowed with strategic
significance by the sccond proposition that savings by the
U.S.8.R. irn oivilian rescarch and development enhsnce the mili-
tary output of that sector. (3). The furthest extension is
that "by selling to them goods and services of any nature -
whether wheat or our technologically advanced machinery and
cguipment, it is argued that we help them to solve some of
their pressing internal problems and make 1t easier for then
to use their limited resources for duilding up their militafy

power". (4} Tmbargoes on commodities for reasons other than the

(1) PEP, p. 169. Both reports refer to consultation with each
other in drafting (CED p. 7, PEP, p. 114). Similar groups
joined with CED from France, Germany, Italy and Japan and d4id

not dissent from the view cited.
(2) CED, p. 37.

(3) See A. Buchan, NATO in the 1960s, 2nd ed., London, 1963,
pp. 13-14; W. Xaufman in W. Kaufman (ed.) Military Policy

and National Scecurity, Princeton, N.J., 1956, p. 2565 and

statement of Hon. L. Hodges, Secretary of Commerce, in U.S5.

Senate, Hearings, pp. 60-63.

(4) Cites as one of two extreme views, each of which are

"percuasive elements", by President's Special Committee,

pp. ©=9.
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limitation of economic potential are trivial but should be
mentioned : in the immediate post-war period the U.S3.
Government prohibited the import of Soviet crabmeat on the
grounds that it was produced by "slave labour" (of Japanese
prisonsrs-of-war) and the Trade Agresments Fxtensicn Act of
1951 prohibited U.S. jmports of Soviet furs. (1).

The case against the major embargoes, advocated to
limit defence and production potential, is that they are
ineffective or that it cannot be made effective without total
denial (an end generally rejected but sought by a few on pufely
political grounds) (2) and that their results are solecly short-
term. On insffectiveness, Schelling observes that "the Soviets
may get just as much technology out of highly-fabricated con-
sumer goods as out of industrial squipment or items of mili-
tary application. And; of course, they get most of it through
freely available magazines and journals anyhow". {3). On |
limitlessness, Mosely points out that "the subsittution of
imported consumcr goods for domestic production allows the
Soviet éovernment, in theory, to divert additional resources
to either industrial gro rth or strategic production". (4).

"The longer the period of time", comments Berliner, " the
greater the opportunity for the enemy to accomodate to the
embargo and the greater the potential dissdvantages to the

nation imposing it ... I am not prepared to argus that (export

(1) U.S. Senate, Hearings, pp. 234-5.

(2) B.g., Kleberg, Jr. in CED, p. 40.

(3) T- Schellings in U.S. Senate, Views, p. 290.

(4) P. Mosely, Ibid. p. 281.
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(2) B.g., Kleberg, Jr. in CED, p. 40.
(3) T. Schellings in U.S. Senatc, Views, p. 290.
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controls) should be aliminated entirely ..... but they should
be regarded as exccptional, rather than normal policy". {1).
Dven a partial embarge cannot be complete without <coincident
limitation by other major exporters; (2) or perhaps total
blockade. {3). Attempts to gain alignment on a stricter
embaxrgo have been widely cited as a cause of scerious diffi-
cultizs with other WATO powers. (4). Further, "despite the
ineffzeiiveness in economic or military terms of U.3. unilateral
controls, there is reason to believe that their application is
a significant contributor to an atmosphere of tension in our
relations with the U.S.S.R.". (5). Of the 125 replies from
U.S. buginessmen, choscn because of their interest in Fast-
West trade in the Senate enquiry, 105 favoursd an expansion
of trade and only 9 doclared that it should not rise. (6).
Finally, analysts of strategic studics seem to be broadly
agreed that the crux of the Tast-West confrontation lies in

military capabilities, not in comparative size of the civilian

(1) J. Berliner, Ibid, pp. 219 and 221.
—_—

(2) Se¢ W. Dichold Jr., Ibid, p. 237.

(3) See G. Kennan, Ibid, p. 263 or G. Grossman, Ibid, p. 248.
(4) B.g. in Ibid, : H. Jacobson, p. 257, Kennan p. 267,
€. Kindleberger, p. 270, XK. Knorr, p. 272, D. Marx, p. 274,
and Schelling, p. 291.

(5) I. Frank, Ibid.

(6) Ibid, ps 3.
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cconomies seen in "competitive coexistence". (1).

An embargo has also been coansidered as a possib;e
responsc to violaticon of a prospective arms conirol agreoment,
(2) but other supporting instruments arc required (preclusive
buying, or pre-emption, financial controls, otc...), which :

can only figurc in the implied context of cconomic warfare.(B)-

(¢) Quantitative restrictions

Botween embarge and trade liberalization lie 3
variety of limitations to imports from and exports to the Fast.
Such quantitative restrictions on imports have any of thres
otjectives -~ to prevent "undue relidnce" upon an import, thes
supply of which could be halted for pelitical reasons'(or in
War), to protect the importing cconomy from the "market :

disruption" which may be feared either from "dumpirg" or from

(1) See, for example, H. Kissinger, The Necessity for Choice,
London, 1960, p. 97 and The Troublcd Partnership s

A Reappraisal of the Atlantic Alliance, New York, 1965 3

and 8. Huntingdon, The Common Dcfence, New York, 1961,

p. 203; the opposits view is expressed by R. Lowenthal in

A« Wolfers (ed.) Changing Rast-Wost Rolations and the Unity
of the West, Baltimore, 1965.

(2) M. Bornstein, Journal of Arms Control, July 1963, pp.203-18

(3) Ibid, pp. 204-5 and 217; see also Kindlebesrger in U.S.

Senate, Views, p. 2068.
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the displacemont of traditional suppliers, and to cstablish =

quid pro guo for negotiating trade or other agreccments.

Quantitative restrictions on oxports may either be mitigated
embargoecs ~ that is, intended to limit eastern access to
spocific items {(chicfly of inadircct strategic significande) -
or bargaining counters for commercial or political treaty-

making.

Restrictions of the imports of Zovist oil is the
ma jor example of a scvere limitation generally applied by
western governments {excopt Italy) and is attributed both to
the inhibition of "undus reliance” and to the protection of
traditional suppliers, among whom developing countries predo-
minate {and whose forcign earnings should, it is argucd, be
seccured). (1) The substantial western imports of tin come also
in the category of defending less wecalthy countrics, but the
ma jority of commodities exported by the east compete with those
of the west as herc defined {0%CD membership)}, c.g. coal,

aluminium, ferrous metals, temperats foodstuffs, timber, furs.

The United Statos operates the strictest sxport
licensing procedure of any western country, but since decisions
are in the hands éf the Pxgcutive, there can be considerable
year to year variation 3 thus in 1962 the U.S. Department of
Commerce approved cxport applications to the Fpst for goods
totalling $49.6 mn., but denicd almost as many ($48.9 mn.),
while in 1963 it accepted £139.1 mn. and refused only $4.5 mn.
{2). The Unitsd Kingdom transferred much of its imports from

the U.5.5.R. to open general license in 1959, leaving only

(1) Soe Bornstein, in D. Abshire and R. Allen (eds.), National

Security 3 Political Military and Tconomic 3Strategies in
the Degade Ahead, Now York, 1963, p. 137. '

(2) U.5. Senate, Hearings, p. 237.
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about 10 per cent under quantitative restriction, the quotas
being defined in conjunction with annual negotiations withis
the five-year trade and payments agreement. With the other
castern states, some import licenses for the agreed quotas =rc
stil1l applicable. In 1964 the U.X. Government offercd libera-
lization (i.e. removal of quantitative rcstrictions) to ;
Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, Rumania, and the
U.5.8.R. {211 but the two latter accepting) in return for
undertakings on the prices of their goods in the U.¥X.; on
acgess to their markets for U.K. products, and on the use of
incremental carnings to buy in britain. With eastcern Germany,
in the absence of diplomatic recognition, guotas are negotiated
by the Pederation of British Industries and the Bast CGorman
Chamber of Foreign Trade. Annuval itrade agreemcents fixing quotas
are standard West IZuropcan practice; thecse may be protocols
within a longer-term tre¢aty, usually for thres or five years
(notably Belgium-Luxemburg, Federal Republic of Germany,
France, and Italy). Non-govornmental agencics are employed in
the absence of diplomatic missions (e.g. that of March 1966
between the respective chambers of Commerce of Albania and
Grecce, resuming a trade halted since the war). In january
1966 the French Government unilaterally abandoned all hmport
quotas on eastern products, as a consequencs of which imports
from the Bast in the first six months of 1966 were 31 per cent
above those in the same period of 1965; exports rose by 37
prercent. Because bilateral licensing arrangemenits and sxemp—
tions wvary widely in Western Furope, there have been some
proposals for coordination - the CGerman Federal Government,
for example, is particularly anxious for a common front on

trade with Pastern CGermany, (1) an unofficial Amcrican

(1) The Times (London), 21 January, 1965.
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committee has proposed an intergovernmental Committcs on
Past-West Trade attached to OECD (1), and the ccrresponding
British study called for concerted action, but only with a
view to derestriction, so that "all Western markots for a
given product are opened up at the same time". (2). The FRC
is almost certain to coordinate its policy towards eastern
Furope since the July 1966 agreement on free trade in
agricultural goods, to be finalized with the last industrial
tariff cuts by July 1968 : all members have the appropriate
denunciatory power in their trade agreements with the Fast
(the "FBC clause") (3).

The use of guantitative restrictions (or of cognate
elements in trade negotiations, c.g. on mest-favoured-nation
treatment or on credit {4) beyond the assurance of equivalent
commercial advantage either bilaterally or multilaterally
to secure commercial advantagc is regarded as wholly proper by
all parties on both sidses. In the particular conditions of Tast-
West trade counters are required for reciprocity. If consensus
is to be found among business circles throughout the West, i%
is that trade concessions should not be used by governments
to derive strictly political bhenefits, and that negotiations
should be conducted with cacs country separately rather than

with fthe Fast as a unit.

(1) €7D, pp. 20-21.

(2) PEP, p. 172.

(3) For a discussion of recent and likely rclationships of the
Tast with 2EC and with FFTA see¢ J. Pinder, Survey, January

1966, PP 108"117.

(4) Seco part III sections (a) and (d), below.
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The question of the specific features of commerde
with the Bast which justify special trads negotiations is
discussed in part II; the present section examines the views
expressed most strongly in the U.S.4. and Western Germany
that a politiecal return can be envisaged. "The United States
initiated its controls for political reasoné, and should bs
ready to revise them when it is in the national interest to do
so, "stated the President's Special Committee on Rast-West
trade; (1) a respondent to the Senate Committce on Poreign
Relations declarcd that "abandonment of restrictions ... would
prevent us from making maximum use of trade as a2 means of
influencing Sovict policy;" (2) and a spokesman of the Federal
German Government — which has gained successcs in the barter
of trade concessions for political objectives - described its
trade deals as its "trumps". (3). The discussion concentrates
exclusively on the American dehate; where 1t is at its acutest.
Elsewhere,Aas Just indicated, governments and commentators teml

to regard the trade as strictly cconomioc. (4).

For the President's Special Uommittee, "the tims
is ripe to make morc active use of trade arrangements as pd~
litical instruments in relations with communist countries" 3
it recommended three groups of concessions to be gained, appa-

rently in order of priority. (5). The first set were dirsctly

(1) President's Special Committee, p. 5.

(2) R. Tucker in U.S. Senate, Views, p. 293.
(3) The Times (London), 19 March 1965.

(4) See, among others, 4. Buchan and P. Windsor, Arms and

Stability in Furope, London, 1963, pp. 56-T.

(5) Presidoent's Special committce, pp. 10-11.
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commercial and would hence find general support among western
traders : satisfactory commerciasl arbitration, procedures to
avoid dumping and market disruption and the settlement of
financial claims (including those for lend-lease deliveries)-
The second set were indirectly commercial : establishment of
trade and tourist precmotion offices, travel conditions for
commercial representatives improvenent of consular relations
and copyright agreement. The third set were non-sconomic
library and government information services, cmbassy quaftexs,
the establishment of consulates, the cessation of radio-jamming
and culturasl and technical exchanges. Fof one member of the
Committee this d&id not go far cnough. " Trads relations with
the Soviet Union and its Buropean satellites should he viewéd
as a tool of our Nation's foreign policy. Therefore the Report
should have placed groater empbasis on the politiecal aspect of
this issue ... There should be no expansion of trade ...without

politieal guid pro quoc concessions". (1). It may perhaps Do

observed that the dissenter was the trads union member of the
Committee and +this militant view appears to be particularly

held by the spokesmen of organised labour in the United Staics.

Political responsivencss hasg long been cogently
argued by Brzezinski, appointed, in May 1966, a member of the

President's Poliry Planning Council. (2). In an early version

{1) Statement by N. Goldfinger (Director of Research, APL-CIO),
Ibid’ ppo 21"‘22-

(2) See Z. Bruczinski, Peaceful Zngagement in Purope's Future,

New York, 1965, pp. 29-335 in U.S. Senate, Views,
Pp- 229-305 and Alternative to Partition, New York, 1965,
PP 153—58.
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of this proposal, he saw the most suitable variable on the U.S.
side as liberalization of quotas, and opposed the use of
credits (as inherently aid, which no political reason gquali-
fied) (1), but subseguently he defined his "spigot"'as also

covering credits and most-favoured-nation treatment. (2).

Many specific concessions which he suggested we%e
lator included in the 1lists of the President's Special |
Committce, but in gencral he belicved that rewards in trade 1li-
beralization should be offered when Bastern Juropean couﬁtfies
"gained some independcncs from Soviet control" or liberalizéd
their domestic system, all within 2 climate of expanding trqde
to widen the range of contact with the West. Nutter (who waé
Bconomic Adviser to the Goldwater Presidential Campaign) |
similarly advocates the relaxation of trade restrictions
"golely in rcturn for imporitant concessions that moderatoe the

nature of the communist system and policiesh

These concessions could be cconomic or political
(3) "YWhercas Brzozinski described the reciprocal advantage
to bec sought as "marginal", Nutter unrealistically hoped for
much more substantial gains - e.g. "full international 00n—:
vertibility of tho rouhle" or "any concraie act that curbed: the
expansion of the Communist world". He was Jjoined in a desire
for similar barrains in concert with Western Purope by Mikescll

(4). Both based their proposals on the view that the Fastern

(1) U.S. Senate, Views, loc. ecit,

(2) Peaccful Engagement in Burope's Futurs, loc. cit.

(3) ¥. Nutter, in U.S. Senate, Views, p. 286.

(4) R. Mikescll, Ibid, p. 279.
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necd for western goods was greatcr that the countcr-dcmand.
The Senatc Foreign Relations Commiticc which received these
proposals had the contrary standpoint strongly argued by other
academic experts (1) and by the majority of bdusincssmen
consulted (2)5 therc was ncvertheless onc of the latter in
favour not only of political bargaining but of tightening

trade controls. (3).

A lcss controversial policy objecctive lies in the
proposition that Bast-West tradc offers opportunity for loo-
sening the depéndence upon the U.S8.3.R. of the other easteré
Furopean states. Firstly 1t may permit the latter soverally
to "cnlarge their bargaining power vis-a-vis the U.S.S.R. and
the wholec Soviet blec, a proccss, that is assisted by the :
growing divisions and discorde within world communism". (4).
Kennan sces U.S. nolicy-makers divided on the "genecral qumsﬁion
of whether onc wishes to make it easicr for these countries:to
achieve a measurc of independence and flexibility in their fo-
reign economic rclations, looking not only castward but alsQ
westward for their opportunitice:; or whether it should be the
western objective to deny them, wherever we can, access to ‘
Westorn markets ... This last policy, naturally tends ... to
convéy to them that ... they have no choice hur to stick clo-

sely to the Sovicet Union" (5). Pryor, advocating the same

(1) See Kennan, Ibid, p. 264-5 and Schelling, Ibid, p. 290

(2) Ibid, pp. 5~186 passim.

(3) H. Xearns, Ibid, pp. 180-5.

(4) G. Grossman, in R. Goldwin (ed.) Beyond the Cold War,
Chicago, 1966, p. 161. Seen similary, A. Bergson, in U.S.
Senate, Views, pp. 224-5. ’

(5) Kennan, in U.S. Senate, Views, p. 261.
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"increased inter-dependency of the Burope and commercial
nations on us", observes that the Soviet embargo on A4lbanisa
and the sharp fall in trade with China might have been inter-
preted in Fastern Buropc as signifying the political preca-
riousness of commerce with the U.S.85.R. {(1). Poland and Ruma-
nia, by increasing fheir trade with Albania after the Sovict
rupture of relations in 1961, were the only members of Comecon
to demonstrate unwillingness to participate in politically-
motivated policy on intra-trade: it has becn suggested never-
theless, that these rclations were desired by the U.3.35.R. to
prevent Albania falling into such destitution that it could
only have turned to the West, as YTugoslavia had done after the
general Fastern embargo of 1948. Occasional use of economic
pressure on Finland and Austria is relevant (2) and it scons
to have made similar moves in withholdings commitments to
deliver equipment and iron ores to gshow its antipathy to
Rumanian cconomic policy in gencral and the Galati steel
project in particular. (3). Montias has documented a number
of failures to implement Comecon treatics on specialization,
but finds that most exhibitions of discord in economic rela-
tions were attributable to stratcgies of dcvelopment and n?t

to political nationalism of the sort that had plagusd the

(1) F. Pryor, Ibid, pp. 288-89,

(2) See Brzezinski, Alternative to Partition, op. cit, p. 64;

and H. Aubrey,; Coexistence : Ticonomic Challenge and

Response, Weshington, D.C., 1361, pp. 163 and 229.

(3) J-P. Saltiel, Cahiers de 1'ISPFA, Dscomber 1965, pp. 111-3,
and J. Montia, Soviet Studies,October 1964, p. 139-40.




region before the war. (1). The separation of TFastern Germany
from Comecon was, in particular, not desirable on cconomic

grounds. (2).

At least one academic respondent in tho Senate
Committee enquiry of 1964 sought the instigation by trade
dealings of "nationalism and independence within the btloc so
as to reduce the significance of the bloc as a cohesive poli-
tical and militery force", (3) but Brzezinski considcrs that
"iﬁ would be shortsighted for the Wegst to ride the tiger of
nationalism in the hope that it would threoaten only the Soviet—
dominated worlds the tiger could endanger all of Burope'. (4)-
The President's Special Committee stressed that "we are not:
interested in fostering animosities among Puropean ocommunist
nations ... (but seck) to c¢create an atmospherec in which they
will inevitably find that their intercsts are more and more;

linked to peaceful rclations with the Free World". (5).

(1) Montias, Journal of International Affairs, N°. 1, 1966,

pp. 62-3 and 67-8.

(2) Brzezinski, Forcign Affairs, April, 1963, p. 522, and

Peaceful Fngagement in Furope's Futurc, op. cit.,p. 28;

for a case supporting the political status guo in Last

Germany see H. Apel, The Contennizl Revicw, Winter 1966,

pp- 95-111.
(3) Mikescll, in U.S. Scnate, Views, p. 278.

(4) Brzezinski, op. cit., p. 11, In Altcrnative to Partition,

op. cit., p. 137, he observes that "we should not actively
discourage the occasional acts of nationalist self-asser-

tion'.

(5) President's Special Committee, pp. 11-12.
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Like others, the Special Commitiece believed
that contact with market economies through trade would fostgr
decentralization of domestic maragement (and perhaps also
politiecsl liberalization), (1) and some sce the obverse -
the devolution of economic systems leading to an expansion

of trade with the market cconomies. (2).

Following its own - still limited - economic
reforms, the Soviet Government in the text of the Five-year
Plan (1966-70) announced a c¢lear change of policy "to use
ﬁore fully the advantages of the international division of
labour", with specific reference to "the industrially developed
capitalist countriése" "At the very least", observed an
official centributor to a U.S. Congressional enguiry, "the
above deeclaration must be read as 2 recognition of the con-
giderable potential value which the markets of the industrial
West can contribute to the future devclopment of the Sovie{
cconomy". (3). In its turnthe U.S. Government has expresscd
its readiness to adopt 5 flexible trade policy towards the East
to acknowlcdge or evoke postures diminishing tension between

the two sides. (4) Nevertheless, as CGrossman concludes, "it is

(1) Sec Brzezinski, op. cit., p. 31; Grossman, op. cit.,
p.- 1713 Jacobson, in U.S. Senate, Views, p. 257.

(2) See Crossman, op. c¢it., p. 170; Kaser, The ¥World today,
' March 1966, pp. 104-5, and Comccon : Intcgration Problems
of the Planncd Fconomies, London, 1965, pp. 122 and 170-1.

{(3) L. Horman, in U.S. Congress, Joint Feconomic Committee, New

Directions in the Soviet Tconomy, Washington, D.C., 1966,

p. 938. (referred to below as U.3S. Congrecss, New Diraction@

(4) Statoments by President Johuson on 3 May 1966 and by the
Secretary of State and by the Sccretary of Agriculture in
U.S. Senate, Hearings, pp. 24 and 118. Alignment by the

U.S. with other OFCD memhers on Tastern trade restrictions

.. o
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easy to list our asscte for dealing with the Tast: it is hard
to employ them imaginatively and sffectively". (1). The
trading components of negotirtion arc cxamined in the follo-

wing part IIT of this paper.
III. TRCHENIQUES SPRECIFIC TO TAST-WE3ST TRADE

(a) States trading and most-favoured-nation

ireatment

Studies on state trading in general and on its
particular use in the Soviet Union form a very considerablc
literaturc, which is almost cerfainly larger than those on
all other foreign-trade techniques used by the Fastern Buro-
pean economies. Indeed, the significance of the other instru-~
ments in the context of ZBast-West trade arises chicefly fron
their deployment by government commercial agcncies. The
erection of a state-trading monopoly was as e¢arly an act in
the economic history of pozt-war Nastern Lurope ags it was
of Soviet Russia after the October Revolution; Gerschenkron
rightly coneluded that "economic planning of the type prac-
tised in Russia is not feasible without the use of a foreign

trade monopoly." (2). Only as methods of internal planning

(4) ../.. is assumed by Herman, op. cit., pp. 941 and 945,

in making trade projections.

(1) Grossman, op. cit., p. 171.

(2) A. Gerschenkron, Tconomic Relations with the U.3.8.R.,

Wew york, 1945, p. 18, cited hy F. Holzman in H. Rosovsky
(ed.) Industrialization in Two Systems : Bssays in Honor

of Aloxander Gerschenkron,New York, 1966, p. 240.
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.change has modification come to those for srternal sconomic
relations. In Yugoslavia the decentrelization of econonic
management was followed by the introduction of competition
among foreign-trade gnterprises to the point that in 1966
the country was admitted as full member of GATT. The reforms
currently in progress in Bulgarisa, Czéchoslovakia; Easterq
Germany, Hungary and Poland accord or cenvisage some devolg-
tion of decisions on external transactions to the enterprfse
associations which are the chief beneficiaries of decentra-
lization for domestic proourement and marketing. Some such
firms are already operating de facto as autonomous commercial
6orporations, @-Z.y the Rodopa livestock-produce trust in
Bulgaria and the Skoda group (cperating through the Motokov
export agency) in Czechoslo-akia. The demonopolization of-
foreign trade is an important, though not an essential link
in the interaction - on which part II of this paper concluded-
between western trade initiative and the progress of eastern
oricentation towards a market mochanism. In the U.S.8.R. the
limited enlargement of the autonomy of the entoerprise Whiﬁh
accompanied the recentralization of national economic mans-
gement in Octrber 1965 has not transferred any cxternal
transactions to the cnterprise or groups thercof ("unions"
or "firms"). In fact the rcgional cconomic councils

(sovnarkhozy) abolished in 1965 seem o have had - informally

at least, (1) greater powcr of initiative on foreign trade
than the present Soviet enterprise. In Albania and Rumania

the monopoly of the Winistry of Forcizn Trade is unaltercd.

(1) See D. Donnelly in A. Nove and D. Donnelly, Trade with

Communist Countries, London, 1960, ». 115 and Nove,
Ibid, p. 22.
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The accord of inter-enterprise competition in
buying or selling abroad is considersd, even by those govern-r
ments most committed to a domestic market-environment, striqtly
in the context of efficiency ecither in placing salcs advant@—‘
geously (1) or in buying abroad to keep down the prices of
home manufacturcrs. (2). One of the two primary reasons for
the Sovict establishment of a foreign-tradc monopoly in 1918
was efficiency notably as enhancing the bargaining power of the
new state on capitalist marketsy (3) tho other recason was ag 2
"blanket" control, for a government implementing the crude :
measure of "War Communism" was loth to rely on liicenses,
permits, exchange resirictions or conventional tariffs. The
sophistication of economic administration in Fastern Furope
has long passed the point where state monopolices ars needed as
facile preventives against contraband, but has not yet brought

a price system which can properly activatc a selective tariﬁf.

The amendment of present trading practice in
Tastern Furope c¢an be expected as attitudes therc changs on
efficiency and control, but enterprises uvwdertaking trade w;ll
remain state agencics operating within an econcomic and poli%ical

aystem more centripetal - so far as can now be judged - thaﬁ

(1) See, for cxample, the spceches by the Czechoslovak Ministcr

of Construction, Rude Pravo, 10 Wovember 1965, and by the

Chairman, the State Planning Commission, Ibid, 3 August 196

(2) This has from the start been a major tenet of Professor

.81ik's proposgals for reform in Czechoslovakia.

(3) 8ee A. Baykov, Sovist Foreign Trads, Prinoceton, N.J.,
1946, kP 10+11. '
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that of Yugoslavia today. It took Yugoslavia seven years from
the Declaration of 25 May 1959 to convince the Contracting
Parties to GATT that its trading corporations {still fewer

than 400) and its tariff system could function as in a market
economy. (1). Poland, whose desire to associate with GATT ﬁas
acknowledged in a Declaration of 9 Novembher 1559, is still'far
from acceptance. Agencies - and in particular those with mono-
poly rights over specified products or services -may be dis-
mantled for the better functioning of the nationalized economy,

but without necessarily altering the substance of state trading.

The crux of state trading as a problem in Fast-
West trade is that decisions to import are not solely inflqh
enced by relative costs plus customs duties. The majority
of Bastern Turopean countries have a tariff formally appliqable
to the purchases of state agencies, but the latter do not in
practice extend their buying to that limit implied by prices
and duties, and can impose or augment tariff protection by a
re-sale margin; trade will not take place in any given compn-
dity unless an explicit decision is made to import (or to :
export). This procedure - which nullifies tariff barriers, and
hence the reciprocation of most-favoured-nations (MFN)
treatment by a market cconomy -~ the Eastern Furopean countries
have aggravated by corstraining exports to the value needed to
make essential imports, the latter defined by current needs and
availabilities in physical-~unit balancing, and not, over time,
ad justed by rational investment criteria. Although simpliste
material. halances are no longser the crucial determinant of
~trade offem and requirements, (2) the volumes to be admitted

or dispatched are by no means yet price-and-tariff determined.

(1) See G. Curzon, Multilateral Commercial Diplomacy,
London, 1965, p. 303.

(2) The shoricomings of which ars described by Holzman,

op. ~it., pp. 239-41.
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The plan for imports is not necegsarily subject
to change by an'increase in their competitiveness nor is a
fall in eastern costs a causs of enlarged offers. The problem
of state trading is, of course, neither new nor confined to
Tast-West relations. It was one of the economic instruments
used to finance armament expenditure by Nazi Germany, (1)
and both the Havana negotiations which elaborated the Ehartqr
of the ebortive International Trade Organization and the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) sought to extend
to state trading the non-discrimination required undexr MFN
treatment or in the application of gquantitative restrictions.
"Nowhere, however, was the problem of implementation of such
a rule discussed, a® its practical application escapes control'.
(2). When the Contracting Partjes %o GATT first reportaed on
their use of stats trading, their extent was revealed as 8ur-
prisingly large and the information provided appears to have
been used for counterproposais on tariff reductions in the
Dillon Round of 1960-61. (3)}. The United Arah Republic (Zgypt)
is fully state-trading, but was provisionally accepted into
GATT in 1962.

The first country to ncsgotiate 2 safeguard with the
U.8.8+R. on its offer of MFN ircatment was the U.¥. A Commercial
Agreement had been concluded in April 1930 allowing MFN treat-
ment to Soviet imports, but, after according preferences 1o
the Commonwealth and Fmpire in 1932, the U.X. feared that
"monopolising foreign trade, the Soviet Sitatc could regulate
prices of exportadle articles at its own discretion ...

If the resclutions of Ottawa were not to be thwartecd, a new

(1) For a comparison of Nazi and Soviet trade policies towards

Fastern Durope, see, Aubrey, op. cit., pp. 225-9 and 235.
(2) Curzon, op. ait., p. 291.

(3) Ibia, p. 293.
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arrangement must be reachcd". (1). The U.K. also felt impelled
to denounce the agreement to negoriate an enlargement of Sovict
purchases : the present British trade deficit with the U.S5.3.R.
is no new phenomenon, for it had been gccurring in each yea#
gince 1921. A provision "unprecedented in history" was writéen
into the Agreement made in February 1934 to allow the U.K. ﬁo
withdraw MFN treatment for any good which the U.5.S.R. was 9
selling 2t a price to frustrate the Ottawa preference or "detri-
mentally to affect the productimn of such goods in the Unitéd
Kingdom". (2).

By their membership of GATT, westsern countries

accord each other MPFN treatment. Czechoslovakia had become é
member of GATT before embracing its full state-trading system,
but only the U.S.A. has formslly suspendcd its obligations %o
that country (by a unilateral declaration of 27 September 1?51).
The U.K. grants MFN treatment to all easitern countries dbut |
only Poland has MNFN treatment from the U.3.A., and other _
countries arce treated in somo cases under "anti-dumping" rulcs.
The President's Special Committee agreed that the eastern na-
tions, other than Poland, are thus put at a severe disadvantage
which they would be preparcd to negotiate upon if the President

were accorded the authority. (3).

(1) The Prospects of British Tradec with the Sovict Union,

Monograph'N°. 1 of the School of Slavonic and Yast Furopean
Studies, London, 1934, p. 3.

(2) Ibid.

(3) President's Special Committce, p- 16.
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That Committes followed now-standard practiices in
proposing as the equivalent 2 commitment to incrcasc imports by
an agreed percentage, as did the CED report (1). Originally
formulated by Baron von Platen, of Sweden, to the BCE, it wap
the basis of Poland's rcciprocity in secking admission to GATT,
and was commended by the Pirst Meeting of ths TCE Ad Hoc Group
of Txperts to Study Problems of Bast~West Trade (September
1963). (2)}. The Sccond Mecting of that Group (December 1964)
suggested "the review at periocdie intervals ... to determine
whether the results are mutually satisfactory in bringing about
the growth of total trade at the rates desired and with a sd—

tisfactory commodity composition”. (3).

Margins implicit in state-monopoly trading (as
"concealed protection” on imports and "dumping" on exporis)
are negotiable in GATT like quantitative restrictions, but, as
the Firsgt FCL Group rightly observed, "effecctive reci,rocity
or mutual advantage gshould be measured in terms of concrete and
comparable results" and much there fore must depend on the '
interpretation of the trade consequences of concessions on aach
side. Holzman ceven concludes that "precise equivalence is

unknowable". {(4).

(1) ¢¥D, p. 24.

(2) UN document, I'/PCR/TRADR/140 para. 24. M. Domke and J.

Hazard, Amcrican Journal of International Law, January 1958

pp. 55-68 suggest that such agrecment was implicit in prewar
negotiations on MFN with the U.S.S8.R.

(3) UN document, #/BCR/TRADE/ 162 para. 7. Both meectings are
discussed in detail by R. Nétcl, Economia internazionales,
Ne. 4, 1965, pp. 10-17 and the first in PEP, pp. 162-4.

(4) Holzman, op. cit., B. 263,
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A procedure which avoids such measurewent but

nevertheless furnishes some guid pro quo by the state tradcer

has been suggested by 1'Huillisr. Tastern partners would
indicate the total value of intended exports to the West over
a specifiecd period and commit themselves to purchases of equal
value; these imports would be freely competed for by Westerﬁ
countriecs up to the guérant@ad guota. (1). This involves ‘
guestions of multilateral ftrading that arec discussed in

gsection (b} of this part.

A final factor in state trading which causcs concem
in market cconomies is the potentially enhanced bargaining
power arising both from the monopoly (or more usually mono-
psbny) of the easgtern partner and from its state authority.

The PIEP report concludes on the first clement that "there is no

doubt that ... Tastern Buropean trade organizations ... plsy

off one supplier against another" but finds only rare evidence
that they "use government machinery to bring pressure to hear
on their western trading partner (c.g.) ... the granting or
withholding of visas". (2). It justly observes that if the
monopely position conduces to large orders,'tha real bargai-

ning sirenigth in castern buying lies in size, while in their

(1) J. L'Buillioer, Problems Relating to the Bxpansion of Trade

Between Freo Bnterprise and Collectivist Fconomies, Pafis,
1960 (document 102/1 of the International Chamber of
Commerce), cited by Curzon, op. cit.

(2) BEP, pp. 135-6.
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selling "there are always alternative western sources of
supply". {(1). The occasional disparity betwsen 2 large
eastern agency and numerous, smaller western businesses has lcd
some American commentators to séek retention of special con-
trols (2) or a monopolistic Western‘intermediary. (3). There
is also some bargaining strength inhercent in the castern
regar& for oxports 238 neceded only to pay for imports, while
western partners are intercsted in both. (4) Such views do not
appear to be cchoed in western Puropean business whose major
deals with thce Past are by consortia or by the largest firms
for very substantial contraets, e¢.g. Renault, Courtaulds, ICI,
Fiat to name only a few ; in the case of the lattcr , the
agreement to build a vast motor-vehicle plant is, at $800 mn.,

the largest in the firm's history. (5).

It has alrcady been observed that state trading
is not unigquely an ®ast-West problem, and that the UAR was
admitted to GATT while a state trader. Many developing countrics
employ government agencies or marketing boards for their
exports and, in stringent balance-of-payments conditions,
have introduced some form of foreign-trade planning. The cCre-
ation and consolidation of the UN Prade and Development Board,
after the UN Conference on Trade and Development in 1964,

despite the lack of success atitending many eastern initiatives

(1) Ibid, pp. 136-7 and 142y sce alsc Bolzman op. 6it., p- 254.
{2} H. Berman, in U.S. Scnate, Views, p. 226.

(3) R. Campbell, in Idbid, p. 232.

(4) Holzman, loc. cit., and 1'Huillier, op. cit.,

(5) The Times (London), 16 August 1966.
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therein, has in fact accorded state trading and foreign-trade

planning formal internaticnal recognition. (1).

(v) Bilateralism and multilateralism

If western partners individually negotiate on MFN
equivalent in traude-expansion clauses, there can be ne csr-
tainty that the bilateral increment of exchanges is not at the
expense of third parties, and hence contrary to the general?
equality implicit in the MPN treatment offered to the other}
(2). It was for this reason that L'Huillier proposed, as
already noted, that the commitment of the eastern partner be
open t¢ all western partners. The other of his proposals fo;
the expansion of Past-West trade was similarly multilateral;
viz., that western partners should in conesrt offer oconverti-
bility among themselves of eastern earnings, under some sané-
tion (for which he proposed restriction of credits) in the
event of eastern imbalance. Nove has suggested a common western
policy on guantitative roestrictions to prevent bilateral
negotiations resulting in market disruption of the western
partner or the expansion of eastern shares in particular goods

at the expenses of other western states. (3).

If MPFN. aquivalents could be negotiated with a
group of western nations (®EC, FEFTA, OECD, NATO or even GATT)

the eastern commitment would be zo widely spread that the

(1) ¥8tel, op.cit., p. 20.
(2) Holzman, op. cit., p. 264.

(3) Nove,; in Nove and Donnelly, op. ¢it., ». 37.
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expansion of trads would almost certainly he dictated Dby
commercial considerations alone. (1). Hungary has been forcmoast
in proposing that the other negotiating agency should be
Comecon. The Hungarian Foreign Minis ter raised it in his London
talks in 1965 (2) and the Chzirman of the Hungarian Economié
Association later declared tﬁat "multilateralism and generai
external convertibility was an indisponsible olement of the
more intensive cconomic relations to be developed between

Comecon and the Common Market". {3).

Progress towards such a goal is, however, scarcely
possible when both Past-West and intra-Comccon trade is
highly bilateral and when the eastern currencies are inconver-
tible, and - as & consequence of both ~ not held at all in the

West and exiguously {(as "transferable roubles") in the Zast.

An analysis by the Sceretariat of the ECE has shown
that in 1964, 68 per cent of the trade of the 19 countries of
West Euroﬁe with the 8 countriecs of the Past was bilateral
{(the Mederal Republic of CGermany was the most bilateral - at
84 per cent - and the U.K. low at 52 per cent, though not the
lowest (Ireland 25, Portugal 48 per cent). (4). In their .
turn, the eastern countries are still more bilatecral in intra-
trade than with the west : Holzman calculatcd for 1958 that
91 per cent of Soviet trade with eastern partners was bilate-

rd, against 74 per cent with western partncrs. (5). Comments

(1) Holzman, op. cit., p. 265; Nove, in Nove and Donnelly,.
f)i!. Cito, jol) 360

(2) Mr. J. Petér, The Times (London), 3 July 1965.
(3) Professor I. Vajda, Ibid, 4 March 1966.

(4) Economic Bulletin for Europe, Vol. 17, N°. 1, pp. 51-2.

(5) Holzman, op. cit., p. 248.
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by western Eurdpean governments on proposals of the First
Meeting of the Ad Hoc Group "toward achieving a greater degree
of multilateralism in trade and payments" revealed that the
M.K. was much more hesitant than it had been earlier on
advocacy of multilateralism with the east, and that the
Netherlands, Austria and the Scandinavian countries strongly
supported it. Greecec, Italy and Spain were severely cautious

on multilateralism. (1).

The reserve expressed by the U.K. reflescts concern
at the substantial deficit of that country with the Bast. (é)-
Substantial use of those earnings has been made in the rest of
the Sterling Ares : indeed, Australia's increasing trade
surpluses with the Fast have, in a recent situdy, been described
as "providential" in tackling the balance-of-payments problem
of a rapidly industrializing nation greatly dependent on pri-
mary exports< (3). Transfers to other currencies have never-
thelese made sterling tho moncy most heavily convertible by
eastern partners -mainly direct to other western ssellers but
in some cases via other eastern traders : Hungary is an operator
in "switch" deals second to none, and Rumania has notably usod

sterling to settle on eastern markets.

Because France and Belgium have almost as high a
share of multilateral trading with the Bast as the U.K. {only
53 and 55 per cdent was bilaterally balanced in 1964), their

(1) N&tel, op. cit., pp. 16-47.

(2) See part II, section (a)

(3) J. Wilezynski, Bconomic Regord, Dscember 1965, pp. 329-52.
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francs would bs in a similar position had not both kopt overall
deficits with the Fast much lower than the British (with

surpluseés in Some Yyears).

A resolution of the Bank for International EBconomic
Cooperation (created within the framcwork of Comecon) (1) in
Octover 1665 authorized negotiations on clearing with western
central banks and was reportedly followed in July 1966 by =
‘decision to require one~third of subseription to the capital
of the Bank ($100 mn. out of $330 mn.) to be available in con-

vertible currencies or gold.

The suggestion has besn made that the west should
not encourage agreements with the Bank (as with Comeccon itself)
for fear of strengthening Soviet control over other msmbers
through the ageney. This view secms not only short-sighted,
but at variance with the record of members' autonomy in the
Bank itself (over Polish insistence on a convertible iranche
in clearing balances), in Comecon (the Rumanian dissension
of 1962-4) and in other eastern agcncics (e.g. the Warsaw
Treaty Organization in 1966). Nevertheless, limited conver-
tibility in intra-trade and in Bast-West payments if attained,
could better be regarded as a2 step towards castern entry into

the International Monetary Fund.

A solution to Tast~West payments hilateralism on a

scale broader than the EBuropean or Atlantic communities is

(1) See the Bank's report on its first year of operation, la

Bangue Internationale pour la Coopération Fconomigque 1964,

Moscow, 1965, esp. pp. 1-8; Kascr, op. cit., pp. 136-9 and
in Projet (Paris), July 1966, pp. 820-23.
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the more indicated by virtue of the heavy bilateral anments

of the inconvertible currencics of developing countries- Both
castern and western states have balanées in such currencies
which could be more widely elearcd teo mutual advantage. It is
highly significan% thdat in its nine years of activitj (1957/58
to 1965/66) non—Eufoﬁéaﬂ countries accounted for 45 per cent of
the circuits arranged by the TCE Multilateral Compensation
Procedurce and that, 28 Europeéh uge of the dispositions decli-

nés, developing countries have employed theéh increasingly. (1).

(¢) Long-term agreements

The eastern preference for bilateralism has been
accompanied by a desire for long-term trade agreements, and
for the same reasons - to assure the continuity of prozected
supplies in a plan system that, until the recent beginnings
of reform, has in effcct madc rigidity into a virtue. The con-
vertibility of eastern currencies would reguire the dseper
penetration of western price reclationships into the national
cconomics (because sales arc not geared to specific purchascs
and the plan would hence have to be seriously concerhed with
rclative domestic prices); long-run bulk contracts for speci-
fied goods fcnd off value calculations still further from thse

national plan.

The desire for such agrecments by castern partn@fs
may be diminished by their domestic reform. The Soviet incli-

nation for long-term arrangements (2) was officially

(1) UN Document %/2CE/629, para. 6.

(2) B.g.y, a8 exprosscd to a delegation of the Swedish Banks
~Asgsociation by the Soviet Ministry of Foreign Trade,
Pkonomisk Revy (Stockholm), April, 1964, p. 40.
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re-iterated at the XXIII Congress of the Soviet Communist

Party in March 1966 - in connection with its approval of the
Five~ycar Plan ~ and the U.S.S.R. has concluded contracts to
1968 for Canadian grain. There are, on the other hand, westcrn
complaints on the lack of continuity among castern partners both

as sellers and as buyers. (1).

(4) Joint ventures

The eastern prohibition of private forcign invest-
ment on thceir territories inhibits the establishment of rela-
tionships which would promotec the continuity of trade, and, more
importantly, prevents that flow of capital which shouid be a
consecquence of the dcmonstration of opportunities by %rade- Nei-
ther does labour migration across frontiers tend to eguilibrate
(as it has so notably done within ERC) Tast-West or intra-TPast

disparities in current costs.

Until recently, the many uncompensated nationa-
lisation measures {chicfly in 1917-18 in the U.3.5.R. and
1945-48 in the rest of castern Furopsz) would have ruled out
western intercst in such investment. Since 1960 the rate at
whiceh wecatern claims have been settled in bilateral negotiation
has been significantly increasing (with the U.3.3.R. only in
relation to territorial acquisitions since 1939, hecause no
responsibility is accepted for Tsarist debts or the revolu=-
tionary expropriations), and a clear sastern readiness for 1li-

mited invesiment prejects has appearecd.

(1) See PEP, 140-%1 and 145-6.
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Equity participation in an centerprise located in
an eastern Buropean state would seem to be excluded an ideo=~
logical grounds (though this might not extend to western public
corporations), but has already begun to be accepted among the
eastern countries themselves. A joint Polcno-Hungarian company
to process coal slack was established in 1962 and a 3u1garian~
Hungarian company for engineering and food-processing was sat
up in 1964. Generally, however, an ecastern country investing
in ancther provides funds for a plant owuned by the.hdst gtate

and is repaid at fixed interest from production.

The Jjoint venture in an Fast-West basis is typified
by the abortive Krupps negotiations with Poland. The German
firm offered to place contracts with a Polish state~pwned
plant for vehicle gear-boxes : Krupps would have hel%ed to
set up the cnterprise with patents, expertise and equipment,
while the Polish corporation was to have furnished the site,
buildings and labour. It appcarcd a reasonable bargain between
a company restricted by latour-shortage ipn westcern Germany
hut with an expanding business, and the Polish enterprise, in
an under-employed cconomy and nceding market outlets. In
effeect the general plan is to farm out contracts to state-
owned c¢nterprisecs in ecastern Furene and at least three other
joint ventures have been mootsd - 2 Swedish engineering firm
is roported to be interested in sub-contracting engineering
componenits in Pecland, Rumania to turn over a furniture factory
to work exclusively for the American market, and Hungary to
estahlish a micro-motor plant for U.S. enterpriscs. The
President's Special Committee had concluded - before any such
offers were in fact made - taht "The possibility of a private
.83, firm establishing a subsidiary or entering into a joint
venture in theo U.3.,8.R. is beyond our present vision; it may

not be s¢ far-fetched in some eastern Furopean countries™. (1).

(1) President's Special Committee, p. 14.
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On his visit to the U.K. in February 1966 the
Rumanian Deputy Prime Minister, Ir. Birladeanu, made a goncral
invitation to westorn firms to seot up plant in Bumunia to
produce goods for export to the ¥West, the enterpriseg romai-

ning Rumanian property. (1ja
(e) Credits

Credits at commercial ratces (where applicable, with
government guarantecs) are another, if limited, form of
vestern investment in eastern Burepe. The extent to which such
capital flow should be furnished has bocen a matter of acute

controversy within the West.

It is generally agrecd that 2id, in the sonsc of
that provided by most western states to the devolop1ng
countries, is not to be offercd to sastern Turopean: states
(not, as clsewhere in this paper, counting Yugoslavia)g some
receive small help in the form of United Nations Technical
Assistance, but this is of course far outweighed byéthe aid
of the easgt to the devcecloping countries. I% is, cxcept in the
United States, open to any individual or corporation to make
loans tb any castern govarnment or state enterprisc as it
thinks best. The American exception relates fto the Johnson
Act (1934) which prohibits a U.S. citizen from offering loans
other than short-term commercial credit to any country
defaulting on its financial obligations to the U.S.A. Bxcop-
tions have beon made for the Pxport-Import Bank and in favour

of members of the IMF and IBRD (whence Yugoslavia éscapes).

(1) The Pimes (London), 10 Fehruary 1966.
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Long-term commercial credit to the IFast is thus illegal for

& U.S. citizen or agency (other than the Bxport-Impart Bank).

Holzman bolieves, however, that "the Johnson Act is a hypo-
critical veil to hide behind. The question should not be :
should we allow the Russians to be granted loans ? hut,
rather, on what terms ? These termé can of course, ﬁe pro~
hibitive". (1). In fact the defirults for which the?eastern
nations are held responsible are largely World Har I debts
and Lease-~Lend obligations. The former ought reasonably to be
written off. Only the U.S3.3.R. has not come to agreément with
the U.83.4A. on Lease~-lend, despite Mr. Kosygin's repérted
proposal that the U.5.5.R. would be willing to make a partial
payment in secttlement (2) (Stalin'’s administration had
offered $300 mn. to mect the U.S. claim for $800 nn. but
Khrushchev had rejected U.S. prcpoéals for negotiations (3}.).
The balance of claimed default totaied $72 mn. {(Surplus-
property disposal and claims against expropriafion) in 1963
(4) just under the value of U.3. imports from those countries

that year and less than half its exports thither.

The crucial problem arises, however, in government
i

guarantecs fer long-term commercial credit, a guarantec

(1) In U.S. Senate, Views, p. 253.
(2) The Times (London), 20 November 19464.
(3) U.S. Senate, Hearings, pp. 211-2.

(4) Ibid, pp. 29-30.
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generally expected by business in such ¢ircumstances, and,
accorded for about 75 per cent of all credits for equipment.
(1). Of OBCD members (defined as the "West" in this papeT ),
Austfia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Franco, Federal Republic
of Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Swedén,
Switzerland, the U.K. and the U.S5.A. are represented by
their appropriate institution on the "Berne Uhion",sfounded
in 1934 to discuss terms offefad for credit under gévernment
guarantee. (2). The Union consensus on supplier-crédit
schemes was the desirability of a 1limit of 5 years for re-
payment {with 7 years for supply of ships or jet aircraft).
The fact that this view - not in any case, binding on its
menbers~ had beon expressed led to severe criticism, chiefly
from U.S. sources, of governmental institutions excesding
the 5 years limit. (3). French credits of 7 years have heen
accorded; in May 1965 the Federal German government announced
that credits of 8 years would bo availahle to all save
Czechoslovakiz and the Soviet ﬁnion; and the U.K. s&stem of
financial guarantees (not of the type coverecd by the Berne
Union) introduced in 1961, allows loans gonerally of up to

8 years {and in special cases up to 12 years from date of
commissioning or up to 15 years from date of contréct).
Jap:n, which has now risen to second place among tbe markoet—--
economics partners of the U.S.R., also allows 1oan? well

above five years but is not represented in the Berne Union.

(1) Sce Ibid, pp. 185-6 and 354; PBP, pp. 148-9.
(2) Ibid, p. 184.
(3) Brzezinski, Altcrnative to Partition, ope. cit., p. 68;

and in U.S. Scnate, Views, p. 2305 Marx, Ibid, p. 2743
CED, pp. 27-30.
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These guarantees concern only major plant or oceah—going ships
which form a small part of total U.K. trade with the east,; but
it is undeniable that therc has been some lengthening of other
vestern credits as a consecquence. This has naturally been
exploited by castern partncrs, who can play off western ten-
derers on credit offers. The Deputy Chairman of the U.5.35.R.
Vneshtorgbank told a Swedish mission in 1964 thaf credit of

at least 10 years was wanted for complete plant, and that

"we never rofusc credits when they are granted on favouradle
terms". (1). When Mr. Mikoyan visited the U.S.A. in 1960 with
Mr. Khrushchev he told the Scceretary of the Treasury that

for trade with the U.8. to be "substantially expanded, it
would have to be on a long-term, low-initcrest credit basis.

We made it perfectly clear that this was not possible, at
least until they had settled the lend-lease debi". (2) Mr.
Kosygin's administration seems however to have hecomz more
selective in its acceptance or long-term finance. (3).
Government views on their guarantces to commercial credit

to the¢ Tast range, therefore, from a refusal to grant any

by the U.8., to a broad acceptance of five years by most
western Puropcan administrations and of seven to eight years
by France and the U.X. The western Buropean, Canadian and
Japanese view is that credit should be 2llowed where it is
standard practice, without making a special case out for sales
to the East. |

(1) Liljefors, op. cit., p. 40.
(2) Hon. D. Dillon, in U.S. Senate, Hearings, pp. 211-2.

(3) H. Heiss, in U.S. Congress, New Directions, p. 920.
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In normal trade between developed countries
commercial credit will be accorded by both sides, and re-
payments of old credit, with interest, will substaﬁtially
éffset new loans. In the cage of Fast-West trade tyo featuros
make for a heavy net payment by the West. The items on which
gredit is available (plant and equipment) predominantly flaw
ﬁrom West to Tast, altnough, therc is something of a reverse
flow if Finland counts as the West (e.g. the $60 mn. Soviet
loan to the Finnish Statc steel enterprise Rauturuukki, re-
payable over 15 years, to which was added $8 mn. by a loan
floated in London by Hsmbro's Bank in 1964). Secondly, trade
is cxpanding rapidly and amortisation and loan charges arc
very small in relation to new commitments. The Eagt in general
is in the position of Yugoslavia a decade or so ago and it
should not he forgotten that, when the repayment burden hecame
severe, governmental intervention became neccssary among wes-
;ern partners to tazke over the commercial loans which had no

state backing.

This experience may well have prompted some of
the Amcrican critics of present credit policy to fear that
heavy lending now could "put their croditors under substantial
pressurc to accopt unwanted commodities in lieu of defaults
and éould amount to 2 subsidy for their cconomies™. (1).

"We want to avoid creating conditions in which a Western coun-
ﬁry may he tempted to give concessions in order tq obtain
repayment of a debt". (2). "In the case of the smaller FPuropean
nations such as Pngland (sic) and others, credit to the Soviet
Union can give the Soviet Union dangerous blackmail potential™..
(3). The rejoinder %o this view among the creditor nations

(notably France, Federal Rcpublic of Germany, Japan and the U.K)

(1) Prosident's Special Committee, p. 16.

(2) CED, ps 29 (this paragraph was one from which the Ruropean

and Japanese collaborating committees dissented). /
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igs that the Fast - as here defined -~ has proved itself ponc-
tual and honest in all previous repayments, and that the same
commercial safeguards are taken as with the much larger volume

of credits to other destinations.

Patently, similar arguments apply to the denial of
credits as to cmbargoes or ttade controls 3 if the gain from
frade is to he restricted, sd much the more should credit.

Both stéem from the view that a retardation of easfern potential
for growth or casterh credit programmes is deulrablp s in this
1108 the cssencs of the western debate on Tast- Wast trade, and
the response is oxclu51veiy political. President Johnson s
announcehent on 3 May 1966 that he hau instructed the Secrectary
of State to submlt to Congress draft leglslatlon gasging res-
trictions on tradd with the East was couched in terms of
favourable political objectives. In the cost—benefit analysis

of international tension the cconomic additive is small, but

enly the strongest can ignors it entirely.

(3) «./.. Brzezinski, in U.S. Senate, Views, p. 230; see also

his Alternative to Partition, op. cit., pp. 58~68.



‘_)

Cana&a

U.s.

Japan
Austﬁia
Belgium~Lux.
Denmérk

Prance

. Germany

‘Greescs

Iceland
Ireland
Italy
Netherlands
Norway
Portugal
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Turkey

U.K.

Total OFCD members

48.

APPENDIX TABLE

Share of RPastern Burope in 0TECD

Members' Trade in 1965

Percentage of

Pxports

I B A A B ~ S o I I Y U 2 N \V B o B V)
(¥ R I R L T ¥ R O R |
-~ & W N 2 s OOy M@ WO NN W T\

~.

—
- = L] - - - - =

i3

Percentage of

Imports

- -

-

—

TN W N s 2 O W oo
~

e

- -

—
- - ~- -

-

- - ~

N S >
B

ny
n

10,0

o
Lo

2,9



The Atlantic Institute
L’Institut Atlantique

IDEOCRATIE ET RATIONALITE, UNIVERSALITE ET POLYCENTRISME

par

. Konstantin A, JELENSKI

Ewarr oot

Conférence Est=-Ouest ~ Rome = Octobre 1966

24 quai du 4-Septembre, Boulogne-sur-Seine, France
Tel. 825 51-40 Cable: Atlinst-Paris



IDEOCRATIE ET RATIONALITE, UNIVEZERSALITE ET POLYCENTRISME

Une bande dessinée dans un grand journal américain m'a révélé, mieux
que tout commentaire politique, une certaine transformation de l'opinion publi-
que américaine & l'égard du communisme européen, Un général américain y infor-
mait le héros qu'iad la faveur de la guerre du Vietnam les Chinois avaient mis
au point un plan démoniaque: ils introduiraient des bombes atomiques en p?éces
détachées aux Etats=Unis et en URSS et les feraient explosor a& distance, afin
de provoguer une guerre eihtre les deux nays.

Cet épigade n'est aprds tout pas autre chose qu'une tramsposition, en
termes de mythologie populaire, de la célébre lettre adressée par le Comité
Central du PCUS aux partis communistes du monde en Mars dernier, & la veille du
Vingt~Troisi&me Congrés, "Les dirigeants chinois - disait cette lettre -~ ont
besoin d'une longue guerre au Vietnam, afin de maintenir la tension internatio- I
nale et de représenter la Chine en tant que forteresse assiégde, I1 v a toutes
les raisons de croire gqu'un des buts de la direction chinoise dans l'affaire du
Vietnam est de provogquer un conflit militaire entre 1'URSS et les Etats=~Unis.
Comme ils disent ecux-m@mes, ils ont besoin d'un conflit entre 1'URSS et les )
Etats-Unis afin d'observer du haut d'une montagne les tigres s'entredévorer",

L'URSS aurait-elle abdiqué, en faveur de la Chine, ses aspirations uni=-
versalistes, pourtant inscrites dans son idéologie, pour devenir "'un pays comme

un autre'" dans un monde polycentriste, voué & la coexistence nucléaire? Les consé-

quences de l'escalade américaine au Vietnam sur le dialogue Est-Ouest prouvent
qu'il est impossible de l'affirmer, L'URSS ne veut ni ne peut désavouer la nature f
idéocratique de son régime, Mais les contradictions entre ses intéré&ts nationaux !
et son idéologie existent désormais en politique intérieure ainsi qu'en politique E

extérieure,




Ces contradictions sont devenues &videntes depuis gque le rapport secret
de Khrouchtchev a mis en cause l'infaillibilité du parti, depuis que lé conflit
russo~chinois a mis explicitement fin & 1'unité du monde communiste. Elles ont
donné lieu, pour-les observateurs occidentaux, & deux thdses voisines et pourtant
distinctes: celle de la fin de l'idéologie en URSS et celle de la convergence
possible des régimes soviétique et occidental, _

La thése de la fin de 1'iddologie date de "L'Opium des Intellectuels' de
Raymond Aron, publié en 1955, On a trop souvent oublié¢, dans la discussion qui
suivit, qu'Aron définissait 1'idéologie comme "la mise en forme pseudojsystéma-
tique d'une vision globale du monde histbrique". D'une idéologie ainsi définie
(Aronrutilisait aussi le terme de "religion séculaire"), le stalinisme était de
toute évidence la forme extréme, Il s'agissait donc 12 d'autre chose que de ces
idéologies que postulait impliciteément Emile Durkheim en affirmant que.'toute
société est un ordre moral" et dans lesquelles Raymond Aron voit 'la mise en for=
me d'une attitude historique ou d'une hiérarchie des valeurs" (1). Rien ne permet
de croire que le monde communiste va renoncer au marxisme-léninisme en tant qu'idéo=-
logie officielle. Mais il est certain gqu'en Union Soviétique et avec plus de force
encore dans les démocraties populaires certaines théses essentielles dﬁ marxisme~
léninisme ont été, depuis la mort de Staline, mises en question et que le systéme
ne présente plus cet aspect de fausse cohérence qu'il avait & 1l'époqgue stalinienne,
les débats dans la science, la philosophie, la sociologie, la littérature ot les
arts comportent une révision du marxisme-léninisme qui le rapproche des principsux
courants de la pensde rationaliste occidentale, Je me propose d'illustrer cette
érogion idéologique sur plusieurs points cruciaux, J'enticiperai en disant que les
théses du marxisme-léninisme écartdes de la discussion & l'intérieur du systéme
et conservent la rigidité de dogmes sont celles qui fondent la 1légitimité de la
"mission historique” du parti: son monopole du pouvoir.

Cette limitation nous méne directement & l'autre thése, celle de la

convergence hossible entre les régimes sovidtique et occidental, Celle—ci s'inscrit

(1) Raymond Aron: "Trois Essais sur l'Age Industriel’, Collection Preuves,
Plon 1968,
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d'une part, dans une certaine tradition de raisomnement historigue qui prévoit,
depuis des sidcles, que tout fanatisme idéologique est voué au déelin, On y recon-
naftra le cycle de la décadence dynastique de Platon, la dégradation des élites,
prévue par Parcto, de "lions" en "renards", le "Capoue" des anciens ot "1'embour-
geoisement'des modernes. Ce qui a conféré une actualité nouvelle 2 ce séepticisme
un peu désabusé, c'est 1l'avénement d'un nouveau type social universel, &ont 1'ana-
lyse la plus précise est due encore & Raymond Aron et qu'il a baptisé société
industrielle, Des régimes qui se voulaient irréductiblement hostiles 1'un 3 1'au-
tre, 1'Union Soviétique et les démocraties occidentales, ont édifié des industries
dont les techniques de production se ressemblent, ce qui tend a rapprodher de plus
en plus leur infrastructure technique et administrative, Or, si Raymond Aron refuse
explicitement de conclure qu'il en suivra inévitablement la désintégration du régime
politique et du monopole idéologique du cfté communiste, de nombreux commentateurs
ont identifié démocratie et bien-&tre et semblent croire que le totalifarisme, lié
a4 la phase d'industrialisation primaire accélérée, ne peut résister & la prospé-
rité, Zbigniew Brzezinski a trés judicicusement décelé dans ce raisonnement une
forme de marxisme vulgaire: le type de régime politique et d'idéologie serait
fonction du degré de dévelopnement des forces productives,
Je me propose de traiter sdéparément les deux théses de la "fin de 1'idéo-

logie en URSS et de la convergence possible entre les deux régimes, dans l'espoir
de démontrer que si la révision de l'idéologic semble admise dans des domaines
aussi importants que la science, 1'économie, la philosophie et 1la littérature, ia
croyance gque le parti continue & exiger est la croyance dans le parti,fcelle pré-
cisément qui limite la thése de la convergence,.

Je me bornerai & dessein 3 examiner dans ce papier 1l'évolution des
idées en URSS, Dans les autres pays de 1'Est les mfmes problémes se.posent & la
fois d'une fagon nlus spectaculaire et avec moins d'acuité, En 1945, les ''progres-
sistes' européens croyaient que l'Histoire avait offert & sa fille afnée, la
Russie, l'Europe de 1'Est en don permanent, A la lumidre de la déstalinisation et
du polycentrisme il est clair maintenant que l'empire soviétique a subi en Europe
de 1'Est une défaite historique, L'URSS n'a pas réussi A russifier ces peuples ni
a4 les convertir au marxisme-léninisme, Le caractére spectaculaire du révisionnisme

-

polonais ou hongrois en 1956 représentait ainsi une réaction & une période
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relativement courte de contrainte., Lo révolte de ces intellectuels a exerceé une
grande influence sur les intellectuecls soviétiques, mais c'est en URSS seulement
que 1la "désidéologisation" a pour cadre un pays formé par 1'idéologie et ol celle~

cli est plutst renforcée quiaffaiblie paf 1a solidarité nationale,

Sur certains points essentiels, le marxisme-~léninisme, sous sa forme pré-

sente est sur la défensive en URSS., (1)

Le Matérialisme dialectique représente la base de la philesophic soviéti-

-

que, car il est censé répondre & toutes les questions liées & la nature de la réali-
té et la nature de la connaissance. Les découvertes de la science noderne = en par-
ticulier dans les domaines de la physique, de la logique et de la mathématique -~
sont difficilement conciliables avec les catégories ''marxistes' de la matiére, de
l'espace et du temps, Longtemps entravés par les dogmes du matérialism? dialectique,
les savants soviétiques ont, depuis une dizaine d'années, revendiqué la primauté

de la science sur la philosophie,

La théorie de 1l'exploitation de Marx forme la justification politique et

morale de son systéme, Or, cette théorie est basde sur la notion de valeur-travail,
inconciliable avec la notion de rareté et avec le raisonnement marginaliste sans
lesquels une économie moderne ne peut assurer une distribution rationnglle des
ressources, Les économistes soviétiques ont élaboré maintenant des théories qui
admettent implicitement le caractére anachronique des ihstruments conceptuels de

Ricardo et de Marx.

Le matérialisme historique, thdéorie d’un mouvement déterminé de 1l'histoire

et de ''lois objectives de développement social" est 1l'oeuvre maftresse de Marx, Il
en convient lui-méme, dons une lettre de 1852 :'Ce que j'ai fait de nouveau: j'ai

démontré 1°~ que l'existence des classes est liée aux phases particuliéres du

développement de la production; 2°- que la lutte des classes méne nécessairement 3

(1) Pour une discussion plus ample de ce sujet, voir Daniel Bell: Marxism=Leninism:
a Doctrine on the Défensive (The "End of Ideology’ in the Soviet Union?); dans
"The Appeals and Paradoxes of Contemporary Marxism', Frederick Praeger,
New=York 1966,
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la dictature du prolétariat;3°= que cette dictature elle-méme a'est qu'une période

de transition qui précédera 1'abolition de toutes les classes et la société sans

classes." (1)

S$i dans chaque domaine 1la doctrine marxiste~léniniste a été d'abord mise
en question par la praxis, ceci est par excellence le cas du matérialismé histori~
que qui, par ses composants de déterminisme et de volontarisme, est censé a la fois
représenter une route toute tracée et guider ceux qui la suivent, Or, il est clair
que l'analyse marxiste ne correspond pas aux développements de 1l'histoire au ving-
tidme sidcle, C'est sur ce terrain que 1'idéologie soviétique est confrontée par
les probiémes les plus ardus, car ils comprennent le développement du capitalisme,
1'infaillibilité du parti (le r8le de Staline et de Khrouchichev), le polycentrisme
a l'intérieur du camp,

Je ne vais pas discuter dans ce papier ia révolte dans la litférature et
dans les arts qui, commencée en Pologne et en Hongrie autour de 1956, s'est commu-
niquée 3 1'URSS et qui est l'aspect le plus connu du "dégel". Les théories de réa-
lisme socialiste et la mainmise jdanovienne sur les arts ne sont nullement essen-
tielles & la doctrine marxiste~léniniste et ne représentent gqu'une face du
stalinisme. 11 faut cependant tenir compte de 1'énorme importance de la revendica-
tion, par les écrivains ''libéraux’, du droit & décrire la vie soviétique telle
qu'elle est et non pas telle que 1'idéologie 1'a voulue, D'autre part, le fait que
le conflit entre les "durs’ et les "libéraux” en littérature soit en quelque sorte
"institutionaliss" (depuis plusieurs amnées les uns et les autres disposent de
leurs propres revues) préfigure peut—6tre une forme de pluralisme qui p§urrait
s'étendre 4 d'autres domaines, Enfin, c¢'est bien le procés Siniavski Daniel qui a
provoqué, non seulement des protestations sans précédent dans plusieurs partis
communistes, mais aussi un appel de vingt-cing écrivaing, artistes et savants
soviétiques parmi les plus prestigieux qui se sont adressés directement au Comité

Central pour qu'il ne permette pas le retour aux vieilles méthodes de répression,

(1) Cité par Sir Isaiah Berlin: "Karl Marx: his life and environment”, Oxford
University Press,



Il va sang dire que la liberté intellectuelle est plus frappantg encore
dans d'sutres pays de 1'Est, Je vais me limiter & en signaler un seul exe@ple.
L'écrivain hongrdis Ivan Boldizsar, qui joue depuis des années un r&le "officiel”
dans la vie littéraire de son pays, o consacré, dans le dernier numéro de "The New
Hungarian Quaterly” (été 1966) un article aux récents colloques d’intellectuels de
1'Bst et de 1'Cuest, Il y dé{init le terme d'intellectuel de 1la fagon suivante:

"I1s conservent leur indépendance intellectuelle, ils insistent & voir les
deux c6tés de chaque probléme, ils ne précoﬁisent aucune solution exclusive et ils
sont tous voltairiens dans le sens que, m#me s'ils combattent ce que dit;l'adversai;
re, ils sont pré&ts a lutter jﬁsquéé lg motrt pour défendre son droit 2a le;dire."

"Nos lecteurs - continue plus loin Boldizsar = pourraizsnt croirg, avec
certaing participants & nos collogues, que cette définition est applicabie en
Occident, mais non pag au délégués plus ou moins officiels de 1'Est, Heureusement,
il apparait de plus en plus clairement des récents colloques internationaux que ma
définition de l'intellectuel s'applique tout aussi bien aux intellectuelé des pays
socialistes de 1'Est,”

Laissons pour le moment de c8té les réserves que cet optimisme ne peut
manguer de susciter: le fait m@me qu'un représentant effectivement officiel d'un
pays socianliste puisse définir le r8le de 1l'intellectucl non seulement d'une facgon
non-marxiste, mais conforme au plus pur idéalisme libéral est assez révélateur,

Le Matérialisme dialectique, la Science et la Philosophic - Le matérialis-

me dialectique se veut une vision du monde scientifique, dérivée directement de la
science, Engels, qui concevait la dialectique comme "'la science des lois les plus
générales de tout mouvement', pensait que la philosophie allait se résoudre dans la
science une fois que savants et historiens utiliseraient la dialectique; La distinc-
tion entre le matérialisme dialectique et les sciences a été en effet léobjet de
nombreuses controverses en URSS, Plusieurs guestions se sont, dés le début, nosées:
Dang une société &tablie sur la base d'un socialisme scientifique, la philosophie
a=t~elle une raison d'8tre? Quelle est la nature du matérialisme marxiste? Quelle
autorité finale doit décider de 1'issue des controverses philosophiques? Dans les
années 1920, les marxistes positivistes, soutenus par de nombreux savants et techni-
ciens, déclaraient, en se basant sur 'L’Anti-Dithring’ d'Engels, que la philosophie

devait céder la place aux sciences naturelles et historiques qui en seraient en
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quelque sorte la somme implicite. Ils étaient opposés par les représentants de
1'héritage philosophique dérivé de Hegel et de Lénine, dirigés par le philosophe
Abram M, Deborine, qui devaient remporter une victoire décisive en 1922, C'était

le triomphe du programme philosophique de Lénine (qui se réservait le droit de
critiquer non pas les concepts scientifiques en tant que tels, mais les conclusions
épistémologiques de la physique moderne) sur la tradition scientiste d'Engels,

Majis, une fois établi que le matérialisme dialectique avait le pas sur
les sciences, pouvaite=on laisser les philosophes déeider du matérialisme dialecti-
que? En 1831, le Comité Central du Parti accusa Deborine et ses partisans de sépa-
rer la philosophie de la politique, la théorie de la pratique et d'éliminer le
principe de la "partiinost" de la science et de la philogophie. Dés lors, les
philosophes "professionnels" n'eurent plus aucun r8le dans le développement du
marxisme=léninisme,

Dans la théorie marxiste, on ne voit pas clairement quel est le r8Sle de
la science, pourtant un des concepts de base de la doetrine, Le marxisme est bien
"seientifique', mais la science, en tant qu'activité théorique et pratique, & long-
temps été considérée comme subordonnée aux forces économiques et matérielles.

" de 1la science = il

Lénine n'a jamais explicitement affirmé la "nature de classe
ne faisait que dénoncer la philosophie "officilelle" au service des régimes bour-
geols (dans la tradition de la critique marxiste de 1l'idéalisme), A partir de 1931,
le gtalinisme nia la base objective de la science, qui fut assimilée a 1& super-
structure. Les savants 'bourgeois” furent dés lors accusés de servir un complot
destiné & réconcilier la science et la religion. La physique de la relativité était
coupable de nier les fondements absolus de l'espace et du temps. La physique des
quanta, d'introduire la subjectivité dans 1la deseription de la réalité,

Si 1'on tient compte du fait que la théorie de la relativité était honnie
en URSS jusqu'en 1954 et que les physiciens sovidtiques étaient tenus & dénoncer
rituellenent "l'Einsteinisme réactionnaire', la bombe et les spoutniks prouvent
abondamment que les déclarations verbales n'avaient pas de poids déterminant sur
les laboratoires et les usines, En effet, tous les experts occidentaux gont d'accord
sur ce point, les savants russes n'emnploient la terminclogie du matérialisme dia-
lectique qu'enh hommage & la philosophie officielle de 1'Etat, tout en utilisant la

méthodologie sclentifique commune & toute la tradition occidentale, Un des meilleurs



spécialistes de la science soviétique, Maxim X, Mikulak déclare: 'Dans aucun des
ouvrages techniques de savants soviétiques lus par moi, je n'ai pu découvrir 1l'em-
ploi de lois de la pensée dialectique pi d'une méthodologie caractéristique du

matérialisme dialectique."” (1)

i1l est pourtant certain que le matérialisme dialectique, utilisé par les
ataliniens , a emp@ché le développement de certaines branches de la scilence, Le
cag le plus notoire est celui de 1l'agronome T,D, Lysenko qui a tdché de discrédi-
ter la génétique pour des raisons idéologiques, Il y en a d'autres, en astronomie,
en agriculture, en physique méme, L'illustre physicien soviétique P, Kapitsa
déclarait en 1962 que le matérialisme dialectique soviétique avait rejeté la cyher-
nétique, la théorie des quanta, la théorie de la relativité et avait commis d'au~-
tres erreurs encore, ''Si les Soviétiques avaient accepté la primauté des philoso-

phes en 1954 =~ écrivait-il - ils n'auraient pu conquérir le cosmos,"

Le programme du Parti de 1961 a finalement introduit une nouvelle défi-
nition de la science: la recherche théorique et la recherche appliquée n'y sont
plus considérées comme faisant partie de la superstructure, mais définie comme
"forces productives' et ''facteur essentiel dans le développement des forces pro-
ductives”, Ce qui peut nous paraftre en Occident comme des joutes verbales scolas-
tiques prend un tout autre poids sous un régime qui a si longtemps considéré le
"Diamat"” comme le fondement m&me de sa philosophie, Désormais, si la science fait
partie des forces productives plut8t que de la superstructure, ses activités et
ses découvertes sont en quelque sorte légitimisées & l'intérieur méme de la doc-
trine, Comme dans la tradition occidentale, c'est la théorie qui devra &tre confor-
me aux normes et aux découvertes de la science, au lieu d'imposer & celle-ci un
cadre dogmatique, L'académicien S,L, Sobolev n'a-t-il pas dénoncé, dans un céldbre
rapport, "ceux qui parlent de théories scientifiques idéalistes et matérialistes"?
Tandis qu'un observateur aussi qualifié que A,J. Ayer éerivait en 1962, aprés avoir
donné une série de conférences & la Faculté Scientifique de Moscou: "Le prestige

de la science est si grand qu'il s'agit & présent pour les philosophes d'adapter

(1) "Survey", Londres, Juillet 1964,



leurs principes phillosophiques & la théorie scientifique courante plutdt que du

processus contraire",

Leyis S, Feuer, de 1'Université de Chicago, qul a fréquenté pendant plu-
sieurs mois les membres de 1'Institut Philosophique de 1'Académie des Sciences de
Moscou, est convaincu, bien que tous les philosophes soviétiques l'aient assuré
@tre des matérialistes dialectiques, que toute une variété de philosophies dif-~-
férentes émergent en Union Soviétique et qu'elles continuent 3 &tre classées sous
la dénomination de "Matérialisme dialectique" dans un équilibre instable.

"En Union Soviétique - écrit-il - il existe la contrepartie de chaque mouvement
philosophique en Europe Occidentale ou en Amérique, Si 1'on éliminait la philoso~
phie planifiée, il faudrait s'attendre 3 la floraison de courants divers'.(1l)
Parmi les jeunes philosophes soviétiques, Feuer a trouvé trois courants prineipaux:
le réalisme scientifique, l'existentialisme et le pragmatisme, Les philosophes
"scientifiques" pensent, avec Bertrand Russel, que seule la structure de l'univers
physique peut &tre connue, Les existentialistes découvrent le jeune MHarx des
"Manuserits” et la notion de 1l'aliénation, Ils se sentent plus conecernds par les
problémes de la vie individuelle que par 1'idéologie de la lutte des classes et

ils découvrent Berdiaeff et Soloviov. Les pragmatistes cherchent & approfondir la

notion marxiste de la "praxis” et se sentent attirés par Pierce et par Dewey.

Valeur-travail et &conomie rationnelle - La notion marxiste de valeur-

travail, dérivée de Ricardo (la valeur d'échange d'une marchandise est égale & la
guantité de travail humain socialement nécessaire pour qu'ia une époque donnée un
travailleur moyen produise un échantillon moyen de cette marchandise) est & la
base de la notion de 1z plus-value (valeur produite par le sur-travail non payé et
appropriée par le ecapital) qui, elle, donne lieu & la théorie de l'exploitation,
unique justification politique et morale du systéme &difié par Marx (vu qu'il a
rejeté comme "idéalistes” tous les arguments éthiques ou émotionnels en faveur

de 1la révolution),

Les Soviétiques ont par conséquent érigé la théorie de valeur~travail

en dogme. Dans la premiére phase de leur planification, quand 1'économie était

(1) "survey”, Avril 1964,
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entidrement subordonnée & l'administration centrale, il était encore possible de
concevoir un plan établi en termes de matériaux, avec des prix arbitraires, Mais

&4 mesure que l'économie devenait plus complexe, il était de plus en plus diffici-
le de n'accorder de prix qu'au secul travail, sans prendre en considération le sol
et le capital, En accord avec la théorie de valeur~travail, les économistes sovié-
tiques voyaient dans le taux d'intér&t purement et simplement une forme d'exploita=-
tion, en se refusant de le considérer comme un mécanisme qui détermine la rareté
du capital et sert & le canaliser vers les voies les plus productives. D'autre
part, les planificateurs soviétiques doivent désormais prendre en considération
1'allocation rationnelle des ressources, et celle~ci impose & toute économie mo-
derne de reconnaftre la rareté, d'admettre le raisonnement marginaliste, et par

conséquent de se servir du prix comme indicateur,

En simplifiant, on pourrait dire que l'Union Soviétique doit choisir
entre deux alternatives, toutes deux inconciliables avec la théorie valeur-travail,
La premidre alternative, connue sous le nom de "libermanisme”, du nom du profes-
seur E, Liberman de 1'Université de Kharkov, consisterait & reconstruire en fait
les mécanismes du marché en accordant aux directeurs des entreprises la liberté
de choisir la combinaison la plus favorable de travail et de capital afin d'arri-
ver & la production demandée par le plan central, La deuxiéme alternative, asso-
ciée au nom du professeur Kantorovitch, un des inventeurs du systéme de progran-
mation linéaire, serait de recourir aux ordinateurs afin de combiner rationalité
par rapport & la consommation finale et planification centrale sans recours au
marché, ou plutdt & travers la reconstruction électronigue d'un marché idéal,
Cette deuxiéme méthode permettrait, il est vrai, de réconcilier planification
centrale autoritaire et rationalité, Mais ce n'est encore qu'une réconciliation
théorique, car si l'humanité digpose dés & présent des procédés mathématiques et
des ordinateurs, il faudrait attendre quelques dizaines d'années avant d'obtenir
toutes les données nécessaires qu'exigerait un plan économique de cet ordre de
grandeur, L'introduction de cette école mathématique, sans doute plus conciliable
avec le systéme politique gue la reconstruction d'un mécanisme de marché, n'est
pas moins dangereuse pour la théorie marxiste, car elle recdnnaft la rareté et

non le travail comme source de valeur et adopte le raisonnement marginaliste,
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Les économistes soviétiques conservateurs s'en rendent compte., L'un d'eux,
Gatovsky, accusait ouvértement L,V. Kantorovitch "de fé—examiner 1a théorie
noarxiste de valeur-travail, car "les systémes margineux d'évaluation sont cong~
truits, non pas en termes de travail social dépensé, mais mesurés 3 l'étalen
d'"utilité marginale”, c'est-d-dire de l'utilité de la dernidre unité d'un pro-
duit donné qui satisfait le besoin le moins indispensable de 1'acheteur” (1),

Un des membres de 1'école mathématique soviétique, Nemtchinov, écrivait récemment
que 1l'on ne peut arriver & 1l'efficacité dans une économie socianliste qﬁ'en se
basant sur des prix relevés sur un marché compétitif installé sous les auspices
d'une sorte de planification indicative, ou, alternativement, & l'aide d‘'ordi-
nateurs; ou encore, par un mélange des deux systémes. Dans les trois cas, la théo-

rie marxiste de valeur-travail s'écroule,

Paradoxalement, si les nouvelles techniques sont inconciliables avec
la théorie de valeur-travail, ce n'est qu'a leur aide que 1'Union Soviétique
pourrait abolir llargent et réaliser ainsi la cendition primordiale de cette
deuxiéme étape du communisme dont l'avénement a été promis aéant la fin du siécle
par le troisidme programme du PCUS, En effet, si un ''marché électronique” doit
tenir compte des facteurs hérétiques de la rente et du taux d'intérét, ce ne se-
ront 14 - comme l'a remarqué Peter Wiles - que des facteurs—-fantfBmes, et si la
doctrine en sort affaiblie, les institutions pourraient enfin prétendre & incar-

ner son destin historique.

Le Matérialisme historique et l'avenir du Parti -~ La théorie marxiste-

léniniste repose sur un schéma de développement social qui assure la victoire
finale et pour ainsi dire automatique du socialisme sur le capitalisme, dont
1'économie devait entrer dans un état de crise permanente et impossible & résou-
dre, Il est inutile de répéter ici toutes les Svidences qui infirment cette

analyse,

Le capitalisme a échappé a la paupdrisation progressive; il a non scu=-

lement maintenu, & travers l'action de 1'Etat, de hauts taux de croissance

(1) Cité par Alfred Zauberman, "Survey", Juillet 1965,
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économique, mais depuis 1945, le succés des économies occidentales qui ont igno-
ré les dépressions et les crises, a été sans précédent, D'autre part, aucune

révolution du type marxiste n'a succédé au capitalisme dans sa phase dévelopnée,
tandis que les révolutions communistes ont eu lieu dans des pays sous-développés,

-

grfice & la paysannerie et non & la classe ouvridre,

Les contradictions se sont multipliées depuis la mort de Staline, Sa
dénonciation par Khrouchtchev a implicitement mis en question 1'infaillibilité
du Parti et ce dogme central a &té encore affaibli par 1'élimination de
Khrouchtchev lui~méme, Les phénoménes du développement dconomique et social 1iés
2 la notion de société industrielle mettent en question la nécessité de la pri-
meuté du Parti & l'intérieur de 1'URSS et de chague pays communiste développé,
Le polyeentrisme a aboli la primauté de 1'URSS en tant que modéle de développe-

ment social,

C'est dans la perspective du matérianlisme historique que se pose lo
probléne central, le noyau mé@me de la doctrine sovidtique: la prétention a rem-
plir une ﬁission historique (réaliser le communisme) & travers un instrument
légitime (le "r8le dirigeant" du Parti), C'est dans ce domaine que le Parti est
le plus vulnérable, car il doit maintenir sa 1égitimité en dépit des "erreurs"
du passé, et en précisant désormais son r8le dans l'avenir., C'est encore dans

ce domaine qu'il doit affirmer son universalité, minée par le polycentrisme,

Or, il est clair gue la doctrine est inutilisable en ce qui concerne
le passé., Le podte polonais St.~J, Lec a exprimé ce dilemme par un aphorisme
frappant: "J'observe avec respect cette flaque de boue: hier elle était neipe

blanche.,"

Pour &tre fidéle au matérialisme historique, il faudrait expliquer 1la
tyrannie stalinienne en termes de superstructure issue de la base &économique
sous~jacente, Mais ceci mettrait en cause le systéme social soviétique, D'autre
part, si l'on voulait prendre au séricux l'affirmation de Khrouchtchev que le
stalinigme est dfl au caractére de Staline, il faudrait aussi affronter la psy-
chologie de ses victimes et de ses collaborateurs, et par conséquent adopter une

méthodologie non-marxiste, Une analyse de ce type est bien entendu possible et
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elle a &té pratiquée en Occildent avant le rapport secret de Khrouchtchev, Ainsi,
1'anthropologue anglais Geoffrey Gorer (1) expliquait le stalinisme par le ca=-
ractdre russe: les enfants russes sont trés étroitement serrés dans leurs lan-
ges, ce qui prédisposerait le caractére national russe & des cycles de soumis=
sion et de violence, d'apathie et de manie de persécution, d'avidité "orale" et

d'abstinence. Nathan Leltes (2), lui, a élaboré le concept d'un "caractére bol-

chévique” qu'il attribue & des désirs subconsclents? fascination par la mort et
M

L'-Ln.
o

impulsions homosexueclles laté;:;;j"E?EI‘ZHSTEXﬁEEE‘@i@ﬁﬁi@§13§¥;§;g;#;;a;M;é;;;;h
t?Z?‘ZGTIT‘Kfégi'ﬁaé”fm§3§§EEIZ“§72§Ldier le stalinisme en termes caractérologi-
ques, Mais il faut alors s'éloigner de Marx davantage encors que ne le fait Max
Weber lorsqu'il analyse le capitalisme on termes d'éthique protestante: il faut
aller jusqu'a Freud. Bien entendu, une telle analyse mettrait, elle aussi, en
cause, par un autre biais, le caractére totalitaire du systéme. Les Soviétiques
se trouvent ainsi paralysés par rapport & toute forme d'analyse approfondie du
stalinisme, Pour épargner & la fois la doctrine et les institutions, il faut
s'en tenir aux "erreurs” de Staline ,,.

-

Impuissant & justifier le passé, le régime soviétique est amené &
souligner son caractére t£léologlque, mais on ne précise pas l'avenir sans ris-
que, L'utopie socialiste a longtemps 4té une justification lointaine d'une pro-
duction & tout prix et & n'importe quel prix, Telle la ligne imaginaire de
i'horizon - elle s'éloignait & mesure gu'on était censé s'en rapprocher, On
vivait dans 1'obsession du productivisme quantitatif et dans l'espoir du socia~
lisme r8vé par Marx sans concevoir l'intermédiaire normal de 1'élévation du
niveau de vie, Le présent &tait toujours sacrifié & un avenir indéterminé, En
1956, le philosophe polonais Leszek Kclakowski poussait ce cri de détresse:

"Je ne croirai jamais que la vie morale et imtellectuelle de 1'humanité suit les
lois de 1l'économie, que c'est en épargnant aujourd‘hui gue nous pourrons avoir

davantage demain; que nous devons gacrifier des vies maintenant afin que la

(1) Geoffrey Gorer and John Rickmann: "The People of Great Russia', Londres 1949,

(2) Nathan Leites: "A Study of Bolshevism", Glencoe, 111, 1954,
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vérité triomphe un jour, ou que des crimes puissent paver la voie & la généro-
8ité1" Khrouchtchev a finalement admis le présent en souscrivant & la nécessité
du bien~8tre et parmi les objectifs de la planification soviétique la satisfac~
tion des besoins rejoint aujourd'hui le volume de la production. En instaurant
le bien=8tre, en abolissant la terreur et la coercition, le régime soviétique

a été amené & recourir aux promesses et & préciser la chronologie utopiste. Le
nouveau programme d'Octobre 1961 du PCUS (il n'est pas sans intéré&t de rappeler
qu'il n'est que le troisiéme dans 1l'ordre et que les deux premiers datent res-
pectivement de 1903 ot de 1919) déclare que "'la base matérielle et techmique du
communisme sers construite & la fin de la deuxilme décade (1971-1280)" et qu'd
ce moment "'la société sovidtique s'approchera de l'étape oll elle pourra intro-
duire le principe de la distribution seclon les besoins', Ainsi, pour la premidre
foig, le régime soviétique prend le risque d'@tre jugé, a une date relativement

proche, sur ses réalisations,

Le polycentrisme pose & 1'idéologie soviétique des problémes encore
plus graves., La doctrine de P'unité indestructible du camp socialiste repo—
sait sur le dogme de 1'infaillibilité de la direction soviétique, La destruction
de celle~cl ne pouvait que saper celle-ld, méme si 1'éclatement du camp est dd
a4 des facteurs qui existaient déji en puissance a4 1l'épogue stalinienne, Le
polycentrisme est un phénoméme complexe comprenant & la fois le conflit russo~-
chinois et 1'autonomie croissante des pays d'Europe de 1'Est, qui date de la
révolte polonaise et hongroise de 1956, révolte lide & la déstalinisation, Le
conflit russo-chinois est probablement antérieur et en fait le monde communiste
avait deux centres dés 1950, Mais le polycentrisme est devenu un fait irréversiT

ble du jour ol chacun de ces centres a voulu s'approprier le droit d’interpricer

une doctrine universelle,

Le "communisme national" cst aprés tout un phénomdne si récent que 1é
terme méme nous semble encore contradictoire, Pour les péres de la doctrine,
pour Lénine, méme pour les "aparatchiki” staliniens (du moins & un certain niveau
de leur conscience) il ne pouvait y avoir de doute que 1lz victoire du communisme
&4 l'échelle mondinle signifierait la fin desnationalismes, la réalisation de 1a

société universelle ¢t de la vision de Harx dans laquelle la société remplacerait
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1'Etat, Il est inutile de rappeler ici 1'érosion graduelle du caractére interna-
tionaliste du mouvement communiste, M@me aprds la révolution russe, lorsqu'il est
devenu clair que le communisme ne serait pas réalisé selon les prévisions de Merx,
une conception internationaliste réservait & chaque nouvel Etat communiste le droit
d'accesgion volontaire & 1l'Union des Républiques Soviétiques Socialistes, congue
non pas en tant qu'BEtat géographiquement délimité, mais fédération de tous les
Etats communistes, Ce principe fut méme la dérisoire justification de l'annexion
des Etats Baltes, Le premier écart de cette ligne de conduite fut, apres la‘der-
nidre guerre, la conception des "démocraties ponmulaires"”. Le caractdre tactique de
cetto nouvelle forme de "communisme national" semblait pourtant clair: ne s'agis=
sait=il pas de donner aux partis communistes des pays satellites le temps nécessaij
re pour utiliser les thémes nationalistes & seule f£in de préparer leur adhésion '

éventuelle & l'Union?

L'idéologle marxiste~léniniste est ainsi impuissénte & appréhender les
probldmes posés par le polycentrisme, Dans une étude intitulée "Etapes de dévelop-
pement du systéme mondial socialiste" (1), l'historien Sanakoev est amené & se
réclamer de "la formation des républiques soviétiques - 1l'Ukraine, la Bielorussie,
1'Arménie, (etc.)” qui "ont commencé i élaborer les formes et lcs méthodes de rela-
tions entre nations souveraines d'Etat 4 Etat basées sur les principes d'interna-
tionalisme prolétarien', mais il ne peut, pour des raisons évidentes, mentionner
cet autre Etat socialiste ~ la Chine, Les mots d'ordre successifs de 1'internatios

nalisme expriment & eux seuls a4 la fois 1'évolution de la doctrine marxiste=1éni-.

niste et 1l'enjeu de la polémique russo~chinoise,

La Premiére Interhationale adoptait, il y 2 un siécle, le cri de guerre

de Marx: "Ouvriers de tous les pays, unissez-vous!"

Lénine, arrivé au pouvoir dans un pays sous~développé, élargit le mot

d'ordre et ce sera: "Ouvriers et peuples opprimés de tous les pays, unissez-vous!'

(1) "Novata i Novercha Istoria”, N° 4, 1965, citd par Leopold Labedz, "Survey”,
Janvier 1966,



- 16 =

Staline, qui transformait tous les moyens de la doctrine en fins, utilise
1'internationalisme pour consolider son propre pouvoir: "Un internationaliste =
déclare~t-il en 1927 = est celul qui, sans réserve, sans hésitation, sans condi-

tions, est prét & défendre 1'Union Soviétique,"

Les Chinois déclardrent dans leur lettre du 14 Juin 1963 que vu 1'exis-
tence de plusieurs Etats communistes, ''la pierre de touche de 1'internationalisme
prolétarien pour chaque parti communiste est s'il défend résolument ou non 1l'ensem-
ble du camp socialiste”. Les Soviétiques répliquédrent en invogquant comme preuve de
ltinternationalisme "1'attitude envers le systéme socialiste mondial et son unité" -
cette "unité" devenant dans le nouveau Grand Schisme 1'équivalent du "filioguae”

de 1'ancien.

Le véritable mot d'ordre des Chinois serait pourtant plutst: "Peuples
opprimés de tous les pays, unissez~vous!' C'est 1'implication de ce passage du
"Jen-min Jin - pao” du 15 Décembre 1962 (1): "Le Marxisme~Léninisme enseigne que
la gseule majorité qui compte dans le monde sont les gens qui décident du cours de
1'histoire et qui représentent plus de 90% de la population du monde, Bien dque
ceux qul vont & l'encontre des intéré&ts de base de plus de 920% de la population
du monde peuvent lancer des cris et se démener & tel endroit ou telle conférence,
ils ne représentent certainement pas la véritable majorité, Leur "majoritén'est
gqu'un phénoméne factice et superficiel; en fait ils sont précisément une minorité,

» Tt

tandis que la "minorité" qu'ils attaguent est essentiellement la majorité,

On veoit combien cette nouvelle forme d!'idéologie est &loignée de l'axiomé
élémentaire de Marx et d'Engels, pour qui le socialisme ne pouvait &tre issu que
de la lutte des classes entre le prolétariat et la bourgeoisie et dévenait inconce-
vable en l'absence de ces classes, Lénine, avec sa théorie de 1'impérialisme et son
"volontarisme', avait admis la notion des "peuples opprimés", mais il retenait
1'essentiel de la théorie marxiste de la révolution, Pour les Chinois, le proléta-~

riat est clairement remplacé par les peuples sous=-développés du Tiers-Monde,

(1) Ccité par Melvin Croan, "Survey', Janvier 1963,
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Limites de lo comvergence: de la soviétologie & la sociologie = 1'Union

Soviétique était, jusqu'au début des années cinquante, considérée comme une socié~
té fondamentalement "autre' par ses partisans autant que par ses adversaires, Les
marxiste-~léninistes sont d'ailleurs toujours tenus, du moins en théorie, 4 soute~
nir cette altérité essentielle, Pour ecux, le socialisme doit marquer la fin de 1la
préhistoire, ils ne peuvent donc pour des raisons doctrinaires, admettre qu'il soit
un régime entre autres, qu'il puisse représenter une espéce de société moderne

dont le capitalisme serait uné autre version. Les observateurs occidentaux croyaient,
eux aussi, que 1l'Union Soviétique était un régime a part, mais sa particularité
consistait 3 leurs yeux @ans son caractére totalitaire, Cette théorie a été expri-
mée avec une logique qui semblait alors implacable par Hanna Arendt dans son célé~-
bre livre "The Origins of Totalitarianism' (1951), I1 suffit de rappeler ici que
d'aprés cette théorie, une forme nouvelle de socidté, différente des tyrannies ou
dictatures du passé, a &été crée en Allemagne nazie et en Russie stalinienne, Les
traits nouveaux du totalitarisme consisteraient en premier lieu dans 1'élimination
de toutes institutions intermédiaires ou secondaires entre le 'chef" et les masses,
Le chef régnerait par la terreur, en dehors de tout contr8le 1égal ou politique,

On aboutissait & un modele sociologique d'un régime imposé par la force A& un peuple,
régime entiérement étanche et cohérent et qui ne pouvait se permettre le moindre
changement, au risque de s'écrouler, 8i la vision marxiste-~léniniste aboutissait

a4 la scciété sans classes, l'analyse totalitaire tendait & voir l'avenir en termes

de "1984" de George Orwell,

Il est clair que nous sommes aunjourd’hui aussi éloignés de 1l'utopie que
de 1l'apocalypse., A tous les niveaux 8'analyse, de la sociologie au journalisme po-
pulaire, on tend a4 présent & souligner davantage les ressemblances entre les répgi-

mes sovidtiques et occidentaux, que leurs différences,

A l'oripine de la thése de la convergence il y a sans doute le théme
Russie-Amérique, L'Amérique a été la premiére société industrielle développée et
son aspect technologique fascinait la jeune révolution soviétique, qui voyait le
communisme comme la somme des soviets et de l'électrification, Lénine s'intéressait
non seulement & Ford et au taylorisme, il demandait aux Russes de brosser leurs

dents "comme les Américains'. Staline, lui, voulait "rattraper et dépasser
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1'Amérique” . En plein stalinisme, un émigré russe, Pitrim A, Sorokine, éecrivit un
livre intitulé "Russia and the United States" (1941) ol il insistait que la seule
analyse correcte de 1'Union Soviétique était de la voir en termes d'une grande
société industrielle comme les Etats-Unis, Il allait jusqu'éa déclarer que seuls
des idlots pouvaient attacher de l'importance & ce qui n'était 2 ses yeux que des

différences mineures entre ces deux pays,

La thése de la converpgence (ou d'une certaine homogénéité) des deux rdgi-
mes est plus acceptable pour les Occidentaux que pour les Soviétiques, Pour les
marxistes=léninistes, le trait essentiel de leur régime est le gystéme de propridw
té des instruments de production. Les Occidentaux tendent & identifier le leur
avec la démocratie et la liberté, Les théories pour lesquelles le socialisme et le
capitalisme ne sont pas des systémes socioux successifs (ni m@me peut=Etre des
systémes sociaux a développement propre et unilinéaire), mais deux aspects d'un
seul processus sous-jacent, se basent sur des faits qui ne préjugent ni du systéme
de propriété, ni du régime politique, ni du degré de liberté dees citoyens, Il
s'agit 1a d'une analyse qui souligne certains impéretifs communs & des économieg
en voie d'industrialisation et de rationalisation, qul ménent vers certains traits

communs de développement et de structure sociale,

Bien que ce mode de pensée soit en principe "neutre’ A 1'égard du sys-—
téme de propridété, il est, fépétons~le,incompatible avec le marxisme~léninisme,
Ainsi, lorsque M, Khrouchtchev disait au Président Kennedy que les petits-fils
de celui-ci vivront sous un systéme sccinliste, il souscrivait entidrement & sa
propre idéologie. Par contre, lorsque M. Kennedy répliquait qgue les petits=-£fils
de M, Khrouchtchev vivront sous un régime de liberté, c'est-~a~dire sous un régime
de type occidental, il ne tranchait pas nécessairement sur le mode de propriété
des forces de production dans ce qui est aujourd*hui le monde communiste, Un autre
homme d'Etat occidental, le Dr., Adenauer, aurait, lui, déclaré au néne M.Khrouchtchev:
. Or, cette

"Dans cent ans, on ne parlera plus ni du capitalisme, ni du socialisme"

déelaration, qui semble symboliser la thése de la convergence des deux systémes et
leur faire la part &gale, est évidemment incompatible avec 1'idéologie sovidtique
tandis qu'elle n'est pas contraire au mode de pensdée occidental, vouée & une socCié~-

té de bien=8tre, 2 une structure pluraliste et & une tradition libérale, mais qui

ne s'identifle pas nécessairement au systéme de propriété capitaliste,
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C'est la raison pour laquelle les théories qui tendent 2 nier le carac-
tére particulier et unilinédaire des systémes soclaux socinliste et capitaliste
ont revétu, tour A4 tour, un caractére "pessimiste” ou "optimiste” selon qu'eclles
étaient exposées par des hommes qui avalent placé tous leurs espoirs dans le
socialisme ou qui avaient identifié le systémg soviétique avec le totalitarisme,
I1 n'est pas sans intér8&t de constater que, si la plupart des théories de "conver-
gence" ont leur origine dans les iddes de Max Weber sur la bureaucratisation de
la société, ce sont les communistes dégus qui ont, les premiers, diagnostiqué
une évolution du systéme socialiste non pas vers le capitalisme, mais dans une
direction commune avec lui, Cette analyse du systéme soviétique en tant que col-
lectivisme bureaucratique est d'ailleurs & la base du révisionnisme des annges
1950; elle constitue l'essentiel du livre de Milovan Djilas "La Nouvelle Classe”
et elle a influencé les vues des jeunes Polonais et Hongrois en 1956, Cette théo-
rie part de l'arpgumentation de Trotzky selon laquelle, malgré la nationalisation
des biens de production, 1'Union Soviétigque sous Staline a cessé d'8tre un Etat

ouvrier et a dégénéré en une forme de "'collectivisme bureaucratique’.

La théorie de la "nouvelle classe” a eu son précurseur dans un socialis=-
te polonais peu connu ou oublié, Waclaw Machajski. Celui~ci prévoyait, dans un
petit livre intitulé "L'évolution de la Social=Démocratie', publié en 1899, que,
dang la société socialiste & venir, telle qu'elle était préparée par les partis
révolutionnaires existants, les ouvriers continueraient & &tre exploités, cette
fois par une nouvelle classe de dirigeants profegsionnels, La théorie du socialis=-
me = écrivait-il ~ n'a pas été élaborée dans l'intéré@t véritable du prolétariat,
mais "dans 1'intérét d'une armée croissante de travailleurs intcllectuels et
d'une nouvelle classe moyenne". I1 prophétisait que la révolution entreprise‘au
nom du socialisme finirait dans une forme de capitalisme &'Etat ol techniciens,
administrateurs et intellectuels "constitueraient le grand monopole d'Etat en
usurpant collectivement un nouveau statut privilégié au détriment des ouvriers
manuels", Le remdde proposé par liachajski - plus tard condamné par Lénine - était

une forme de révolution permanente liée & une distribution égalitaire de revenus,

Le prenmier livre qui dénong¢ait la permanence d'un systéme de classes

dans la société sovidtique était "La Bureaucratisation du Monde™ (1939), par
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1l'ex=communiste italien Bruno Rizzi, dont les idées ont été rendues célébres par
"La Révolution des Managers" de James Burnham, D'aprés Rizzi, le monde est a la
veille de la dernidre guerre en pleine mutation "managerielle" qui a déja élevé
au pouvolr une nouvelle classe. Ni capitaliste, ni socialiste, cette nouvelle
classe perpétuerait néanmoing l'esclavage du prolétariat, Elle peut apparaftre
sous maint déguisement: stalinienne en Russie, nazie en Allemagne, fasciste en
Italie et, sous une forme diluée, dans le "New Deal” américain, "Ce n'est plus la
bourgeoisie la classe exploiteuse qui touche la plus-value - écrivait Rizzi -
mais e'est la burcaucratie qui s'est décerné cet honneur. A notre sens, en URSS,
les propriétaires ce sont les bureaucrates, car ce sont eux qui tiennent la force

entre leurs mains”,

Cette forme "gauchiste" de critique du systéme communiste est reprise
dans la "Lettre ouverte au Parti (1) des deux jeunes communistes polonais,
Jacek Kuron et Karol Modzelewski, condamnés en 1965 &2 3 et 5 ans de prison res-
pectivement pour "élaboration et diffusion d'écrits nuisibles & 1'intérét de
1'Etat polonais'. Kuron et Modzelewski dcrivent: "La nationalisation des moyens
de production n'est qu'une forme de propriété., En fait, tout appartient & ceux &
qui appartient 1'Etat, ,.,.. A qui appartient le pouvolr dans notre Etat? A un

seul parti monopoliste - le parti communiste polonais”,

Une autre forme d'analyse qui a influencé la discussion contemporaine
sur la convergence des systémes met davantage l'accent sur la croissance écono-
migue que sur la bureaucratisation. Nous en trouvons une variante chez des marxis=-
tes occidentaux qui estiment que la dictature totalitaire, ayant accompli 1'indus-
trialisation de 1fUnion Soviétique, a, de ce fait, préparé la vole de sa propre
évolution vers une démocratie socialiste, Le socialiste autrichien Otto Bauer
écrivait en 1931: "La dictature terroriste va 8tre surmontée et détruite A mesure
que le niveau de vie des masses est amélioré. Le régime soviétique peut 8tre

211

démocratisé . (2) Le représentant le plus connu de cette forme d'analyse est sans

(1) Instytut Literacki, Paris 1966,

(2) Cité par Melvin Croan: ''Prospects for the Soviet Dictatorship: Otto Bauer",
in "Revisionism"”, edited by Leopold Labedz, London 1962,
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doute Isaac Deutscher qui ~ sans nier le caractére oppressif, cruel et totalitni-
re du régime stalinien - 2 toujours insisté que la dictature totalitaire a &té 1le
prix que la Russie 2 d@ payer pour 1l'industrialisation, et que 1'industrialisation

préparera, & son tour, le chemin vers une démocratie socialiste.

Pour deg marxistes comme Deutscher, le stalinisme préparait (2 travers
1'industrialisation) les conditions du socialisme, La croissance économique de
1'Union Soviétique sous le stalinisme donna lieu en Occident & un autre type
d'analyse, qui tend également & voir dans le caractére totalitaire de 1'URSS un
phénoméne transitoire, Ce type d'analyse, dont la base a &été posée par Colin
Clark dans ''Conditions of Economic Progress’, est associé & la théorie des phases
de croissance de W.W. Rostow, On sait que pour Rostow toute société doit traverser
plusieurs étapes de développement allant de la société traditionnelle a 1'ére de
la consommation de masse, Rostow associe le communisme & la phase cruciale de son
schéma, celle du "take-off" (décollage), qui marque le passage & une croissance
cumulative et soutenue, "Le communisme = derit-il = est une forme particuliérement
inhumaine d'organisation politique, capable de lancer et de soutenir la croissance
dans des sociétés oli, pendant la phase des conditions préalables, il ne s'est pas
créé une classe commergante, nombreuse et entreprenante, et une entente politique
suffisante entre les dirigeants et la société".(1) A llinverse de la théorie
marxiste, cette définition est applicable aux pays ol la révolution a &té vieto-
rieuse et & la majorité des pays sous~développés, C'est & cet ordre de raisonnem
ment que 1l'on doit attribuer l'opinion qu'un régime économique et politigue de type
sovidtique est plus efficace dans une phase initiale de développement et le fait
qu'aux yeux du Tiers-Monde le prestige de 1'Union Soviétique a été d@ - du moins
pendant un certain temps — & une efficacité économique supposée plut8t qu'a des

raisons révolutionnaires,

Relevons que si toutes ces analyses ont en commun de conférer un carac=
tére transitoire au communisme totalitaire, seule l'analyse mparxiste du type

deutscherien prévoit explicitement une démocrotisation de 1'Union Soviétique une

(1) Cité par Raymond Aron: "Trois Essais sur 1'Age Industriel”,
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fois 1'industrialisation accomplie, et encore s'agit-il 1a de l'espoir que

la démocratie ouvriére, tributaire du réve marxiste de la société sans clas-
ses, soit réalisable. Ni les théories de bureaucratisation, ni celles liées
aux "phases de croissance” de Rostow ne postulent l'autodestruction du parti
unique & 1'4ge industriel {(ni m&me & l'ére de consommation de masse) sous
;‘influence du bien~8&tre., Les théories occldentales de développement sem-
blent pourtant, par leur caractére unilinéaire, associer la forme totalitaire
du communisme a une phase particuliére du développement, et c¢'est cela sans
doute qui a inspiré Raymond Aron (qui a tant contribué, par sa théorie de la
société industrielle, A populariser la thése de la convergence), & démontrer
qu'il n'est pas facile de dire quel type de régime ou de politique répond le
mieux aux exigences d'une phase donnée, Pour Aron, le mérite du régime sovié-
tique par rapport 4 la croissance n'est pas d@ & des raisons d'ordre écononmique,
mais politique. D'autre part, Aron ne trouve pas du tout qu'un régime de parti
unique soit inconciliable avec le type de société industrielle: au contraire.
Le type idéal d'une socidté industrielle comporte la différenciation des r8les,
le régne des compétences, la diversification des secteurs industriels et des
activités individuelles, mais elle tend plutdt a pulvériser les classes, Dans
ces circonstances, estime Raymond Aron, le mononole du parti constitue une

des solutions idéales typiques au probléme du gouvernement des sociétés indus—
trialisées = sociétés de légitimité démocratique, adﬁinistrées par des compée
tences, mais dénuées de personnel politique désigné par la naissance ou la
capacité (la capacité politique étant différente en nature des capacités tech=-
niques ou professionnelles qui, elles, trouvent bien entendu dans la société

industrielle le terrain de développement idéal),

Le fait m&me que 1l'Union Soviétique soit une société industrielle pré-
suppose déji, néanmoins, une forme incontestable de convergence. Nous en voyons
la preuve dans le fait que, dans l'étude des phénoménes <de la vie soviétlque,

1la "Soviétologie'cede le pas. & la sociologie, Alex Inkeles et Raymond A. Bauer
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ont déja démontré dans "'The Soviet Citizen"” (1) que le meilleur moyen de prédire
les attitudes, les valeurs, les ogientations des citoyens soviétiques est de se
baser sur ce que l'on sait des hommes cccupant des situations comparables dans
des sociétés occidentales, En particulier, les nombreux aspects de la stratifica-
tion sociale en URSS ne peuvent &tre expliqués qu'en termes de systémes soclaux

industriels développés,

Le professeur Inkeles déclara méme récemment qu'il considére le modéle
sociologiﬁue totalitaire de moins en moins applicable & 1'Union Soviétique, et il
propeosait de le rempiacer par deux autres modéles: le modéle de "développement"
{qui traite de problémes communs & toutes sociétés en voie de développement) et le
modéle de la société industrielle, Il conclusit ainsi: ""Je sais que ce que j'ai
dit de 1'avenir de la soviétologie pure me place un peu dans la position de ce
premier ministre qui fut accusé de devenir premicr ministre a4 seule f£in de détrui-~
re 1'Empire de Sa Majesté, Je le regrette en tant que soviétologue, mais en tant

que sociologue je n'ai pas d'autre choix", (2)

Ceci nous raméne & notre point de départ. Clest l'existence d'une socié-
té "autre" qui a donné lieu au développement de la soviétologie., Dé&s qu'il appa-
raft que les meilleurs instruments d'analyse de 1a société soviétique sont ceux que
nous utilisons pour nous connaftre nous-mémes, il est au moins établi qu'il existe,

entre les deux formes de régime, un langage commun,

La lutte des classes et la bombe - L'attitude des dirigeants soviétiques

4 1'égard du monde "capitaliste” o été pourtant 1la plus affectdée par un fait, qui
se place en dehors des considérations idéologiques, en dehors mfme du développe-
ment social et économique de 1'URSS: celui de la coexistence nucléaire, En réponse
a4 la lettre des communistes chinois du 14 Juin 1963, le Comité Central du PCUS
déclare: "La bombe atomique n'adh&re pas au principe de classe: elle tue tout le

monde'" .

(1) Harvard University Press, 1959,

(2) "Survey”, Juillet 1966,
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La découverte de ce simple fait a amené 1'URSS a transformer sa concep-
tion des relations internationales qui, méme chez un pragmatiste comme Staline,
était dictée par des considérations idéologiques, par 1l'universalisme de la doc=
trine (1), Le marxisme traitait les relations internationales en fonction du dé-
veloppement des forces productives et de la lutte des classes, Pour Lénine, les
relations internationales sont issues de 1la nature méme de 1'impérialisme. Or, les
spéeialistes soviétiques déclarent mointenant explicitement que la période ol la
nature de 1'impérinlisme déterminait 3 elle seule les relations internationales,
est historiquement surmontée, Cette nouvelle conesption a été dictée par la dé-
couverte qu'il ne peut plus exister,dans le monde contemporain, de puissance domi-
nante unique. Aprés la dernidre guerre, les Etats-Unis auraient "hérité" la premidre
place de la Grande Bretagne. Or, si la nerte du monopole atomique par les Etats-~Unis
leur a fait perdre leur position d'hégémonie mondiale, ils sont toujours en mesure
d'empécher l'accession A cette hégémonie de tout autre Etat (y compris 1'URSS). les
idéologues sovidtiques définissent cette situation comme ''mouvelle, troisiéme étape

de 1o crise générale du capitalisme” et ils en déduisent deux séries de faits:

1/- Le systéme international n'est plus dominé par une puissance unique,
Il y a maintenant deux puissances mondiales dominantes: les Etats~Unis et 1'URSS,
On connaft 1l'importance de la terminologie en URSS. Le systéme international était
traditionnellement défini par les sovidétiques par le terme de ''distribution des
forces', Depuis 1962, ce terme s été remplacé par celui d'"équilibre des forces',
En parlant de 1'URSS et des Etats-Unis, les commentateurs soviétiques utilisent
maintenant rituellement les termes suivants: ''les deux nlus grandes puissances du

monde” ou "les deux géants mondiaux',

2/~ Depuis le XXII° Congrés, les Soviétiques ont admis 1'existence du
polycentrisme dans le monde occidental. On reconnaft que les Etats-Unis ne peuvent
plus diriger & leur guise la politique de leurs alliés européeng, tandis que ceux=-ci
ont gagné une influence accrue sur la politique américaine, Ceci est une transfor-

mation remarquable de la vieille tradition bolchevique gqui percevait les relations

- - e

(1) Je suis redevable, pour la discussion de la conception soviétique de relations
internationales, & l'article de W. Zimmerman "Russia and the International
Order”, "Survey", Janvier 1966,
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internationales en termes strictement hiérarchiques. Des pays'%conomiquement sSou=
mis A 1'impérialisme américain” pourraient méme entrafner les deux puissances
mondiales dans une guerre et Ieé commentateurs soviétiques ont insisté sur le fait
gue la question de guerre ou de paix n'est plus exclusivement un probléme de rela=-

tions entre les chefs des deux camps,

ldéologie et Politique -~ Les problémes politiques contemporains les plus

importants - réunification de 1'Europe, désarmement atomique, aide. aux pays du
Tiers-londe « sont subordonnés & une entente entre les pays développés: les Etats-
Unis et 1'Europe Cccidentale d'un c8té, la Russiec et les pays d'Europe de 1'Est

de 1l'autre,

Si les Soviétiques restent idéologiquement commis 3 interprdéter le
conflit international présent en termes de lutte entre le capitalisme et le comnu-
nisme, si l'opinion publique américaine reste attachée aux notions de défense de
la liberté contre la menace totalitaire, la dichotomie démocratie occidentale=
communisme totalitaire, qui commandait la guerre froide, appartient au passé, Au
moment de la rdévolution hongroise, 1'Occident a définitivement perdu tout espoir
de repousser le communisme par la force (si jamais cet espoir fut sérieusement
entretenu), L'URSS a appris de son c6té au moment de la crise cubaine de 1962
qu'elle ne peut pas davantage imposer par la force des solutions contraires 2
1Tintér8t de 1l'autre puissance mondiale, Misant sur 1l'érosion idéclogique et sur
les transformations sociales dans les pays communistes, sans s'attendre & un brus-
que changement de leur organisation sociale et politique, 1'Occident ne représente
plus une menace directe pour le communisme., Le communisme a pergu son potentiel
révolutionnaire et ne représente plusg, de son cb6té, de menace sérieuse pour les
pays développés de 1'Qecident. Les partis commmistes en Europe occidentale cher-
chent des alliances avec les catholiques ou avec les socialistes et ils n'ont

aucune chance électorale séricuse, & moins de se convertir au "réformisme’ .

Si le probléme des relations du monde occidental avec 1z Russie et les
différents pays de l'ancien bloc oriental est en premier lieu un probléme politi-
que, il n'est pas sans intérdt de constater que la question de 1l'érosion de 1'idéo~
logie communiste et celle d'une possible convergence des deux systémes assument

une importance diverse selon le choix des options possibles,



-y

- 25 =-

L'évolution des régimes communistes européens semblera relativement peu
importanté f la section de l'opinion politique américaine qui estime que les Etats-~
Unis doivent s'engager profondément en Asie et se retirer de 1'Europe, ainsi
qu'aux 'néo-isolatiommistes’ américains (bien que ni 1'une ni ltautre politique n'au-

&

rait été concevable sans le sens de sécurité accrue en Europe, d8 précisément 2

1'évolution du communisme).

Elle n'aura qu'une importance relative du point de vue de la position
atlantique "classique", qui subordonne tout & l'unité, & la solidarité et i la
force de 1'Cccident, Certes, méme dans cette optique, 1'unité occidentale n'est
pPlus considérée comme un simple bouclier, mais plutdt comme un aimant qui pourrait
attirer certain pays de 1l'Est européen; c¢'ést pourtant 13 une politique essentiel=-
lement statique, valable pour ses partisans, quelles gue soient les perspectives

de changement & 1'Est,

La politique dite "gaulliste” qui préconise la réunification de 1'Gurope
& travers le retrait des deux grandes puissances, pose un cas particulier, car
elle a A sa base non pas la reconnaissance d'un fait nouveau (la "désidéologisa-
tion" du communisme européen), mais une tendance & nier 1'importance des idéologies
en général, Le général de Gaulle trouve "contraire & la nature des choses’' que les
alliances soient déterminées par des considérations idéologiques et non géo-poli-~
tiques. La politiqgue extérieure de tous les Etats est pour lui depuis toujours
fonction de 1'intérét national et non pas de la nature des régimes, I1 faut recon-
naftre que l'éveil des nationalismes dans les pays ci-devant satellites confirme
&4 bien des égards ce scepticisme classique. En tout cas, les probldémes idéolopi-

ques et de développement global ne peuvent &€tre que secondaires pour les partisans

du principe de restaurer et de perpétuer l'indépendance des Etats,

Les perspectives de 1'évolution intérieure du communisme sont bien plus
importantes pour les Américains et pour les Furopdens qui, souhaitant la réunifi-
cation de 1'Furope et craignant & la fois la renaissance du nilitarisme allemand
et des chauvinismes en Europe orientale, maintiennent que 1'Alliance Atlantique
et 1l'intégration de 1'Europe occidentale sont des conditions indispensables pour

toute négociation avee la Russgie, pour la solution du probléme allemand, pour créer
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des conditions de paix stables en Europe. Les solu{ions de cet ordre, préconisées
entre autres par Zbigniew Brzezinski dans son livre "Alternative to Partition" et,
d'une perspective plus européenne, par André Fontaine, ont le mérite de poser la

réunification de 1'Europe comme le "Grand Dessein" de notre temps, et d'accepter,

a cette fin, la désirabilité d'une alliance atlantique plus souple,

Finalement, 1'évolution du communisme est déterminante pour les parti-
sans d'une politique & long terme, dont le but serait de former une solidarité
entre tous les pays développés du monde, Le professeur Brzezinski définit ainsi
cette politique, qu'il wvoudrait voir adoptée par les Etats—Uﬁis:-"Encourager une
éventuelle formation d'une plus lédche communauté des nations les plus développées
du monde, y compris non seulement le Japon, mais aussi la plupart des Etats commu=

nistes européens, afin que les conflits présents entre ces natious développées

puissent &tre graducllement transformés en une amorce de coopération, visant en

particulier le Tiers-Monde, La volonté des dirigeants soviétiques de participer

2 une tellé coopération augmentera & mesure qu'ils se rendront compte que 1'unité
occidentale, d'une part, ne donne pas d'opportunité & 1'expansion communiste et
que, d'autre part, elle ne pose pos de menace hostile aux Etats communistes exis-
tants, tandis que le chaos qui augmente dans le Tiers-=Monde, & lo faveur des divi-
sions du monde développé et exploité par les Chinois, peut, ou bien forcer 1'Amgé-
rique et la Russie dans un conflit direct qu'elles ne souhaitent pas, ou bien
donner lieu & de nouveaux systémes politiques qui soutiendront Pékin dans sa can~

pagne anti-~Moscou", (1)

11 est évident que ces deux dernidres perspectives, celle qui envisage
la réunificetion de 1'Europe non pas coatre l'Amérique ni sans elle, mais avec
sa participation active, et celle qui souhaite poser des fondements & une communau-
té globale de nations développées, sont pour l'instant compromises par le tour

qu'a pris la guerre au Vietnan.

En un scns, cette situation nouvelle confirme certains avantages du poly-
centrisme occidental. Dans un essai intitulé "Polycentrisme, Ouest et Est', Pierre

Hassner disait déjd que nous devrions, dans notre monde polycentriste, profiter

(1) "Survey”, Janvier 1966,
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des avantages que peuvent donner les relations multilatérales: "Les trois niveaux
national, européen, atlantique = &crivait-il ~ auraient chacun un réle spécifique

& jouer dans une optique occidentale largement congue... Le cadre atlantique ofire

les conditions militaires de séecurité et les conditions économiques d'un engagement

pacifique aujourd'hui, et un jour celles d'un réglement négocié., La communauté

éuropéenne offrc une base solide de stabilité, un centre d'attraction et & longue
échéance la perspective de transformer le probléme politique par la dévaluation

de la nation-Etat. Les différentes nations peuvent établir & travers leurs contacts
quotidiens les lieng qui servent & préparer les initiatives collectives et les
transformations & longue échéance' .Dans cette coneception, le dissentiment exprimé
par le général de Gaulle de la politique américaine pu Vietnam assure du moins une
continuité de ces échonges nécessaires et rendus difficiles momentanément au niveau

russo—américain,

Enfin, si la puerre au Vietnam semble paralyser en ce moment toute possi-
bilité d'initiative atlantique commune en Burope, il n'est peut~&tre pas hors de
propos de s'interroger sur le sens de 1l'enpgagement américain en Asie du Sud-Bst

4 la lumiére de 1'évolution idéologique et sociale du communisme nolycentriste.

L'argument princinal pour continuer la guerre au Vietnam est que le
retrait des Etats-Unis ouvrirait toute 1'Asie & 1'influence chinoise, Il serait
plus logique de s'attendre 2 ce que les partis communistes d'Asie profitent du
conflit russo-chinois pour s'assurer une certaine liberté de mancgeuvre, en suivant
l'exemple des pays de l1'Zurope de i'Est. L'évolution du régine communiste en Corde
du Nord confirme d'ailleurs cette attente. Incidemment, rien ne semble plus éloigné
du caractére que 1'on attribue aux peuples du Sud-fst asiatique que les slogans de
la "révolution culturelle" chinoise, Les trois pays qui se sont totalement émonci-
pés de la tutelle soviétique sont ceux ol lz rdévolution a &té gagnde & l'intérieur
et non pas importée par lfArmée Roupe: la Youposlavie, l'Albanie et la Chine, Il
¥ a une vingtaine d'anndes, les Yougoslaves reprdésentaient, & l'intérieur du bloc
soviétique, la position équivalente A celle de la Chine aujourd’hui. Une des rai-
sons majeures de la rupture Tito~Staline ¢était 1la pression des Yougoslaves pour
que 1'URSS adopte une politique plus "aventuriste” & 1'égard de 1'Occident.

Aujourd'hui, la Yougoslavie est le pays le plus “révisionniste” de tous les pays
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communistes, le plus avancé sur le plan de réforme économique, le plus libéral

sur le plan culturel et idéologique, le plus ouvert & l'influence occidentale.

D'autre part, l'évolution générale du Tiers-Monde semble contredire
certaines craintes récentes, Il y a quelques années encore, il semblait que s'il
y a une perspective de la fin des idéologles dans le monde développé, ceci n'est
sfrement pas le cas pour le Tiers-Monde, Il est vrai que le centre de gravité de
la confrontation Est-Ouest n'est plus en Europe, mais en Asie du Sud-Est, dans
les Caralbes et en Amérique Latine, en Proche~Orient et en Afrique., Mais le temps
d'un neutralisme militant & prétentions socialistes et universalistes d'un Soekarno
ou d'un ¥'Kroumah est'passé ot 1'on voit apparaftre des nationalismes neutralistes,
nréoccupés davantage par le développement économique intérieur que par des idéo-
logies, La période de la fascination du Tiers-Monde par le communisme en tant gque
formule magique d'industrialisation a été nlus courte que ne le‘pensaient les
observateurs occidentaux, Les événements en Egypte, au Ghana, en Algérie, en
Indonésie semblent indiquer que les tendances au totalitarisme utopique ceédent
le pas & un dirigisme nationaliste et pragmatique. Sur le plan du conflit Est-
Quest, il est utile de rappeler que la majorité des pays.du Tiers~konde qui adhé&-
rent apparemment au socizlisme ont toujours demandé aux deux grandes puissances

de coopérer et non pas de se battre: le profit qu'elles tirent de leur rivalité

serait anéanti par un conflit direct.

Le fait méme que l'on ait introduit dans le langage politique courant
le terme de "polycentrisme occidental" prouve tout le progrés accompli par 1'Ge-
cident sur 1a route de 1'unité, car l'histoire de 1l'Ccecident est essentiellement
"polycentriste', Dans les perspectives mémes d'intégration occidentale - fédéra-
tion européenne, communauté atlantique - un pluralisme de structure est sous-
entendu, $i 1l'on veut dépasser le stade du nationalisme, c¢'est précisément { cause
des dangers que celui~ci présente pour la tradition pluraliste et liberale de

1'0eccident,

Le contraire est vrai pour le monde communiste, voué & un universalisme
monolithique, Le polycentrisme communiste a ébranlé 1'unité politique et l'unité
idéologique du camp, Il y a aujourd'bhul autant de "marxismes' que de centres indé-

pendants de pouvoir dans le communisme mondial,
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En ce sens, quelles que soient les difficultés que peut poser la nouvelle
situation polycentriste & la solidarité occidentale, et en particulier aux rela-

tions entre 1'Europe Occidentale et 1'Amérique, le polycentrisme ne peut gue joucr,

& lonpue échéance, en faveur de 1l'Occident dans son ensemble.

K., A, JELENSKI

Septembre 15686,
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I.t ;vbuid be surprising if, in an epoch of woild wide aﬁd 'il"evdlutionary
changé;_“ significant changes had not been occurmg in the 'p'c'iii:'tical, social,
and ecéhﬁfbié"étructure of the East ;C';enti".z;.i'l arid East Eﬁrépean peoples.
Thé sdieﬁfiﬁc&é&iaﬁbibgicii revolution does not fesbéci: ‘p“olitical systems
and ideoioéiesﬁ Yet, the implications of changes within the communist
orbit to East-West relations in general and to the security of fhe United
States and Western Europe in particular are not readily discernable. The
problem of assessment is complicated by the fact that the changes them-
selves are, in part, the result of an East-West interactive process.
Western Europe, reinforced by the United States, has lon_g influenced
events in East Central Europe. Similarly, the Soviet Union bas acted on
Western Europe and the United States either directly or via Poland,
Czechoslovakia, and the other associated or "allied" nations. of East 7

Central Europe.

Iln recent years, the volume of East-1est transactions in trade, loans;
technical assistance, travel, tourism, and cultural contacts has been in-
creasing at a considerable rate -- perhaps not as fast as world transactions
in general but fast enough to alter profoundly the psychological climate of

the East-West confrontation. Many leaders in Western Europe believe

9-15-66-114
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the Cold Var to be over. De Gaulle, who always professed to view the
conilict of opposing jd:ologics as the foam and froth. of the bistorical
current, told the Soviets on the occasion of his June 1966 visit to Moscow
that france would like to see ''the start of the implementation of new
¥'e1ations with the so-called Eastern European states, toward détente,
entente, and cooperation. " De Gaulle's policy is premised on the
assumption that the Soviet threat to Western EgrOpe is greatly diminished,
if in fact, it has not disappeared. Acting on this premise, De Gaulle has
enéineered a de facto French withdrawal £ro;ﬁ the military structure of

NATO -- the primary security organization of the West.

Assumptions that Westerners make regarding future Soviet behavior
are directly related to their perceptions of the changes that have trans-
spired in East Central Europe and in the Soviet Union. Soviet military

capabilities to threaten Western Europe and the United States have grown

progressively since the founding of NATO. But V/estern perceptions of

the Soviet threat have fluctuated. They were high during the Korean Var
they dropped during the post-Stalin thaw, culminating in the 1955 Geneva
Summit meeting. They rose again as a result of the Soviet suppression

of the Hungé.rian Revolution. Following the first Sputnik, the Soviets

began a sustained diplomatic offensive against the West, expressed through

a series of ultimatums demanding that the Western allies get out of West

9-15-66-114
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‘Berlin. The Soviet offeﬁgivé reached its peak and ended in the resolut-

ion of the 1962 Cuban Miséile Crisis)

Even while the Soviets pursued their diﬁiémétié’ ‘offén;ive in Europe
and the Middle East, the yeast of change -fe:"i:fri'em::ed ir Eas'jt-'iCenti'al
Europe. Following Khruschchev's speech denouncing Sté.iin at the 20th
Party Congress, the tight grip the Soviets had fixed on their Eastern
satellites was challenged by the riots in Poland and the Hungarian
Revolution. The Poles succeeded in wresting a measure of independence
from the Soviet Union; the Hungarians were forced back into submission
by Soviet tanks. Some pressures for change were dammed, but others
flowed irresistibly. There began what many Western observers today
perceive to be a trend in the East toward greater national independehce.
toward communist .polycentricity and, ‘in the last resort, a better deal
for the average man. The rate of chang;e accelerated during the Sixties.
V/hen the Sino-Soviet.dispute erupted in open polemics, and when, after
the Cuban Missile Crisis, the Soviet Union embarked on a policy of apparent
détente with the West, the West launched itself on the search for new in-

sights and theories wherewith to account for these shifting trends.

Hard evidence confirming the substance of any given trend is difficult

to come by. Even more difficult is the task of relating identifiable

9-15-66-114



changes with the perceptions of pOliticai leaders in East Central Europe,
the Soviet Union, Western Europe, and the United States regarding the
significance of these changes. If all these leaders have one character-
istic in common it is reluctance to state basic assumptions explicitly

and simply, rather than implicitly and metaphorically. It seems obvious,
however, that Soviet leaders have a far easier task of gauging changes

not onIY.i'n their own countiy but also in East Central Europe than do

their Western counterpa.rts; Consequently, their pei'ceptions of these
changes may be more valid and their potential fox; influencing developments
far greater than those of Western leaders. Yet, what the latter perceive,
rightly or wrongly, to be the significance of change in East Central Europe
cannot help but influence their assessment of Werst-East relationships in

general and Soviet intentions and capabilities in particular.

It would appear, then,that one of the; most crucial and far-reaching
imp}ications of any and all trends in East Central Europe is their effect
on Ve sterp perceptions of the Soviet threat. If, for examplé, it could
be shown that the changes taking place in East Central Europe indicated
a major transformation in the character of Soviet control -~ in » let as
say, the direction of greater autonomy -~ this conclusion is likely to
reinforce the belief that the Soviet Union had committed itself to a policy

of long~term, if not permanent détente. If meetings between the Soviet

9-15-66-114
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Union and the East Central Eurbpean countries within the Warsaw Pact
and COMECON took on the chﬁracter of consultation between allies rather
than ﬁnilateral Soviet dictation, the communist threat toward Western
Europe could be assumed to have been diminished -~ the fact notwith-
standing that changes in military-technology and strategy might have

annulled the significance of inter-allied consultation.

Simila_rly, if a prolonged struggle were to be waged by the goverﬁ-
ments of East Central Europe for independence from the Soviet Union,
the assessment in Western capitals of the Soviet threat might be premised
on the assumption that the Soviet Union had enough trouble within its' own
camp and no time to engage in ploté outside its own borders. In the West-

ern mirror image the Soviet threat might, again, be diminished.

'If this be the case, the J;'nost crucial issue is how to -disti'ﬁguish;
between changes which originate spontaneously in the Soviet orbit that
may run counter to Soviet desires and those which are in accord with
Soviet wishes. On purely domestic g;:'ounds, the Soviets may find it
advantageous to disengage from the day-to-day operations of East Centrai-_m
European politics. The Soviet influence over the foreign and security
policies of the East Central Europeaﬁ countries probably differs in degree

and kind. It is more difficult to determine just how independent East

9-15-66-114



-6-

Central European governments are with respect to matters ot_h;aii i:han
those of local concern. Under certain circumstances, the Sovietg rﬁ_ay
‘wish the East C_entral European governments to appear to act inri;épéﬁdé
ently. Or c0nver;se1y, the Soviets may not be able to confrol in every

respect the decisions and actions of the lesser communist governments.

II
Western perceptions of increasing East European independence,
real or imagined, from the Soviet Union -- by Soviet consent or without
it -~ cannot bv._tt affect significantly the Western image of the Soviet
Union, especially if reinforced by a Soviet policy of détente. To a
large extent, this image conditions the psychological readiness of Western
peoples and governments to provide for the timely defense of their vital

interests against possible Soviet encroachments in the future.

Several times during the past two decades the Soviet Union has sought
to convince the West that it wants a genuine détente. The present period
of avowed détente has been the longest. Yet, on the eve of the 23rd
Party Congress, held at the beginning of April 1966, the Kz;emlin circulated
a 10, 000 word letter to East European communist parties in refutation of

Peking's charges that the Soviets had become ''revisionists. ¥

*Reprinted in Die Welt, March 21, 1966, p. 6.
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The foiiowing passage seems fraught with meaningfui'dperat'ibnalr implicat-
ions:

The success of the' struggle of the workmg class
for the victory of revolution will depend on the extent
to which it and its party leath to employ all forms of
struggle, peaceful and nonpeicefui, legal and extra-
legal, and on whether they are prepared for the
swiftest and most surprising replacement of one form
of strugpgle with another.*

Since Mr. Brezhnev and Mr. Kosygin, like all communist function-
aries, are not given to speculative effusions, this passage must be taken
as a pragmatic statement: the acquisition of strategic superiority might

terminate a policy of détente.

Thus change within the communist world should be apprehended as a
function of East-1Yest power relationships. Though much has changed in
both camps, that power relationship has changed little -- certainly, not |
as yet significantly. Indeed, a significant change in the power equilibrium --
the stable balance of detexrrence -~ be it by the default of one of the parties
to the balance, be it by a unilateral military-technological break-through,
would profoundly alter the now perceivéd patterns of political and social
change. A termination of this power dialogue now seems unlikely. | All
now likely steps that 'rnight be taken towards arms control, will not alter
its dialectic. Certainly, a treaty on the prevention of nuclear prolifera.

tion. will affect it little -- and probably even that little, from the point of

*Ibid. Emphasis added.
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iew of those opposed to all 'destabilizing' weapéns é’.équiéitioris, not

necessarily for the better.

A recent study* ponders the .paradoxical question of whether
nuclear weapons can be politicall;fr useful even if they are never used.
The authors recognize that the Soviet Union's diffiéulty in achieving
strategic parity, ''not to speak of some form of superiority, depends in
no small degree on the magnitude and success of countervailing efforts

of the United States. "

Strategic inferiority compels the Soviet leaders to act cautiously

in foreign policy. The Soviet leaéers, however, have made every effort
to avoid the appearance of inferio;rity. "short of actually procuring the
necessary strategic forces. " 'I‘hé authors recognize that unforseen
technological developments might reduce the costs of "'catching up' so
that the Soviet leaders might find "‘irresistibly attractive the pro‘spect
of strategic parity or superiority.;” They suggest that 'the stabilizing
and politically equalizing effects of United States strategic superiority
are often overlooked by those who contend that strategic parity is a pre-
condition for reaching a stable understanding with the Soviet Union and

ending the cold war," and that 'the advent of a-mutually acknowledged

*Arnold L. Horelick and My_ron Rush, Strategic Power and Soviet
Foreign Policy (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965).
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state of Straiégic parity would signify to the Soviet leaders a major
improvement in the relative stra’.tegic position of the U. S. S. R. and

a deterioration in that of the United States. "'

Somé Western strategists contend that decisive strategic superiority
is no longer attainable, and thati. lesser forms of superiority are meaning-
less (not credible), wasteful ('overkill'), and potentially dangerous
(provocative). These contention‘;s notwithstanding, there is, the study
concludes, historical evidence thal,t the Soviet leaders would value highly
the political advan-tages conferred by "'ambiguous forms of strategic
superiority, " even though they fell far short of a manifest capability

to strike first without suffering substantial damage in retaliation.

It is quite possible that a ltjang-term period of apparent détente
would provide the most useful p:sychological environment for a Soviet
search for "ambiguous forms ofi strategic superiority. " Since the
political utility of strategic pox'vjer is intimately related to a nation's
psychological preparedness to ﬁse its military potential and to accept
the consequences of such actioni; the effect of current and future develop-
ments in the Soviet block on W e:stern perceptions of the Soviet threat - -
hence, on the Western psycholoigical posture -- becomes one of

paramount importance.

9-15-66-114
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The principal causative agent of what is called the détente and what
should better be called a surcease of communist expansionist pressure,
has been the resistance to that cofﬁmunist expansionist pressure by the
Western countries under the leadership of the United States. The West's
strategic superiority contained the Soviets in Europe; the initatives of the
United States, supported by Great Britain and Austraiia,. contained
Chinese expansionism in Asia. Had Western resistance not accomplished
this purpose, both the Soviet Union and Red China would have exported
their insoluble ;interna.l dilemmas into world politics. Both would have
been absorbed in the exploitation of their foreign conquests. The issue
of how to advance best the cause of the World Revolution would not have
arisen. Both would have looked outward and not at one another. Both
were stopped in their tracks. Both were forced to grapple with their
respective insoluble domestic problems and, in the case of the Soviet
Union, with the insoluble domestic problgms of the Communist Sai:e‘llite
States. Here we find the true cause of communist polycentrism, the

Sino~Soviet rift -- and the détente.

If the above hypothesis is a correct one, then it follows that the
disintegration of the Western Alliance not only invites the resurgence

of communist expansionism but also eases the difficulties in the way

9-15-66-114
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of the restoration of communist solidarity.

The philosophers of communism have begun to discover that dialetics
does not stop with communism but operates w.ithin the communist system
as it does within any other socio-economic system. From the .point-of-
view of those who are looking in, namely ourselves, the salient question
is as to whether the socio-economic changes within the cc.)mmunist world
diminish or enhance communist expansionism ? It is here that the views
of Western experts on Soviet and Chinese affairs diverge most notably.
To say the least, the evidence for adjudging this question is ambiguous --
as ambiguous as are the foreign and domestic policies of both the Soviet
Uni.on and Red China. One thing is certain: the loosening up, real or
perceived, within the communist sphere has been paced by a very real
disintegration of the Western Alliance. Tilere might be a lcorel'ation
between these two phenomena. This corelation might be accident;.l;
then again, it might derive from a conscious strategy pursued by the

communists.

An example that illustrateé the ambiguous consequences of communist
polycentrism and of the détente, is the profound change in the German
mood. It seem-s that some of the assumptions on which, ever since the
lifting of the Occupation Statute rested the United States Germén policy,

are no longer valid. The net result of the last few years development,
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as far as Germany is concerned, is the ﬁééken;ﬁg of 6é§jf;iany's ties
‘with the West and the strengthening of éei;i‘ﬁany‘s ties with the East.

To say this might be heresy: is tlie.i-e ﬁé?‘a sp"eéi'ai Af'riei.fican-(]erman
éoﬁnééfion? Yet the fact refh;ihs that m all German political parties
ever louder voices call for a'féiﬁprbéﬁeinént with the Cientfal EuroPéan

Communist states and with the Soviet Union.

It is implausible that the Soviets take seriously French nuclear
power or believe that they can achieve the neutralization of Germany
without American agreement. It is much more likely that the Soviets
believe that a United States, tied down in Asia and fed u'p with the
divisions and laxness of Europe, will be receptive to the offer of a
German settlement along the Rapacki model -~ especially when, for

reasons of their own, the Germans themselves will embrace this model.

v
Among the ambiguities to which the détente has given rise perhaps
the most disturbing is the ambiguity of language that pervades the West's
discourse on the meaning of political change. One of the most beneficial
causes or consequences of the détente is said to be the "liberaliz;cxtion"
which is said to pervade communist societies. Not least among the
purposes of the '"bridges'’ that are to span the Cold War battlefield is

to foster and speed that '"liberalization. "

9-15-66-114
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Exactly what is it that we want to "iberalize' or expect to 'ﬁiberaiize“
itself within the communist states? If we talk about economic "iibe‘rali‘zat-
ion, " do we mean that the respective national economies will bekorne more
efficient or more consumer -oriented, or do we mean that changés in the
economic structure will, as a matter of course, give rise to significant
changes in the political structure, :not to speak of the power po-litical
posture of the Soviet Union? Only to raise these questions is to expose

some .of the logical gaps in the designs, thus far disclosed, for East-West

"bridges. "'

But these ambiguities -- products of cognitive dissonance -~ need
not be fraught with fatal consequences. By far the most conspicuous
and ominous incoﬁsistency of the détente is the continuation and accelerat-~
ion of the military-technological race. In this field, there is no "relaxat-
ion. "' The Soviet military budget has steadily increased. The American
budget is being sapped bfr the expenditure of the Vietnamese War and the
unwillingness of the Administration to face up publicly to the uncoo;:era;ive
attitude of the Soviets in matters of arms "'stability. '' Yet even so, the
Administration's estimates of additional requirements -~ the Improved
CapaBility Missile to overwhelm the deployed Soviet ABM defenses --

convey a most unambiguous message: There is nothing static about the

military balance. Whatever equilibrium there is is a dynamic one.

9-15-66-114
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We are fdlling beﬂind; and our strategic superiority, which was the
decisive factor in Cuba, is beihg eroded. The cohesiveness of the
Western Alliance is being eroded apace. While we rejoice in the

tree-of-change in bloom, its roots might already have died.

9-15-66-114
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I. PERSPECTIVES ON UNITED STATES EXCHANGES WITH THE SOVIEY UNION
ALND EASTERN EUROPE

Along with their normal diplcmatic contacts, the Soviet Union
and Eastern Europe are today linked with the United States and to
the West in a2 widespread complex of inter-~governmental, group, and
individual relationshipns and contacts which have arisen and developed --
at times with official encouragement -- despite substantial political
antagonisms and restrictive measures imposed from each cide.

From the United States' point of view, the most important
intergovernmental relationship in this complex is the U.S.-Soviet
Exchanges Agreement, first signed in 1958. ‘This agreement marked
the beginning cof a progression of bilateral and multilateral under-
takings which has accompanied the hesitant but consistent process
of thaw in the Soviet bloc during the past decade, and which includes
the so-called "hot-line" agreement, the Test Ban Yreaty, and the U.N.
Resolution banning nuclear weapons in orbit. By 1952, pressures within
the Soviet Union for increased contact and interchange with the capi-
talist world, arising from technological nesds and a recognition of
implications of the nuclear and space age for international relations,
began to outweigh traditional concerns for absolute internal physical
security.

The exchanges agreement permits and regulates the flow of a
mixed bag of scientists, technical specialists, teachers, students,
performing artists, exhibits, and magazines on a reciprocal bhacsisg,
and comprises a small but highly significant portion of the tons of
books and documents, hours of radio broadcasts, thousands of tourists,
correspondents, businessmen, and other travellers who are moving back
and forth between the two countries.

This network of cross-horder contacts is still impeded by a
great variety of politically and economically motivated restrictions,
barriers, and stumbling blocks. Passports are difficult to obtain
in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, entry into the United States
for Communist Party members is a complicated procedure, censorship
in the Bast is still widespread, and some radio programs are Jjammed.
The opposition of organized American veterans and labor groups and
of some ethnic groups from Eastern Europe to any exchange at all with
communist countries has also been an inhibiting factor.



On the economic side, tourism for Soviet and East European
nationals is hampered by a lack of foreign exchange, a factor vwhich
also affects their imports of newspapers, magazines, and bocks, even
when these are allowed by the censor. United Stites restrictions on
trade with the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe have discouraged the
export of Western technical methods and products. Business relation-
ships have at best been difficult to arrange.

The exchanges agreement with the Soviet Union is unique as
far az the United States is concerned, With no other councry in the
whrld are IMmerican technical, scientific, <educational, and cultural
exchanges regulated by foxrmal international executive agreement. ‘Thic
is not the case for the Soviet Union, which customarily regulates
its culitural and other exchanges with both canitalist and socialist
countries by detailed international agreements. United States ex-
changes with the East European countries are on an ad hoc basis or
covered by written understandings between private and scai.iriviitg
organizations on each side, such as the respective national scientific
academies. With Roumania there has been ever since 1960 a biennial
exchange of leitters establishing an "arrangemenc" to facilitate
exchanges on a governmental and private level.

The first United States exchanges agregmant with the Soviet
Union was negotiated in the autumn of 1957 and in January, 1952. The
agreement is for two years and has beaen regularly renewed, most recent-
ly in March of this year, 1955. Exchanges with post-Stalin Eastern
Burope began a little earlier, with the invitation of the Polish
governmenit late in 18556 fo the Rockefeller Foundation to revive
its pre-war program of study granits for P:lich doctors, bhiclogists,
and agronomists. Exchanges with the other East European countries
began at a considerably later date, as travel restrictions were
lifted, and the Hungarians, Czechs, Siovaks, andROumanians began
to spill out of their countries in greater and greater numbers to
seek that contact with the West of which theyvy had been deprived for
over twaenty years.

II. CONTENT OF UNITED STATES EXCHANGES WITH THEE SOVIET UNION BEHD
EASTERN LEUROPEL

The current U.S.-Soviet exchanges agreement provides for the
exchanges of delegations and specialisig in technical fields and
science, in agriculture and public healih. »American graduate students,
language teachers, and professors in other disciplines are to spend
a semester or an academic year in the USSR, and vice versa. “he
agreemeni includes exchanges in the performing arts, such as the
American Ballet Theatre and the Bolsholi Ballet; it provides for



the showing of two exhibits in each country curing the two
year period, encourages joint athletic events and tourism,

and permits the U.S. Information Agency's monthly magazine,
Amerika, to be put on sale in the Soviet Unicn in exchange for
the privilege of distributing an equal number of copies of
Soviet Life in the United States.

Detailed arrangemenis for exchanges of students,
professors, scientists, and atomic scientists are noi prescribed
in the agreement but are left up to the Inter-University
Committee on Travel Grants, the American Council of Learned
Societies, the National Academy of Sciences, and the U.S.

Atomic Energy Commission, to be negotiated with the appropriate
Soviet Academy or Ministry.

Neither trade, commercial visitors, nor reciprocal
air rights are mentioned in or covered by the U.S.-Soviet
agreement. '

In the case of the East Buvopean countries the exchange
activity is in large part a2 function of the day-to-day diplomatic
relationghipe. 2As 2 rule there are no government-sponsored
exchanges with Hungary, with whom the United Sitates does not
have normal relations. Large United States holdings of counter-
part funds in Polish currency help ©o maintain a more active
exchange program with that country,

Private foundaitions have played a more important role in
the United States exchanges with the East European countries
than with the Soviet Union. Between 1237 and 1934 both the Ford
and Rockefeller Founcations have operated substantial programs
in Pdancd and Forxé has recently undertaken a major task in
financing the visitg of Bungarian humanists, natural and social
scientists to the United States. 7The Rockefeller Program in
Poland was disconiinued in 1334, following a reorientation
of the Foundation's overall policy. By this time most of the
leading doctors and bidogists in the country had benefitted
from the program. T7The Ford Polish program included grantes for
political scientistes and humanists as well as natural scientisis.
Since the first two groups tend by nature to be more contro-
versial politically than doctere or hioclogists, the TFord Found-

tion found itself in continuing arguments with the Polish
authorities who prevented the Foundation from exercising a
free choice in the selection of its grantees. 1In 1962 the
program was discontinued as a direct result of these disagree-
menis. These difficulties appeared tc have been succezsfully
avoided in the case of the Ford Hungarian program.



The United States and Poland reached an agreement
in 19252, whereby 30,000 cdpies of the Polish-language hmeryka
are sold in Poland, while an egual number of copies of the
English-language Poland are put on the newsstands in the
United States.

During rhe current year, the U.5. Hational Acacemy
of Sciences has signed agreemantcs with the Polish, Roumanian,
and Czechoslovak Akcademics Ffor exchange visits of up to
40 man-monihs per year, for the ¢xchange of publications, and
for the exchange of information on research programs.

U.S. Exchanges with Bulgaria have been minimal angd
with Albania non-existent. U.S. trade with Bulgaria ig the
smalles: of all the East Burcpean countries. Americans' share
in Bulgaria's tourist boom has becen practically nil. Diplomatic
relations ware suspended for nearly a decade in the 50's; and
Bulgaria is the only country which still jams both the Veice.
of America and Radio Free Burope. Since the United States
does not recognize the existence 6f a separate Fast German
State, exchanges with Easzt Germany are a diplomatic, logical,
and practical imrossibility. The U.S. exchange program with
Yugoslavia is atynical, and tends more to follow the pattern
of exchanges with Western Europe.

ITI. OBJECTIVES OF THE UNITED STATES EXCHANGES PROGRAM WITH
THE SOVIET UNION AND EASTERN EFEUROPE

Just as the American exchanges agreement with the
Soviet Union springs from a colleciion of disparate interests,
so the various aspects of the Uniited States exchanges program
with the Sovieit Union and with Easiern Europe have differing
and at times conflicting objectives, which do not inmediately
suggest & cohereni whole.

Ekaterina Furtseva, Minister of Culiure of the USSR,
addreszing the 23rd Party Congress of CPSU last spring said :

"Everyone is well aware thaib cultural exchanges contri-
bute to the understanding of peoples and to the struggle for
peace »f the whole world."

This may or may not be true. In any case it is a
vaslt oversimplification of a very cocmplex phenomenon. One
of the principal problems here ie that the attainable object-
ive of improving the ability to understand the rationale for
various moves of a great power has been confused with the
idea that exchanges can lead to a growth of affection, sympathy,
or appreciation for individual or group behavior in one



country on the part of vigitors from another.

A thorough study of the attitudes of wvisitors travelling
to the Soviet Union and vice verga still remains to be undax-
taken., There are indications that travel among all .analiti
particularly short term visits, may tend to reenforce stereotyped
prejudices in the visitors toward the host country.? In the
case of longer term visits, the visitors, both American and
Soviet, in some cases seem to be able to isolate their appre-
ciation for specific professional or intellectual aspects of
life in the host country from a more generalized antipathy
toward the country's foreign policy and economic system.

es,

Most qualified. observeres agree that the impaci of travel
abroac on Scviet citizens over a longer period of time is
substantial, in some cases even traumatic, in terms of correci-
ing distortions learned over a long period and of arousing
a questioning attitude toward their own information, education,
and propaganda services. Adfmitiedly, however, this type of
impact is dAifficult, if not impossible, to measure; and its
traumatic aspects in particular deserve study in depth o
determine what role they play in the development of new
attitudes.

L few general and definable goals are o be found in all
exchange programs, both American and those of other countries.
For example, each country seeks tc create and project a favorable
image of itzelf among the ponulace of the hosit countries and Lo
offset negative propaganda. ‘The United States wants to demons-
trate both its technological and material progress, which has
continued despite Marxist predictions to the contrary, and
its cultural and artistic achievements. The USSR gecks to
establish its image as a peace-loving, cultuﬁed, and rtechno-
logically superior nation and social system.

Furthermore, exchangas are as much a part of a nation's
educational policy as they are a part of its foreign pclicy.
The United States and other countries need exneris in each
others' political, culitural, and social systems, who can
correctly interpret the intentions and camabiliities of their
neighkors and perform a reflective and stabilizing function,
It is through exchanges that this training can be best ach9ever,
Such experts are needed to correct misapprehensions, whether
ctheir origin be ideological, psychological, or power-political,
before they become miscalculations and lecad to fatal mistakes
of jucdgement. The process of mutual education for mutual
benefit spreads into all fields: the natural and sccial
sciences, fine arts and humanities, trade opporitunities, control
of disease, improvements in phyvsical communicaticn, and the like.



Finally, exchanges, particularly among great powers, with

the perscnal contact, exchange of information, and reassurance
through knowledge or experience which they imply, are elements
in a peaceful world order; while secrecy, exclusivenessy
suspicion, and closed societies usually accompany an increase
in armaments and the development of new weaponry.s In addition,
they may open a channel of communication which could be main-
tained in times of straincd relations. As will be seen later,
there has been relatively little correlation hetween exchange
activities at any one time and the day-to-day stresses of
international intercourse.

While it is true that the objectives listed above apply
to the United States exchanges wiith Ezstern Europe as well as
to the Soviet Union, their application to Eascern Burope falls
within cquite a different context of historical ond diplomatic
relationships and perspectives.

to re-aestablish
and to

In Eatern Burope the United States seek
the traditional historic, cultural, and ethnic
promote 2 peaceful evolution toward national indep nﬂenre ancd
internal freedom ... "2 build bridges across the gulf which
has divided us from Eastern Europe", as Presideni Jchnson said
at Lexingion, Virginia on May 23, 12564, :

L2
*
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rmericans approach BEastern Europe with a background of
more than a century of sympathetic contact and muitual concern,
springing from an assumption of shared values and historical
experience guite unlike the overtones of potential rivalry
and inheérent suspicion which have characterized Amexican atti-
tudes toward Russia, both Tsarist and Bolshevik. In Eastern
Burope, nearly everyone over 40 years of age was zducated in a
culture fundaomentally pro-fmerican and Western in nolitical
orientation. Thus the educaticnal and image-building problem
is much less challenging here than in the case of the Soviet
Union. However, other factors complicate the picture. Many
East HEuropeans in all ¢enerations share a genuine and long-
standing fear of Germany, now the United States' principal
continental ally. Soviet "peace propaganda", directed against
the United States, falls on more recentive ground in war-
ravaged Eastern Burope, particularliy Poland Current French
policy, to the extent that it calls for a ﬂﬁcentralization of
military alliances may very well evoke a sympathetic echo in
Eastern EBEurope.

United States educational objectives in Eastern Europe
run parallel with the political. The need for American knowledge
and expertise about Eastern Burope is not as urgent as in the
case of the Soviet Union. The U.S. educaricnal chjective is



rather to disseminate -- through exchanges -~ modern economic
and political ideas which the Eags:ern Zuropeans can make use

Oof in their efforics o libheralirze and rationalize thelr economies
and social structures.

Here the objectives of the United States and of the East
Europeans appear to coincide. The urge in Eastern Eurcope for
modernization and the realization that this can only come from
the Weet has built up a sirong pressure for exchanyges. In their
own interests, and in part in response to this prescure, the
East Duropean governments have accepted the need for exchanges,
with varying degrees of enthusiasm, even when this has meant
condoning the importation through exchanges of political and
social concepts they would far raiher have excluded.

Yo a degree, United States exchanges with Eastern Europe
are a means of reaching the Soviet Union as well. Eastern Europe,
with its residue of Western values and slightly greater freacom
for critical and creative theought can probably increasingly

gerve as a channcl of communication and interchange of ideas
between the two blocs. More East Europeans travel abroad than

¢o Soviet citizens, yet more Soviet citizens go o Eastcrn

Europe than to the ¥West. Here they come into contact with ideas,
economic innovations, and ethical and esthetic challenges which
penetrate in this fasghion into the solidities and stolidities

of the Soviet syotemn.

IV. EXCEANGE3 AND FERIODS OF INVERMNATIONAL TEMNSIOH *

Exchanges betwzen the United Statsg and the Soviet Union
have =2t itimes heen regarded as a harbinger of Soviet-Amnerican
relations. If the number of exchanges is increasing, there is
a popular impression that relations between the two countries
will improve. If a major exhibit or theatrical perfcrmance
is suddenly cancelled or postponed, this seeme to foreshadcow
a deteriorating or crigis situation in the relations between
he two countries. Closer examinption, however, shows that
there is no hard and fast Jdirect correlation bhetween the level
of exchanges and pericds of international tension. We shall
consider a few examples.

* I am indebted to Mr. Eric Stevenson, now General Counsel of
the Peace Corps, for his kindness in allowing me to make use
of the extensive research he has done on this particular aspect
of the United States -~ Soviet exchanges, as well as on many

other faceis of the program.



Before October, 1255, a handful of exchanjes were
underway hetween the United States and the Soviet Union, which
had been arranged on an ad hoc basis pricr o the negotiation
of the first agreement of 195%. These exchanges were immediately
suspended by the United States following the Soviet intervention
in Hungary as a demonscration of Imerican disapproval. However,
as earxly as January, 1757, exchanges were renewed and arrangenents
conniudaed for the visit of Soviet meteorologists, pedagogues,
and! nuceleaar physicists o visit the Soviet Union during the
early oart of the year.

he first exchanges agreemen® was signed in January 1950,
In thsz zuamer of that year, Soviet-lmerican relations took a
shary turn for the worse, with the Middle Bast crisis, the
tension ovar the off.-shore islands in the Formosa Straits, the
execntion of Imre Nagy, and the haraszment of Boris Pasiternak.
None of these events seems to have had any effect at all on the
exchanges program, which increased in guantity and variety during
this time. If tourism can be considered as a ropular barometer
of relaxed international relations, it is interesting to note
that during this period the number of merican tourists who
vigsited the USSR rosge «o a new high of 12,000 a vyear, figqure
which has been more or less constani ever since. 195%¢ was marked
by the Khruszhchev, Mikoyan, and Kozlow visits to the United States
and the Nixon and Harriman tours cof the Scoviet Union, an era of
pronounced gocd feeling.

The U-2 affair in the late spring of 1950, likewise
hac¢ no effect on thes on-going exchanges bebtween the two c¢ountries,
although it did cause the cancellation of the planned state
visits of President Eisenhower to the USSR and the then Air
Marshal Vershinnen to the United Siates. TWhile Khrushchev
continued publicly to endorse the exchange programs, a campaign
was mounted to discourage contacts between Soviet citizens and
exchange visitors and tourxists by characterizing them as spies
and trouble-nmakers. 1961l marked another neriod of deterxioraticn,
with the construction of the Berlin Wall and the resumption of
nuclear testing. It was at this point thal the Soviet Union
established the Institute of Soviet-American Relations with the
ostensible purpose of stimulating exchanges. In fack, however,
the effect of the Institute's actions has been to exploiin vis-
iting Americans for political purposes, and to attempt «o bypass
the reciprocity reguirements of the U.S.-5oviet exchanges agree-
ment.,

The war in Vietnam has had a measurable effect on
Soviet-Mmerican exchanges, although perpaps less than might
have been expected under the circumsitances. Planned mectings



have been postponed, exhibits and theatvical performances
postponed, and participation in athletic events demonstratively
withdrawn. The Vietnam war has not been cited in each case as
the specific reason for the breakdown, but it has supplied

the backdrop for the entire chain of events. Nonetheless, in
March, 1966, despite escalation of the war, a new two-year
exchanges agreement was signed by the United States and the
USSR, the scone of which is approximately the same as the
preceding agreement.

The war has had its impact on the United States exchanges
with the East European countries as well, particularly Poland
and Hungary, although with the former the war cannot be isolated
from other factors such as the Church-State conflict and the
reprassion of the intelligenzia. %he Vietnam war has been cited
by the Hungarians as 2 major aggravating factor in preventing
the normalization of Hungarian-Zmerican relations.

From the foregoing analysis, one could conclude that
while exchanges ag such do nokt necessarily contribute directly
£o the improvement in the international atmosphere, once ihey
have been established in a period of Jétente, they acquire a
momentum and resilience of their own which has enabled them to
survive subsequent wperiods of increased internaticnal tension.

V. DIFFERENCES BEYWEEN AMERICAN RYD WESYT EUROPEAN EXPERIENCE
IN EXCHANGES WITH THE SOVIEY UNMNION 21D EASTERN EUROPE

Soviet exchances policy toward Western Europe would
indicate that she still) regards Eurcpe as the primary area of
political action and challenge. Within the past few years,
the USSR and Eastern Europe have hald more exchanges with Western
Europe than with all the rest of the werld combined, despite
their increased efforts in the underdeveloped countries in the
face of mainland Chinese competition.

The West Buropean responsce Lo this Soviet culizural drive
has been energetic and, to a limited degree, coordinated. Hone
of the programs of the West Duropean countries are comparable
in scope or size to the U.S.-USSR program; and no nrivate West
European programs have approached the dimensions of the Ford
an¢ Rockefeller nrograms for East Buropean countries.

The West European countries have generally placed more
emmha51s on the teaching of their national languages and
literature than has the United States in its cultural .and
educaticna approaches to the world at large. The traditional
attitudes of Buropeans of the East toward those of the West are
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based on less tangible bul more ancient ties. DMoreover, the
facts of geography dictate that many more East Europeans,
particularly in the student categcry, will come to Wesgtern
Europe, and vice versa, than will for some time be the case
with the United States.

The United Kingdom's exchange program with theé Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe, operated by the semi-official British
Council, resembles but is somewhat smaller than that of the
United States. Proportionately, the Céuncil's effori Ffor the
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe is comparable in size to what
the Council has done with all of Western Europe. Like the United
States, the U.K. has a biennial agreement with the Soviet Union;
and the Anglo-Saxon countries have shared similar political
problems in the implementation of the agreément, such as an
imbalance as between natural and social scientists, restrictions
as to travel and access to arc¢hives, and Soviet efforts to control
exchanges through front organizatiocns.

Again like the United States, the U.K. has no formal
agreement with the Bast Buropean counhries. The British Council's
long experience in Eastern Europe has probably allowed more
long-term exchange situations tc arise than has been the case
with the United States. For example, the Council sponsors full-
time lecture-ships in English at eight East European and Soviet
Universities. BAbout 2,300 visitors came o the U.K. from the
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe under British Council sponsorship
in 1365. This is very close to the total number of exchange
visitors from the area to the United States.

The French exchanges program for the Soviet Union and
Eastern Burope, as for other parts of the world, centers on
the promotion of the teachiny of the French language. France
has written agreements with the Soviet Union and the East European
countries, and has been more successful than the United States
or Great Britain in arranging for resident professcrships in the
host countries. Sponsored studeni exchanges with the USSR and
with the larger East Buropean countries run to as much as 100
in each direction. This is more than twice as many students as
those covered by the program of the Fmerican coordinating group,
the Inter-University Committee, with ecach of the countries in
question. In addition there is prcbably a greater flow of un-
sponsored East Ruropean students to France than to any other
Wastern country.

taly's exchanges with the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe,
although smaller in scope than the French or Britich nrograms,
show an unexpectedly wide variety in subject matter. wWhile
architeciture, music, and other fine arts understandably occupy



- 1] -

a prominent place, scientific exchanges and exchanges in atomic
energy research have occupied important positions in Italy's
programs with the Soviet Union and Poland. 211 the Italian
programs, like the French exchanges, are based on written inter-
governmental understandings. Itzaly extends her hospitality to
tens of thousands of visitors from Eastern Burope each year, who
come to study, absorb, and adnire the ancient values of Italian
culture.

The German Federal Re>ublic has diplomatic relations and
a formal cultural agreement only with the Soviet Union from
among the countries with which this paper is concerned. German
trade missions in Poland, Hungary, Roumania and Bulgaria promote
cultural exchanges on an & hoc basis,and a considerable exchange
of scientific personnel takes place in Czechoslovakia. 7he
negotiation of any cultural agreements with these countries has
foundered in recent years on the so-called "Berlin clause",
whereby the Federal Republic has insisted that any international
agreements it concludes must also explicitly cover West '2rlin.
This position has heen unacceptable to the Soviet Union and its
allies and may in due course block renewal of the Federal
Republic's culitural agreement with the USSR,

Despite these formal difficulties, however, it would
aprear that the Foreign Office in Bonn actively encourages
cultural and educational exchanges with the East European
countries, particularly in order to forestall the establishment
of any monopoly in the representation of German culiture in this
part of the world by the Soviet Union. “he historie role of
Germany in Eastern Europe, and the burden of the events of
the war years have combined to make the Federal Renublic especial-~
ly conscious of the opportunities and limitations of its policy
and possible actions in this area.

VI. CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

From these remarks it will be clear that a number of
lines of research and study of the impact of East-West exchanges
could usefully be pursued. Some sytematic work on the efifsct
of international travel on individuales has been done in the
United States at the lMassachusetis Institute of Technology and
elsewhare; and Frederick Barghcorn at Yale is compiling data on
the impressions and reactions of PMmerican participants in the
U.S.-Soviet exchanges program. o0 my knowledge, no comparable
study has been made either in ithe United Sitates or in Europe for
participants in exchanges with the Bast Buropean countries., If
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the cooperation of research institutes in Fastern Burope
could be secured in making such a survey, the technical
Adifficulties would be far less substantial. This may not,
howeveyr be politically feasible.

On the REuropean side also it would be extremely
interesting if a particular political or economic concept
could be traced as it made its way in récent years £rom
Western Europe to Yugoslavia, perhapns to Poland or Czech-
oslovakia, and then to the Soviet Union. O»Onother useful line
of enquiry would bhe to determine if and in what way the
exigencies of trade beiween Eastern and Western Burope arc
affecting the economies of each country, and to what extent
sales represenitaitives, bhuyers, and other business negotiators
act as a channel of cultural exchange as well, fransmitting
rmore humane, liberal, and rational concepts of economic and
social organization.

111 these factors point to the development of 2
greater degree of opehness to a social structure in which
a greater freedom of choice can be exercised, and finally
to the likelihood that once the countries of Eastern Europe
in marticular have embarked upon a course in this direction,
iz will ke a most difficult and compl & maneuver Lo aitempt

to reverse ithe trend.
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Thoughts on Germany - A History of Ideas on Reunification

by Theo Sommaer

Thirteen years have passed since the end of the Bast German
rebellion of June 1953, and five years since the erection of the Berlin Wall. We have
not, in this time, come one step closer to unifying our divided land. The old
consolation that unification will come because it must come is not taken seriously any
more by anyone, even by those who, each year, with pathetic voices, have glorified
the 17th of June. The government rightly announces "QOur past policies have not yet

- led to sugcess. But the way that the German Federal Republic and her allies have

chosen is the right way. It must be continued." The people, however, if this way
is at all clear to them, think more realistically about the chances of attaining their
goal. Public opinion polls clearly point out that the wish for reunification has
intensified over the years, but that the belief in its success becomes more and more
doubtful.’ The gap between hopes for the future and expectations for the future
becomes greater and greater.

There is no cause to interpret these facts in an alarming way. When
there is doubt, so is it nothing more than realism. The majority of West Germans
know whét they hope for, but they also realize the factors and circumstances that work
against their wish. They do not live with illusions.

There are generally threc views prevalent in West Germany today,
even though they are nct always formulated with adequate acuteness oif thinking.

The first view is never questioned: War cannot and must not be the
solution to the German question. In our world, nuclear weapons foriid even the
thought of such a solution. By the atom, the concept of "victory" has become
meaningless. There would be no victor, no vanquished - only mutual extermination.
War is, therefore, in the context of rational political thought, out of the question.

In view of this, the ¢'d saying of international law is painiully true -
that peace serves justice better than justice serves peace. Discord because of
differing views on justice would be an apocalyptic catastrophe; injustice must be
accepted, endured for the sake of peace; it can only be mitigated; it cannot be removad
entirely. Atomic weapons hinder solutions; they freeze the problem; temporary
conditions become permanent conditions. The last sanction of power serves only to
maintain the status quo, not to change it. Therefore, there will be no more "rollback",
neither & la Dulles nor & la Khrushchev. And therefore the example of Poland, which



after one and one-half centuries of dismemberment and partition, once again was
unified, can afford the Germans little hope or comforti Poland achisved her unity
as aresult of a8 World War; this very road is closed to us.

The Germans realize this very well. The enforced renunciation
that they promisad their allies in 1954 was not based on mere compulsion buf on
this deeper understanding. The Bonn Peacenote of March 25, 1966, containing a
bid for a mutual non-offensive declaration with the East Europzan people was a
clear - if unduly late - confirmation of this attitude. No one in Germany wants a
war.

The second view is not as clear, although just as widely recognized
in Germany. As by the atom the congept of "victory" has become void of meaning
so the ideology renders pragmatic compromise more difficult. This also differentiates
German from Polish division: their ideological and sociological background. Whether
Krakow was Austrian, Prussian or Russian did not make much of a difference if one
looks at'it from the point of view of the ruling system; the people would have per-
ceived only unimportant, meaningless differences. Today, however, there have come
into being, in East and West, various social siructures; within the rivalry of the
systems, the social order has become a decisive criterion and has almost gained a
sacrosanct character. The different systems are based on different ideologies;
ideological compromise, however, does not exist as long as the ideologies remain
uncorrupted and popular, Frontiers would let themselves be displaced, if it is
a mere question of a square kilometer. They would be walled up as soon as they are
separatéd by different "Weltanschauungen."” The Elbe is, however, in Krushchev's
work, a holy frontier.

Both of these views gave rise to a third, which is saldom talked about,
but which no thoughtiul contemporary can evade - all parties of the Bundestag have
failed in their attempts for reunification.

This is true for the CDU which, at first, followad the concept of
"politics of strength®. They attempted to integrate West Germany into the Western
world and tried to mobilize the combined potential of the West for reunification.
The West was to be so strong - and Germany wanted to give its military share by
joining NATO - that the Kremlin would resign and give up Bast Germany in face of
such superior western p.wer. It was not a bad idea, but it failed because Moscow .
was ruled not by orphans, but by men who had the same idea of "politics of strength”,
from their pcint of view. In the Easi~West stalemante, the idea of reunification through
greater strength suffocated.



-3 -

Failure - this is also true for the SPD. It endeavored to reunify
the country through just the opposite means. SPD was againsi too strong affiliation
and commitment, military and economic, with the West. To the contrary, it wanted
Germany to stand apart from two power blocs and set it up in a Garden of Eden of
neutrality in Central Europe. At that time, one spoke of disengagement. This concept
also had its logic. Certainly, howaver, one cannot always rely on logic in politics,
The plan for disengagement failed because the Elbe became, to the Communists, a
holy frontier.

Thus, the old policy of the CDU was chafing at the atom, the
policy of the SPD was chafing at ideoiogy, the policies of the FUP were lost
somewhere in the middle. Today, there is no direct way to reunification. Since
the Berlin Wall, this has become clearer, yar by year.

Today, once again, people in Germany are reflecting on Germany -
reflecting about a policy which, on one hand, uses the atomic patt for a political
offensive, and on the other hand, can corrupt Communist ideology. Old fictions
are being discarded. Many things are being put in question that, for many years,
were tabpo. They arc turning away from the simple legal aspect and are initiating
a road toward a creative policy. '

It may have been a mere coincidence that the impulse for a debate
in Germany over reunification came from the exterior. The fact is that the first
suggestions setiing up a system were made by two American professors. Henry A.
Kissinger of Harvard went Iack, mutaiis mutandis, to the concept of an offering of
"peace within the precincts of the castle" which had been rejected by Khrushchev
in the summer of 1362, when Adenauer went to Moscow. Zbigniew Brzezinski,
Sovietologist from New York's Columbia University, proposed a different concept.
He does not want to accept the German Democratic Republic for & given period, he
would rather isolate and blockade them - this in the framework of a political program
that strikes at the kernel of reassociation with East Europe. The vehicle of peaceful
engagement - the peaceful reinvolvement of Europe' s separated halves - should be a
grandiose undertaking of assistance, a kind of new Marshall Plan. These two
proposals did not find very much success: Kissinger, because his ideas appear too
synthetic, and Brzezinski, because his thoughts, so far as they concern Bonn's
policies toward East Berlin, are too easily adapted to the orthodoxy of the dogma of
sovereignty, whereas the SPD, during the election year, was careful to express
divergent opinions.

The reflections on Germany, however, began soon from another
source as well. On April 24, 1965, the Bavarian FDP in Munich published a
memorandum “The German Guestion”. The author was Ambassador ritz Oeller, with
assistance from Thomas Dehler. It procecded from six theses. The iour most
important are:
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- The German question today is no longer to be solved alone on the
the basis of the responsibility of the Allied Powers of the Potsdam
Conierence of August 1945;

- German reunification today is only conceivable in the framework of
world-wide agreements on political, military and economic matters,
but certainly not with the presentation of a "status quo ante®;

~ Neither the states of the East bloc nor those of the West are interested
in a restoration of the national unity of Germany. The fear of a rearmed,

- strong Germany is still evident and tends to reduce their interest in
reunification;

-~ From the point of view of the BundesrepuHik, the reference to the four~
' power responsibility and the pressure for initiative by our allies is not
- enough. More and more it becomes necassary to develop own initiatives
-and concepts which might serve as the basis for negotiations on German
reunification, in the framework of world-wide détente. The policy of the
small steps alone, as welcome as it may be, is certainly not suificient,

_ After an analysis of the Allied Powers' policy on Germany, the
Oellers memorandum recomm®::ds: the abstinence of the German Federal Republic
in any nuclear activities as well as with regard to MLF, ANF, or fcrce de frappe; no
military integration of the EEC states; taking up diplomatic relations with the East
European states, and flexible interpretation of the Hallstein doctrine; stronger and
more normal relations with Bast Germany, without recognition of any kind of the DDR.
When establishing a German concept for reunification, the following points would
have to be considered: the limitation of arms and a nuclear free-zone in Europe;
the separation of the German Federal Republic from NATO and the separation of the
German Democratic Republic from the Warsaw Pact, after creating o new European
control s'ystem comprising USA and USSR; a system of non-aggression pacts and
security Ttreatie s; the right of seli~determination for the newly united German people;
military status of the united Germany; determination of a permanent frontier; a peace
agreement with reunified Germany.

The Oellers-Dehler memorandum touched upon all the factors
prevalent and importent in Germany today. Principally, the desire for a draft peace
treaty with more significance than a rempitulation of already existing proposals,
and which would have at least publicity value - even if not having any value for
immediate reunification ~ and which would also clarify the military status of
reunited Germany, her Eastern borders and the manner ©of her integration in the
context of an overlapping European-American security system.
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Indeed, in the preamble of the constitution, the whole German
people is invited to achieve unity and freedom in free self-determination. Germany,
however, was not defined with regard tc its territery, and it is left open whether
Germany, in this context, was at all considered as a territorial toncept. In any
case, the mest determining aspect in the preamble Hd for reunification was not the
territorial one, but the "will of the German pesple to maintain their national and
political unity". Should one day our two great desires for national and political
unity, on the one hand, and the territorial integrity of Germany as an object of
internaticnal law, on the other hand, come into irreconcilable compatition, then the
bid for reunification on the principal priority of the national and political unity of the
German peocple must be regpectad.

, Of course, the opinion of a reporter is not binding for the policies
of a government. Even so, the eche to this statement, as with the reaction to the EKD
memorandum, has brought to light that, considering all the shrill arguments in certein
circles, the broad public does appreciate, if not even share, an attitude of reason and
renunciation in order to promote reunification between the Rhine and the Oder. That -
Germany, if it ever is to be unified, must accept, by and large, the East {rontier, .
is not disputed by any sericus German poclitician; it is only still controversial when
this can be admittied openly. The same is true for the non-nuclear status of a
reunified Germany. Here, the will of total renunciatinn is even more unequivocal.
The question is only whether negative commitments in this direction should be made
now, or whether it would not be more advisable to "be paid by the East for renunciation
of atomic weapons in all-German money".

Also in this respect, realism is trump. Everything that is connected
with atomic warfare meeis with skepticism and aversion. Insofar, VWilhelm Wolfgang
Schiltz, the director of the trusteeship of Udivided Germany, expressed an opinion
which is widely spread, "Arguments againsi a German atomic power are present in
every Capital. Nothing will change in this respect for a long time, neither in the
East nor'in the West. Is it not, then, in the interest of German politics that the
German Federal Republic be on the top of the nonatomic powers, instead of on the
edge of the atomic powers? It is of no use at all to German policy that, rightly or
wrongly, the impression was given that the Federal Republic was actualily looking
for her own nuclear-weapons, in spite of all agreements and assurances."

Schtitz’ memorandum also belongs in the list of unorthodox publica-
tions. It begins with the lapidary sentences "A political strategy for reunification is
indispensable. Until now, it has been missing." He then presents such a strategy -
a grand reform of German politics. In some detail, one might quarrcl with Schitz,
But, in the core, his a2pproach complies with everyone' s beliefs and thoughts who
demand more dynamics and imagination in German foreign policy.



II Turning Away from the Old Dogmas

Apart from the international aspects of the German guestion, its
inner-German aspect has gained more and more attention. This is not surprising
because at present it is not very likely that any initiative in foreign policy may
promote reunification, A scheme is nocessary for the day when the German question
will be brought up again, but time is not yet ripe for that. This means: until that
day, we need an interim policy which would bring about relief for the 17 million
people across the Elbe, or which would at least prevent that Garimans in East and
West become more and more estranged.

There will be nobody who has any illusions about what is possiblae,
although the spokesmen of a "policy of small steps below the sill of recognition™
this side of the Elbe have often enough been reproached for their illusionism,
whereas, on the other side of the Elle, they have been reproached for their "counter-
revolution in slippers". In the meantime, however, the simple thought seems to gain
ground in the Bundesrepublik: if there is still a long time to go till reunification,
then we have to do all we can in order to prevent that only the East Germans have
to pay the price for the separation,

Erich Miller-Ganglaoff, Head of the Evangelical Academy in Berlin,
has gone farthest in this direction. Following the steps of Karl Jaspers, he demands
"end of reunification" and "an alternative to reunification'™. In his book "Mit der
Teilung leben" he writes:

Reunification is not a credible 2im of present German policy. The
division of Germany is not only the consequence of a war which we
initiated and which we lost and which has brought the armies of the
two hemispheres into our country; the separation is, morecver, the
inevitable consequence of 20 years of a policy which has deepened
the ideological contrasts between the victorious powers, instead of
mitigating these contrasts, There is no price conceivable which would
even approximately counter-balance the value of the DDR for the Soviet
Union.., At last, we have to begin thinking about non-reunification,
i.2., 2 concept which can lead us out of the seif-inflicted cage of
a line of thinking which has become senseless, and into o future of
minimal hopes.



Radical Analyses

Gangloff' s motivation is influenced by the strong conviction that,
from the historical point of view, Germany has gamHed away its national unity;
that it has no more right to claim reunification; that there will be no ali~-German
future, just a common German future against the background of permanent separation.
In this he differs from Karl Kaiser, a young German scientist working at Harvard
University. Kaiser, in a remarkable analysis, writes crystal-clear:

The immediate task for the political leaders of the Bundesropublik
should not consist in attaining what up to now they had considered their
dominating and most urgent aim: reconstitution of a united Germany

in freedom. The present constellation ¢f power in Europe and in the
world excludes this possibility for the near future.... The actual

problem is to promote freedom of the individuals ecast of the Berlin

Wall and of the Iron Curtain, to maintain the feelings amongst all
Germans that they belong together, and to create, in the realiicns
between East and West, conditions which make possibe a rapprochement....
It remains to be examined if the Bundesrepublik and her allies

should make the first step towards & new policy on Germany by
starting from the assumption thai liberalization of the Last German
régime in the future is their most pressing aim.,,.. Since tho gap

widens each year, the policy of renouncing inner-German contacts

may well become a de facto recognition of the German division....

Walter Euchner, Gert Schifer and Dieter Senghaas, 5 young Germans

specialized in political science, have expressed their views just as racdically as for

. as analysis is concerned and even stricter as far as form is concerned; their book,
publishs:zd by Enzensberger, is called "Katechismus zur deutschen Frage". They
say: "A political concept is superfluous when it reflects the wishes of its
originators, but not the difficulties which hinder the realization of these wishes."
Instead of total and parfect suggestions for solution, they demand “rationality of

" non-codified and non-codifiable political actions, viz, the unilateral gesture which
presupposes common interests and which expresses the expectancy of an adequate
reaction; the symbolical testing of such 'reciprocity as a pars pro itoty: the tacit
agreement; the calculated risk of détente; the attempt to reverse the mechanism of
military growth: constructive escalation.” And they realize this: "It is not
possible to guarantee these steps in advance by 2 treaty, this would not be in their
nature. They are only codifiable - if at all - post fesitum."

The program suggested by the German catechists is reflected in the
sentence: "The interests of the populaticns of both German states - as far as they
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are clearly to be discerned - require peaceful stabilization of the situation in Centrail
Europe." They do not believe that putting together the two German states to one

i

single state would be possible at present nor in the near future. A realistic policy

for Germany must, in their opinion, aim at establishing the most intimate rel tionship
possible - in the economic, cultural and personal sphere - between the Bundesrepuolik
and the DDR: such relationship, if stabilized, could be the forerunner to a future
political unity.

A pelicy of cooperation with the DDR should take the place of the
present policy of the Bundesrepuldik which claims the right to be the only recognized
German fstate. This means that the Bundesrepublik should discard with its political,
legal and military doctrines, recognize the DDR and renounce its temritorial claims;
the DDR, on the other hand, would have to respect the status of Berlin, guarantee free
access and give up the doctrine according toc which Berlin is on DDR territery,
furthermore, renounce to a formal diplomatic recognition by the Bundesrcpublik,
including exchange of Ambassadors. These time-table catechets think litile of an
arrangenjent by means of a peace treaty. They think it is still appropriate to
approach the confederation of the 2 German states with skepticism. "A premature
federative construction without any political background could do more harm than
good. Such a confederation would be useful not for bringing about the desired effect,
but for sanctioning what has been achieved. This will take a good while."

In some respects, Theodor Eschenburg goes even further. He does
not only speak of regpecting the DDR, ut he even thinks it ingispensable to finally
recognize it. His argumentation is full of good reasons and, therefore, escapes
simplifi:cation in mere phrases. The core of this argumentation is the statement that
the Bundesrepublik, in view of the latent threatening of West Berlin, will not
be able to avoid accepting the Eastern theory of two states, thus taking away the
basis for their theory of three states,

At this point, Eschenburg breaks through the "Maginot line of
thinking" which Gnter Kartkopf, Dircetor of the Berlin Senate for Federal Affairs,
had pilloried at the end of February 1966, Hartkopf warned of the danger of an
all-German euphory; he explicitly underlines that the frame within which we can
politically move is more than restricted. He stresses the "pre~-cra of the small
steps" and demands "merciless clearing of the all'German lumber-room"™ as basis
for any further steps of reintegration., He also demands:

Let's begin not to put legal questions in the foreground when dealing
with the question of how to come to an agresment with the Germans

in the middle of cur fatherlana. Qur legal claim is, morally and also
from the point of view of international law, well founded; but it should
not be continuously pushed in the foreground, because neither politically



nor ctherwise does it bring us any further. What wa need is a

clear concept for the steps to be taken during the pre-era, for

the small steps themselves, and for the grand concept of re-
unification. Here, the politicaliy responsible ones are called upon
to find 2 line, to tell us what we want, how we want it and how much
it will cost us,

, Hartkopf is a man of the FEDP; however, clso within the SPD
there are similar thoughts. Herbert V/ehner, during the clection year 1965, had
tricd t> push these thoughts in the background, but in this attempt he failed;
thereaftei;, during the dezbate about the exchange of speakers, he vigourcusly headed
the group ¢f those who, within his party, demanded an active policy on Germany.
The resolution taken by the SPD-Landesporteitag in Schleswig-Holstein on January 22,
expresses this thought with a certain precision: "The positions of the respective
governments in a split Germany are at present more incompatible than ever. The
attitude of the Bundesregierung, often anxiously withdrawing to long=-abandoned grounds
of cold war, has the inherent danger of an isolation in foreign policv. The East
German state is more and more being entangled with the East block; therefore it is
gaining, in the BEast block and in some parts of the world, political scope.

Political Fictions

"It is only in the Western part of our country that we Germans have
the possibility of examining in open discussion the situation of our people and deciding
upon measures for improving that situation. If we don't have the courage to admit
that our former attitude cannot be maintained, then we ourselves resirict our possibilities
Assertions that we want to maintain the unity of the pecple will, then, be nothing but
empty deglamatians..."

t was inevitable that the topic of Germany penetrated not only the
intellect of the intellectuals, but alsc the imaginaticn of the imaginative. The Kiel
professor for International Law Eberhard Menzel was the first to take a step in this
direction - with an imaginary retrospective from the year 1285, which he presented
in Berlin in November 1965 during a meeting of the Berlin Evangelical Academy. Out
of the retrospective of fiction, Menzel drew up a plan for reunification which the
Bundesregicrunyg, however, had only adopted after tiwowing over an cuthoritative
government which had ruled in Boun for several years:

... The new government, upon instruction of the Parliament,
declarad its willingness to deal with all political quastions;
abandoned all empty formuiae maintained hitherto and agreed to
sign a non-aggression agreement. In this newly created favcourable
atmosphere, the governmant succeeded in evading the spaectre of a
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peace treaty. An extensive scries of treaties on the new formation
of Eurcpe was set up, including agreements on the military safety
system.

These treaties brought about changes in military agresments
installed the US and the USSR as guaraniceing powers and scttled
measures for inspection and control, imitating the plans of the Arms
Contrcl, as in vigour in the Sixiles, against surprisc aggrossion.

Of gpecial significance was the agreement renched beiween
the Big Powers concerning plans for German reunification. The
Amecrican proposal of 1952 concerning joint technical commissions
was, with a few modifications, ndopted. Some sub-committees
convenad under allied chairmanship, others were composed of even
numbpers of representatives of both parts of Germany; there resulted
a variety of organic formations each of which was specialized in a
specific topic of negotiation. One important factor was that the
principle of self-determination was acknowledged as o dacisive
criterion. It was agreed that within 10 years a plebiscite should
be held. Thus, both parts of Germany were to determing freely about
the national reunification,

This arrangement of 1980 resulted in a rapid improvement
of the relations between the 2 parts of the population, all the more
since the political leaders on both sides reduced their propaganda
to a large dagree. There were special agreements on free access and
unhindered travelling of visitors; press and puldishing restrictions
were abolished and official funds for news agencies were restricted;
a political amnesty was proclaimed. Ideslogical rescerves became less
accentuated, especially since the Bundesrepublik had overcome 2
period of autheritative ruling. The common factors were stressad
more than the dividing factors. The ten years were considered as a
period of mutual {rial.

Thus, it is true that in 1985 the decision on reunification had
not vet been taken, however, the road to definitive settlement was
now paved...

The idea seemed to be in the ait - otherwise, it cannot e explaingd
why Rildiger Altmann (who once had written 2 critical farewell-song to the Adenauer
era and who, afierwards, had coined for the second Bundeskanzler the slogan of
"Formierte Gesellschaft") at the same time developed a similar idea, though more
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detailed, which he also presented in the form of retrospective political fiction,
On March 1, 1966, his political fiction "Der deutsche Bund" was broadcast in
the 3rd program of the NDR (*) television; on April 20, one day before the
stock~taking talks of the party leaders with Chancellor Erhard, the broadcast
-was repeated by the first program in the whole territory of the Bundesrepublik.

‘There is no doubt that the long years of stagnation in thinking
are gradually coming to an end. It is a striking fact that new ideas are being
brought up, above all, by the press and by men of political science and by
politicians within FDP and SPL:; so far, CDU/CSU has contributed little but
phrases; of the latter party, only Johann Baptist Gradl has caused some asttention
by putting ideas, which were not new at ali, at least into new words, and Rainer
Barzel had made a temporary advance into the field of concreteness, The assumpticn
is, however, not true that the readiness for a re-calculation of the German bhill is
only to be found at the esoteric fringes of the universities and the Parties.

As a proof for this assertion, we give hereafter some excerpts from
a speech made, on January 11, 1966, by the Vice-President of the Deutscher Industrie-
und Handelstag and Vice~President of the Hamburg Chamber of Commerce, Alwin
Minchmeyer. In his closing remarks, the German banker states:

Our principle of a German state is based on an incontestable
right; it is in logical conseqguence of this that, again and again, it
has keen demanded that West Germany should be the sole gualified
speaker for the whole of Germany. There is no doubt that this point
of view submits us, on the one hand, to continuous blackmail and,
on the other hand, it is considered a nuisance, not last by our friends,

New Realism

This would not do any harm and should not impress us in the

least, if only we had the ieeling that with this attitude we would approach
our aim, i.c. reunification, and, especially, to be of help to the people

in the East zone. But do we not have reason to ask ourselves from
time to time whether this is really the case? If - I want to leave it

open for the moment - it is not possible to give a positive answer

to this gquestion, we should also examine the fcllowing possibility:

If one assumes - as I suppose we have to ~ that, as time goes by, some
.of our friends will accept the theory of the 2 states and that in the end

** Norddeutscher Rundfunk
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we'll be quite alone with our concept of one single state, and if,
on the other hand, one staris from the reflection that our primary
desirec must be to securzs in the East Zone living conditions com-~
patible with human dignity, then we may consider to start a new
initiative, perhaps as follows:

At first, we would define our indispensable demands, ey.
esp. disappearance of the Wall, free interchange of people and
thoughts and guarantee that in the future no new hindrances will
be put up.

Then, we would make it clear to the world that we would be
ready, in casz that these demands are being fulfilled, to take the
factual condition of 2 states as the starting point for future
negotiations on reunification, 1 think it is conceivable that this
formulation would not restrict the scope of an effective policy on

reunification, but, to the contrary, that it would release it.

All in all, one assertion was incontestable in 1966: Germany
has started anew to think about Germany. A new realism is spreacing which made
it possible for Franz Josef Strauss to say buntly: "I do not believa in reconsiitution
of a German naticnal state, not even within the frame of the 4 occupation zones."
The unification of the 2 Germanies in the frame of a national state he thinks to be
"rationally, and measured by the exyperience of history, unfortunately not possile
in the near future." There are many others who share his views, but they lack the
careclessness to express their opinions so openly. One might almost say that there
is already a secret consensus on the question of the aim of German policies. One
might put it like this: the aim of the German policy must be io bring about reunification
or to_create conditions which make reunification superfluous or which render its ‘
absence bearable.

So fer, this knowledge has not been condernsed into & political
program, nor is there a man visible on the German stage who would link his name to
this theory. Howaver, a switch in attitude is taking place in Germainy. Something
fundamental has been stirred up, a new development is on the wav. Theorestically,
there are at least three men who are likely to adopt this policy which would be
"Gaullist” towards the East, "Atlantic” towards the West and German in the very
unpathetic senr2 that it would not de aifraid of contacts with Communist Germans.
One of the three men is Rainer Barzel, Deputy Head of the CDU. For a long time
he has been busy mitigating the opinions of others, but one day he will want to define
his very own opinion and, in spite of all his oscillations in the past, nobody can
reproach him for lack of realism. A second man is Helmut Schmidt whese impetuous
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political temperament certainly tempts him to take the lead, breaking through
sterility to activity. The third of these men is, surprising as it may be, Franz
Josef Strauss. A common characteristic of the three is some progmatism, even
opportunism. Of all three of them it would be conceivaple that they divect their
boats into the current of a new majority opinion, once the direction of that current
becomes discernable.

However, it takes two sides to establish a new policy for Germany.
And for the time being it does not look as if in East Berlin it were already possible
to turn away from the old dogmas. On the other side of the wall, o0, doubts and
anxiety render any initiative towards = reshuffling of the inner-German relationship
difficult. That there are -uch initiatives has been proved by the Apel case as well
as, in the spring of 1966, the argumants which took place within the Polithlro on
the question of the exchange of speakers. It is now the time for West Germany to
prepare itself for the day when the SED leadership will adopt o sensible course.
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Introduction

Today, some twenty years after the end of World War

'1I, the politics of Europe are again in flux. Although-

one can hardly predict what the future will bring, there
isra growing presenfiment that it wili work substantial
changes in the étatus quo which settled upon a divided
Europe during the past two decades of East-West Cold War.

Throughoﬁt most of these two decades, the life of
Europe wés dominated by the East-West confrontation. Each
half of a partitioned Europe, as George Kennan has put it,-
fell under the political and military influence of a super-
power peripheral to Europe proper. The bipolarity of power
in- postwar Europe was brought home above all by the emer-
gence of mutual U.S.-Soviet nuclear deterrence, which,
fbllowing a transient phaée of American atomic monopoly,
served to stabilize the military division of Europe and
tended to immobilize its politics as well,

In the meantime, however, the postwar status quo was .

being slowly undermined by forces of change at work both

in the West and in the East. The revival of nationalism,

* .
-Any views expressed in this paper are those of the
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policy of any of its governmental or private research
sponsors. Papers are reproduced by The RAND Corporat1on
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The present paper was prepared for a forthcoming .
meeting of the Atlantic Institute in October 1966.
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or what has sometimes been called the pfocess_qf poly~
centrism, was probably the key element in the gradual break-
down of bipolarity on both sides of the European dividing
line. 1Ironically, the reassertion of nationalist interests
in the politics of Europe was perhaps made possible, more
than anything else, by the nuclear stalemate between the
superpowers, which seemed to many people to dispel the
danger that another great war might arise in Europe.

At any rate, although the o0ld rigidities and tensions
of the Cold War era have by no means disappeared, it has
become generally recognized today that the opposing.
political-military alliance systems led by the United States
and the Soviet Union are evolving into something new,
reflecting important if not fundamental shifts in the
political climate of Europe on both sides of the river
Elbe.

.The present paper, to come now to its purpose, is not
intended to explore such sweeping questions as the possible
paths of future European development, nor the complex
influence of interacting. Soviet and American policies upon
Europe's destiny. Rather, the paper has a much more modest
aim: to examine the military dimensions of . Soviet policy
toward an evolving Europe.

It goes without saying, of course, that the military-
dimensions of policy are but one aspect of the seamless
web of political, economic, strategic, and other considera-
tions out of which Soviet policy--- or that of any state
in the modern world -- is woven. At the same‘time, there
is at least one cogent reason why the béaring of SoViétlrfh
military power and posture upon the problems of Europe

merits close attention. Not only did thé Soviet militéf&u



threat to Europe, as perceived in. the past, have a great
deal to do with bringing a Western defense alliance into
being, but much of today's preoccupation with the future
'fate of NATO turns upon the assumption that the character

of this threat has now changed. 1t therefore seems
appropriate to try to sort out some of the politico-military
coﬁsiderations upon which this assumption rests.

- Time-wise, the paper is addressed most closely to
relevant Soviet military policy developments during the
latter years of Khrushchev's rule and since his successors
came to power, in October 1964. However, the author has .
felt it necessary to begin with a review of the earlier
postwar years under Stalin, for the Cold War decisions of
that period have left a lasting mark even today on the

Soviet military posture toward Europe.

Stalin's Military Policies in the Early Postwar Years

Among the immediate consequences of World War II
which went far toward shaping the postwar environment of
Eﬁrope was the penetration of Soviet military power into
Central and Eastern Europe and the employment of this
military presence to serve a Soviet'ﬁolitical strategy
aimed at goals beyond the defeat of Nazi Germany. As
Stalin had put it to a Yugoslav visitor in April 1945:

This war is not as in the past; whoever
occupies a territory imposes on it his own
social system. Everyone imposes his own system
as far as his army can reach. 1t cannot be
otherwise.l

In postwar Europe, as the Soviet Union set out to
consolidate its share of the victory over Germany, it

became apparent that this prescription had indeed been
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‘put to work. Besides the obvious task of securing the
Soviet position in occupied Germany, the Soviet armed
forces were used to garrison other parts of Eastern Europe
‘and to pave the way for subsequent absorption of this
region into the communist fold.

Since the Western allies, for all practical purposes,
had acquiesced in the early postwar period to Soviet
hegemony in Eastern Europe, and had moreover largely
demobilized their own wartime fofces, one might have thought
that relatively modest Soviet forces would have sufficed
to safeguard Soviet gains and to shield the process of
revolutionary takeover in Eastern Europe. On the contrary,
however, the Soviet Union chose to keep very substantial
forces under arms.

Precisely what the actual over-all level of the Soviet
military establishment may have been in the early postwar
years remains a matter of some controversy.2 Nevertheless,
it is quite clear that a large combined-arms force of Soviet
ground troops and tactical support aircraft was left in_
place in occupied Germany and elsewhere in Eastern Europe.
Numbering around 30 divisions and well upward of a half
million men, the equivalent of a Soviet wartime Front, this
forward deployment of Soviet military power at the thresh-
old of Western Europe was to remain relatively.constant in
size thereafter, being reduced only marginally during the
next two decades.

It was this visible Soviet military presence in Europe,
backed up by additional forces of substantial though perhaps
exaggerated size in the bordering territory of the USSR
itself, which initially gave rise to deep-sédted concern

in the West that an "imbalance of forces'" existed that
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might prejudice the poétwar security of Europe. Why then
should‘Stalin have decided to keep under arms what seemed
like unreasonably large forces, when a less formidable
image of Soviet military power might have allayed Western
concern and hélped to alter profoundly the climate of post-

war relations between the Soviet Union and her wartime

‘ allies?

There is no foom in this brief account to explore the
roots of Stalin's motivation in the eariy postwar years
when, as McGeorge Bundy has described it, Stalin seemed
bent on squandering the 'reservoir of good will" he had
inherited from the wartime years of partnership with the
West.3 However, one may identify several factors that
seem to have conditioned his military policy decisions.

The frame of mind which led Stalin to interpret every
defensive move in the West as confirmation of ingrained

hostility to the Soviet Union was probably one of the chief

factors that underlay his decision to maintain large military

forces. A desire to stake out a protective belt of terri-
tory to cover the Soviet Union's traditionally vulherable
frontier with Europe was probably another factor thét led
him to keep strong Soviet forces deployed in Central and
Eastern Europe. Stalin's reluctance to remove these forces
from their wartime lodgement may also have rested on the
belief that local resistance to satellization of the area
would otherwise present serious problems. Another key
element in Stalin's perception of the postwar scene was
the prospect that American involvement in Europe might
threaten not only the Soviet Union's wartime gains, but

also its prospects for future political advance.



6=

After the militant pressures of Soviet European policy
during the so-called Zhdanov period in 1947 48 had foreclosed
any possibility of American disengagement from postwar
Europe,4 two considerations tended to become paramount on
Stalin's military agenda. The first was to find a way
to deter the United Statés from either exﬂloitihg potential
unrest in Eastern Europe or from reacting in a dangerous
'fashion to Soviet political moves calculated to play upon
divergencies within the West. The second was that of
breaking the Western nuclear monopoly and providing the
Soviet Union with modern arms, an effort calling for heavy
commitment of Soviet scientific and industrial resources.

The first of these problems, that of imposing adequate
restraint upon a powerful opponent like the United States,
posed serious difficulties for Soviet policy, particularly
wheh the U.S. atomic monopoly was'accompanied by an advantage
in strategic delivery forces that seemed likely to per31st
for some t;me. From the Soviet v1ewp01nt, the United '
States was inherently hostile, and any restraint on its
part therefore would be largely the result, not of American
good will, but of the price the Soviet armed forces could
exact in the event of war.

However, since the continental military power at the
disposal of the Soviet Union was ill-suited to bfing direct
pressure on the United States, an alternative solution was
necessary. It was sought in the‘large combined-arms forces
of conventional character that the Soviet Union had
conveniently at hand. Lacking as yet the means to adopt
a strategy of nuclear deterrence, a concept which had
already gained wide acceptance in the United States,5
Stalin was obliged to rely on Russia's traditional theater

forces as the primary instrument of Soviet military policy.
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Although thé task of inhibiting the United States
from exploiting its nuclear status was also approached
through other avenues, such as systematic use of the
Stockholm Appeal and the worldwide Peace Movement,6
Stalin's main recourse lay in the concept of "hostage

Europe,"

"under which the threat of Soviet landpower
against Eurépe was éonceived as the counterpoise to U.S.
nuclear power: This circumstance was to have a number of
far—reachihg political and military consequences which |
Stalin may not have foreseen. 7

In contrast with the U.S. military posture, which
enabled the United States to practice deterrence during
the early years of the nuclear age by the threat of stra-
tegic retaliatory attéck against a few vital centers in
the Soviet Union, the Soviet military posture lent itself
to deterrence only if the threat of Soviet invasion and
occupation of Western Europe were made to seem credible.
Thus, whether he preferred it that way or not, Stalin
could hardly afford to deflate military programs and
preparations which would give substance to the threat of
a Soviet sweep across Europe.7 Rather than helping to
keep Europe weak and disunited, however, this Soviet
stance led to growing affirmation of political solidarity
among the countries of Western Europe and the United States,
and gave additional impetus to the planning for the common
defense of Europe which had brought NATO into being in
1949,

The priority placed by Stalin on the role of the
combined-arms forces in the Eﬁropean theater did not mean,
of course, that Stalin was indifferent to the military-

technical revolution which ushered in the nuclear age.
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' Indeed, he came early to recognize the need for breaking

. the U.S. atomic monopoly and for developing capabilities
which would pose a direct threat to the American homeland.
As the record testifies, Stalin bent great efforts to make
the Soviet Union a nuclear power. These included both
weapons development programs and a diplomatic-propaganda
campaign to avoid international constraints, such as those
implied by the Baruch proposal, upon unilateralVSoviet
atomic development activities.8 In August 1949, well in
advance of expectations in the Western world, the Soviet
Union exploded its first atomic device, and four years
later, its first thermonuclear device. Credit for 7
initiating parallel programs of research and development
that ultimately gave the Soviet Union aircraft and missile
delivéry systems of intercontinental range must also go to

Stalin.

Development of the Soviet Military Posture Up To Stalin's
Death | :

The years from 1949 to Staiinfsldeath in 1953 brought
important developments in the Soviet military posture, but
at the same time they illustrated that requirements for
theater warfare in Europe still had first call on Soviet
‘military resources and planning. As new programs were -
undertaken to modernize and improve the Soviet military
establi_s.hment9 -- a process that picked up tempo
coincident with the Korean War and the beginning of
serious efforts in Western Europe in 1951 to organize
an integrated NATO force under General Eisenhower -- the
Soviet forces deployed against Europe were among the first

whose re-equipment and training received attention.
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‘The "ready-made speérhead";of‘these forces, to use
Field Marshal Montgomery's description,lO‘Was compoSedrof
22'diviéions and a supporting tactical air army in the
Soviet group of forces in Germany (GSFG), and another
eight divisions with tactical air elements in the two
smaller groups of Soviet forces in Eastern Europe -- a
northern group based in Poland and a southern group |
including the Soviet occupation forces in Austria and
along the lines of communication through Hungary and
Rumania. An additional though less visible force of some
50 to 60 Soviet divisions was estimated to stand behind _
this forward spearhead in the western military districts
of the USSR itself.11 o '

_ - Interestingly enough, the continental orientation of
Soviet military preparations remained in evidence after -
nuc lear weapons were initially introduced into operational
Soviet forces in the early fifties. Although it later
became known that Soviet energies at that time were also
being devoted to‘developmént of modern heavy bomber air-“
~craft (such as the "Bison'" jet bomber and the "Bear"
turboprop bomberlz)'that could directly threaten the
United States once they began to appear in operational
units of the long-range air arm from the mid-fifties
onward, the bulk of the initial Soviet effort to fashion

a nuclear-delivery capability in Stalin's time went ‘into
delivery forces that were equipped and trained essentially
for Eurasian operations rather than intercontinental stra-
tegic missions.13

Parallel to the strengthening of the Soviet military
posture against Europe during the latter years of the

Stalinist period was the process of rebuilding the armed
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forces of the Sdbiet'Union's East European sétellites. In
_the'firét_postwar years, the fortunes of the badly dis-
organizéd ﬁgtional armies of the East European countries
were at a low ebb.lav By 1949, with communist regimes
firmly established in these countries, Stalin evidently
decided the time had come to rehabilitate their military.
forces, perhaps in line with a general plan to add the
military potential of Eastern Europe to that already
opposing NATO, or at the least in order to begin inte-
grating the satellite armies more closely into the Soviet.
system of control in Eastern Europe.;5

On the whole, the buildup of the East European forces
on the Soviet model can be regarded as a process far from
“complete at the time of Stalin's death. Although these
forces by 1953 attained a strength of around 1,500,000 men,
providing a total number of divisions estimated variously
at from 65-80, perhaps only about half were sufficiently
well-trained and equipped to be of some combat significance.16
Moreover, their reliability as well as their efficiency
posed a major question mark. While military infegration
of the Eastern bloc countries made some progress under
the bilateral arrangements which prevailed at this'time,
it fell notably short of the objectives to be set after
the Warsaw Pact came into being, as we shall see later
in this paper. For all practical purposes, the Soviet
Union up to and beyond the end of the Stalin era counted
essentially upon its own military forces to carry the
burden of any military undertakings in Europe in which
the Soviet Union might become involved. At the same
time, it must be recognized that Stalin did set in
motion important changes which led during the next decade

to development of a meaningful East European military

potential.
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-Before leaving the subject of Soviet military develop-
ments of the Staiinist period, two other major undertakings
initiated by Stalin merit mention. One of these was an
ambitious nﬁval expansion effort. 1Its maln feature was
a submarine construction program which by 1953 gave the
Soviet navy an underseas fleet in excess of 300 sub-
marines,17 and which seemed to be Stalin's response to
the new'strategic problem of interdicting sea communications
between the United States and Europe in the event of war.
The naval expansion effort under Stalin alsc included a
major program of surface ship construction, centered-
mainly on building up Soviet strength in cruisers and
destroyers.18 However, this incipient challenge to Western
surface dominance -- which, incidentally, did not include
plans for competing with the West in aircraft carrier
forces19 ~- failed to materialize fully, for the surface
construction program was curtailed sharply not long after
Stalin's demise.

The second major undertaking in question was the effort
initiated under Stalin to strengthen the Soviet Union's air
defense system, known as the PVO.20 Given the vast de-
structive possibilities of strategic air attack posed by
the advent of nuclear weapons, it had become obvious in
the postwar period that urgent measures were required to
improve Soviet air defenses, which were'rudimentary at best
at the close of the war. Under Stalin, intensive effort
was put into jet fighter development and production in
the late forties and early fifties, with the result that
by 1951 about 20 per cent of Soviet fighter units were re-
equipped with jet types of the famous Mig design, while
by 1953 the changeover was virtually complete.21 At the
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same time, serious attention was devoted to overcoming the
technical backwardness of the Soviet electronics industry,
upon which the creation of a nation-wide radar warning net-
work and other facilities for -a modern air defense system
would-heavily depend.zz..During the latter part of the
Stalinist period, steps were also taken to extend the outer
perimeter of the Soviet:early-warning and defense system.
into the countries of Eastern Europe -- adding a new air
age dimension, as it were, to the historic role of this
region as a buffer zone against possible invasion from

the West.

New Policy Style Under Khrushchev.

Stalin's passing in 1953 brought no basic changes in
such Soviet Cold War objectives in Europe as achieving
the neutralization of Germany, blocking the further build-
up of NATO defenses, and preventing potential defections
from the East European bloc. His demise did, however,
open the way for notable innovations in the style and
manner in which Soviet policy objectives were to be
pursued, while in the field of military affairs, it released
an internal debate over nuciear-age concepts that was to
stimulate important changes in Soviet militarY‘prepafations
under Khrushchev. -

Some signs of innovation in the conduct of Soviet
European policy began to appear even before the transi-
tional succession struggle between Malenkov and Khrushchev
was resolved in the latter's favor in early 1955. These
took the form of a series of Soviet proposals in 1954 for
a collective security system embracing both Westerm and

Eastern European states, but tentatively excluding the
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': United Stétes.except in an "observer" role.23 - Ained in

the first.instance at preventing ratification of the EDC
treaty, these pfopésals looked toward the abandonment of
NATO as the price for a peace treaty that would settle the
future status of Germany. As in the case of previous
attempts to work out the terms.of a peace t:reaty,z4 the
inability of the Western powers and the Soviet Union to
resolve the problem of a divided Germany again led to a
deadlock that was to remain essentially unbroken throughout
the subsequent decade of Khrushchev's rule.

Following the failure of Soviet efforts to forestall
the inclusion of West Germany in NATO defense arrangements -=-
a development made possible by the Paris Agreements of
October 1964,25 despite French rejection of the'EDC two
‘months earlier ~- Soviet diplomacy in Europe strﬁck-out
upon several new paths in 1955 under the energetic leader-
ship of Khrushchev. Talks on Austria were revived, leading
to conclusion of an Austrian State Treaty in May 1955. In
return for Austrian neutrality,‘the Soviet Union gave up
a forward military base in Central Europe, but also
reaped the strategic dividend of driving a neutral wedge
some 500 miles deep between West Germany and Italy, in
effect splitting the area of Weétern defense in two.26
Simultaneously with signing of the Austrian State Treaty,
which some Soviet commentary pictured as an example for
West Germany to follow,27 the Soviet Union also moved to
bring the Warsaw Pact into formal existence. This step,
taken in avowed response to West Germany's entry into
NATO, had the incidental effect of providing a new legal
bagsis for the presence of Soviet military forces in Hungary
and Rumania, incldding most of the forces to be withdrawn

from Austria under terms of the State Treaty.
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Along with these moves, Soviet diplomacy under
Khrushchev displayed another facet of its new style in
the summer of 1955 when the.Geneva summit meeting was
convened to discuss the problems of Europe. Although
neither the "friendly'" exchange at the summiﬁ nor the
ministerial conference that followed in the fall of 1955
yielded tangible progress on such problems as German
reunification, a European Security Treaty, or disarmament,
the atmosphere of détente which emerged at Geneva was to
persuade many people that the Cold War has paséed its peak.
Under the influence of the Geneva thaw and other develop-
ments of the mid-fifties, such as the opening of an in-
tensive round of East-West disarmament negotiations and
Soviet announcement of unilateral tr00p‘reductions in
1955-56,28 sentiment grew in Western Europe that not only
the rigors of the Cold War but the Soviet military threat
to Europe had finally begun to subside.

Even the tensions which accbmpanied the Suez crisis:
and the surprising defiance of Soviet authority in Hungary
and Poland in the fall of 1956 did not dispel the notion.
that Soviet policy under Khrushchev offered hopeful
prospects of liquidating some of the worst Cold War
obstacles to East-West understanding. The impact of de-
Stalinization upon the communist regimes of Eastern Europe
further helped to sustain the belief that a mellowing of
Soviet policy had set in, although it was at the same time
apparent from Soviet reaction to the Hungarian revolt, as
in the case of the East German uprising three years earlier
in the summer of 1953, that Soviet controls in Eastern
Europe would be enforced, when necessary, by Soviet mili-

tary power.
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-GéneralirecOgnition*that-the Geneva interlude was not
the harbinger of a lasting thaw in Europe came with the
resumption of pressure tactics by Khrushchev, beginning
“in the latter fifties after he had fully established his
political primacy at home by quashing the so-called "anti-

' The pressures which Khrushchev chose to

Party group.'
exert took primarily two forms, both of which again cast
the shadow of Soviet military power across the European -
scene. _ | ) |

The first of these, following upon the heels of the
Soviet Union's initial ICBM and Sputnik launchings in the
autumn of 1957,‘was a systematic effort to preés Soviet
successes in missile and space technology into the service
of Soviet politics.29 Observing the concern aroused abroad

"'missile gap," Khrushchev

by the image of the so-called
evidently came to the cohclusion that a vigorous missile
diplomacy in Bolshevik hands might over overawe the West
and induce it to accept Soviet terms on a variety of
disputed international issues. 1In any event, this

~ instrument of Soviet policy was employed on repeéted
occasions until the Cuban crisis in the fall of 1962
dramatically demonstrated its inadequacy. Thereafter,
Khrushchev digplayed little disposition to invite further
tests of will, although he did not fall entirely out of
the habit of brandishing his missiles.

The second instance of renewed Soviet pressure
tactics under Khrushchev, in part related to the first,
came in November 1958 when Khrushchev laid down a dead-
line demand for radical changes in the four-power status
of Berlin.30 This demand, accoﬁpanied.by the threat

that the Soviet Union was prepared to seek an independent
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solution of the Berlin‘problem, precipitated a lengthy
crisis which was to endure at varying degrees of intensity
for the next four years, subsiding only after the Cuban
missile showdown and other converging difficulties at home
and abroad prompted Khrushchev during the final year or |
two of his tenure to seek a breathing spell in Soviet

relations with the West.

Military Problems and Reforms of the Khrushchev Era

Without attempting here to elaborate upon the evolution
of Soviet European policy under Khrushchev in its entirety,
let us turn now to the major considerations that seemed
to shape Soviet military policy and posture as the
Khrushchev era unfolded. At the outset of his administration
of Soviet affairs, Khrushchev faced at least two broad
problems in the defense domain. One of these was to check
the further strengthening of NATO, especially plans for
closer association of West Gefmany with the defense of
Europe. The 6ther, partly an outgrowth of the increasingly
global character of Soviet competition with the United
States, was to adapt Soviet militarj thinking and force
posture to the nuclear-age revolution in the technology
of warfare, a process which had only been partially carried
out in Stalin's time.

The first of these problems, as we have seen, proved
no more susceptible to solution than in Stalin's day.
Although Soviet diplomacy under Khrushchev certainly
sought through a variety of avenues to undermine Western
resolve to strengthen NATO and to prevent a German contri-
butidn to the defense of Europe, it failed to achieve either

objective. Not only was the portent of a stronger NATO
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driven home'by the beginning of West German rearmament
in 1955, but within the next two years Khrushchev was
also confronted with such further steps to increase the.
‘military potential of the Western alliance as the décision
of the NATO Council in May 1957 to incorporate American-
owned and controlled nuclear weapons in the NATO arsenal
in Europe. This development, which threatened to cancel
out the deterrent value of Soviet conventional superiority
~in Europe upon which Stalin had heavily relied, was
doubtless among the factors which persuaded Khrushchev to
feel‘that a major overhaul of the Soviet armed forces,
to include greater reliance on nuclear firepower, was -
necessary: which brings us to the second broad ﬁroblem
on Khrushchev's military agenda -- a problem which the
present writer has referred to elsewhere as 'that of
wrenéhing'a traditionally conservative Soviet military
Eureaucracy out of its accuétomed groove and forcing it
to reorganize in line with the technological facts of
1ife."31 |

The ﬁilitary reforms undertaken during the decade
in which Khrushchev found himself the chief architect
of Soviet military policy and strategy affected not only
the Soviet Union's military stance toward Europe, but its
globallstrategic posture as well. It happens to be germane
to our present subject that many of the most vexed issues
in-Soviet military theory and planning during the Khrushchev
period arose precisely around the relationship between
continental theater warfare in Europe and strategic
operations of global scale.

The relative weighf which should be accorded these

two dimensions of warfare was, for example, a continuing
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éource‘of contention between those advocating priority:
allocation of resources to the traditional combined-arms:
theater forces (general purpose forces) on the one hand -
and to the newer strategic forces (offensive and defensive)
on the other. Much of the military theoretical debate
which sprang to life in the Soviet Union after Stalin's
death32 turned on the question of the kind of war for
which the Soviet armed forces should be equipped and trained
to fight. As the authors of a widely-publicized Soviet
work on military. strategy put it, the essence of the debate
- was whether a future war would be '"a land war with the
employment of nuclear weapons as a means of supporting the
operations of the ground forces,'" or whether it would be

on the other hand "a fundamentally new kind of war in
which the main means of solving strategic tasks will be
missiles and nuclear weapons?"33 Underlying these
considerations was the equaily controversial issue whether
Soviet military preparations should be aimed primarily at
deterrence or at improving Soviet capabilities to fight

a war if deterrence should fail.

Later, we shall look more closely at specific trends
in Soviet thinking on the probable character and likelihood
of theater warfare in Europe. Suffice to say here, with
respect to the military policies pursued by Khrushchev
from the late fifties to the time of his downfall in
October 1964, that they resulted in an appreciable shift
of resources from theater to strategic forces, and that
they were accompanied on the conceptual level by a similar
shift from almost exclusive preoccupation with continental
land warfare to a new emphasis on the problems of inter-

continental strategic war. These tendencles were plainly
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disturbing to some professional military men, particularly
among the old-line commanders whose careers had been forged
in the -great land campaigns of World War II. Throughout
Khrushchev's tenure, his policies met with varying resistance
from conservative-minded marshals who felt among other things
that his "one-weapon" emphasis on ballistic missiles was
being cafried too far. While it is not our purpose here
to retrace the history of Khrushchev's sparring with his
military critics, the details of which have been recorded
elsewhere,34 it should be borne- in mind that the military‘
policies adopted by Khrushchev weré sometimes as much a
product of the need to strike a satisfactory compromise
with internal opposition factions as of his own direct
preferences.

The measures taken under Khrushchev with regard to the
Soviet theater forces seem to illustrate this point. Had
the logic of Khrushchev's preferences prevailed, his idea
of substituting nuclear firepower for manpower -~ a
preference explicitly advanced in his well-known military
policy presentation to the Supreme Soviet in January
1960°°

wholesale dismantling of the conventional theater forces,

-- might have been translated into measures for

including those deployed in Europe. As it turned out,
far less radical measures were actually taken.

Several troop reductions did occur under Khrushchev
and from time to time there was some minor thinning out
of the theater forces deployed in forward positions in
Central and Eastern Europe.36 The personnel cuts in the
latter forces, however, were largely in connection with
organizational reforms and did not alter their significance

as a combat "spearhead" poised against NATO Europe. For
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. the most part, the paring back of the oversized theater
forces establishment was accomplished at the expenseubf
second-line formations based in the interior military
districts of the Soviet Union.

Moreover, while this retrenchment was going on, the
basic integrity of the ground forces and their supporting
tactical air armies -- which together comprised the combat
backbone of the theater forces -- was kept intact, and
the validity of the combined-arms doctrine under which
they operated was emphatically reindorsed. The most
radical reform which did occur -~ and here was the heart
of the compromise between Khrushchev and the professional
advocates of strong theater forces -- was a series of
programs, taking up where Stalin had left off, to modernize
the theater forces by equipping and training them for fast-
moving operations under nuclear conditions. In the process
of "nuclearizing" the theater forces, as described in 1961
by Marshal Malinovskii, the Soviet Minister of Defense,37
stress was placed on developing greater battlefield
mobility and firepower, while dependence on the massive
use of conventional artillery which previously characterized
these forces was supplanted to a considerable extent by
tactical missiles employing nuclear and other mass
destruction warheads.

In short, rather than reducing the theater forces to
a small appendage of the Soviet military establishment,
limited essentially to mopping-up operations in the wake
of nuclear blows delivered by the strategic striking forces,
the net effect of Khrushchev's programs was to leave these
forces both with enhanced capabilities for conducting

theater warfare on a nuclear basis and with a continuing
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role as a central element of Soviet military power. Lest
it be supposed that all parties were pleased with this |
outcome, however, let it be observed that some of Khrushchev's
militéry critics continued to suggest that he had gone over-
board in streamlining the theater forces, especially in
;he event that these forces should be called upon to
~conduct extensive conventional campaigns, for which their
increasing reliance on nuclear firepower might leave them
poorly prepared.38

As the‘legatee of Stalin's unfinished efforts to raise
the Soviet Union to full-fledged status as a global nuclear
power, Khrushchev devoted a good deal of attention to the
further development of Soviet strategic delivery means
and a concomitant politico-military doctrine to go with
them., First presiding over the introduction of modest
numbers of intercontinental heavy bombers into the Soviet
strategic air arm in the mid-fifties, Khrushchev next
turned to the setting up of a strategic missile force,
the creation of which was hailed in 1960 as due to his
personal initiative.39

Here too, however, despite the obvious partiality
he displayed toward the strategic missile forces, Khrushchev
was unable in practice to accomplish what he may have had
in mind for this favored element of Soviet military power.
The logic of his position called for exertions which would
have given real substance to the image of preponderént
Soviet missile power upon which he sought to trade
politically. For a variety of reasons -- technical,
economic, perhaps bureaucratic, and not least, because of
the determination of the United States not to relax its

- own efforts to stay ahead in the strategic power
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competition ~-- the Soviet Union under Khrushchev failed
to convert its early missile technology into an operational
ICBM inventory of superior size.  Toward the end of the
Khrushchev era, according to informed Western estimates,
the Soviet Union possessed on the order of 100-200 opera-
tional ICBM 1aunchefs, compared with several .times that
number in Western hands, while in heavy bombers and sub-
marine-launched ballistic misgiles =- the other major long- -
range delivery systems of the early sixties ~=- the West 7
also enjoyed much greater strength.40

In effect, then, Khrushchev was obliged to settle
for a second-best position in intercontinental strategic
forces, and it was left to his successors to decide.
whether to commit Soviet resources to a strategic force
buildup of sufficient scale to offer promise of upsetting
this strategic power relationship. 1In one respect, however,
Khrushchev's missile programs did match the substance with
the image of imposing preponderance. The case in point
concerns medium- and intermediate-range missiles (MRBM
and IRBM), which also are included in the strategic missile
forces along with ICBM units. Under Khrushchev, the Soviet
. Union deployed large numbers of these migsiles in the
western regions of the USSR, targeted against the NATO
European area. This MRBM-IRBM force, which attained a
strength of about 750 launchers by the end of Khrushchev's
rule;41 posed a threat against Western Europe which
understandably seemed.no less menacing than the earlier
spectre of a sweep across Europe by Soviet land armies.

The task of defending the Soviet Union against
possible strategic attack, which had remained far from

solution at the close of the Stalinist period, was another
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 problem which demanded continuing attention in Khrushchev's
time. A major reorganization of the air defense system
in'the‘mid-fifties, followed by introduction of more
advanced fighter aircraft and of surface-to-air (SAM)
missiles to improve Soviet all-weather defenses against
bomber attack, were among the measures undertaken during
the first half of the Khrushchev decade.42 In the early
sixties, as the advent of strategic missiles promised to
change the character of the contest between modern offen-
sive and defensive means of'strategic warfare, the Soviet
Union embarked upon research and development programs

in the anti-ballistic missile (ABM) field. At the time
Khrushchev left the scene, the Soviet Union had already
claimed a "technical solution" to the anti-missile defense.
problem,43 but the actual deployment of ABM defenses
apparently awaited decisions by his successors.

Soviet naval preparations under Khrushchev produced
several notable changes from the Stalinist period. As
previously mentioned, Khrushchev, who on various occasions
expressed his low esteem for surface ships, cancelled .
the navy's major surface construction program soon after
Stalin's death. Later he relented to the extent of
authorizing the commissioning of a number of missile-
firing surface ships. The principal effort during
Khrushchev's regime, however, lay in the submarine field.
The underseas fleet was further modernized and enlarged
to more than 400 submarines, including a number of
nuclear-powered types.44 A start was also made toward
building up a force of missile-launching submarines
similar in function although inferior in many other
respects to the U.S. Polaris subs._45 Strategically,
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the introduction of submarines capable of delivering nuclear
warheads at targets in North America meant that in addition
to its previous mission of interdicting sea communications
between the United States and Europe, the Soviet submarine
arm had acquired the new task of contributing to the inter-
continental strike potential of the ICBM and long-range
bomber forces. Along with emulation of the U.S. Polaris
example to improve Soviet strategic delivery capabilities,
the Soviet Union under Khrushchev also showed acute aware-
ness of the need to cope with the Polaris threat itself,
toward which end anti-submarine warfare (ASW) measures

were given increased attention.46 Finally, in the Khrushchev
period steps were taken to improve the Soviet Union's

47 a field

in which it lagged far behind the West and one which was

capabilities for amphibious landing operations,
of growing importance if the Soviet Union should contemplate
engaging its own armed forces in distant local conflicts

in the third world.

Soviet Military Policy Under the Brezhnev-Kosygin Regime

When Khrushchev's rule came to a sudden and unexpected
end in October 1964, his successors faced, amongst a host
of other problems, the question of whether to accept or
reject the main features of his handiwork in the realm of
Soviet defense policy and posture. Although there has-
since been renewed criticism, in retrospeét, of some of -
his strategic ideas,48 there has been no outright repudi-
ation of the military policy course Khrushchev sought to
chart for the Soviet Union. Indeed, his military reputation
seems to have suffered less thus far in Soviet commentary

than his role in Party and economic affairs. As concerns
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‘the Soviet military establishment, Khrushchev's successors
in the main have not tampered basically with the organi-
zational structure nor the professieonal command of ‘the
armed forces he passed on to them, which in itself is a -
kind of tacit endorsement of his stewardship over Soviet
military affairs. ‘

At the same time, however, the Brezhnev-Kosygin leader-
ship has made some contributions of its own to the develop-
ment of the Soviet military posture -- in part perhaps
building upon programs laid down earlier, and partly in
response to the trend of events, such as the heightening
of conflict in Vietnam since early 1965. With respect to
military expenditures, for example, the new regime has
halted the slight downward trend of the 1964 and 1965
budgets with a modest increase in the overt military budget
for 1966,&9 and perhaps larger undisclosed military allo-
cations also have been made.so Appropriations for scien-
tific research have been stepped-up,51 and, as made evident
among other things by public display of new families of
weapons, the Soviet military research and development
program has been pushed even more vigorously than
hitherto.’?

In the case of decisions affecting the operational
strength and deployment of the armed forces, as distinct
from efforts to Broaden the Soviet Union's technological
‘base, the new 1éadership seems to have taken several steps
which for one reason or another were left up in the air
in Khrushchev's latter days. One of these, attended by
comparatively little fanfare, evidently was a decision
to accelerate the deployment of ICBM's. As indicated by

informed accounts in the U.S. press in mid-1966,53 the
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number of operationmal Soviet ICBM's had been increased by
that time to more than 300, mostly in hardened sites, as
compared with a debloyment of less than 200 ICBM 1aunchers.
during the entire Khrushchev period. What the ultimate
size of the Soviet ICBM program will be remains uncertain
at this writing, but the implication is that the new Soviet
leaders have decided upon a larger strategic force build-
up than their predecessor found himself in a position to
undertake. Also, as emphasized in Marshal Malinovskii's
report at the 23rd Party Congress in April 1966, ''special
importance' has gone into developing mobile land-based
missiles (of medium range) for the strategic missile forces,
and long-range bombers have been equipped with air-to-
surface missiles permitting "standoff" attacks.s4

Another step which would bolster the Soviet strategic
posture, and which was held in abeyance under Khrushchev,
relates to ABM deployment. Although the precise status of
the Soviet ABM program is still a controversial question,

a spate of reports in the Western press in 1966 referring
to the start of ABM deployment around such cities'as
Leningrad and Moscow55 suggests that the Brezhnev-Kosygin
leadership has decided to venture beyond Khrushchev's last
position on this matter also.

A third fluid area of decision at the time of
Khrushchev's political demise, in which the new regime
seems to have firmed up its own mind, concerned the question
of further over-all reduction of Soviet troop levels.
Influenced no doubt by the Vietnam crisis, which argued
against the wisdom of continuing Khrushchev's periodic
program of unilateral troop cuts, the new regime quietly

dropped the subject of further reductions after a February
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1965 press conference at which Marshal Sokolovskii had

56 gokolovskii at that time said

aired the question.
the over-all strength of the Soviet armed forces was
2.4 million men, the objective once set (in 1960) by
Khrushchev. Subsequent Western estimates have put the
number of Soviet troops under arms at slightly in excess
of 3 million.>’ |

A few more words should be said at this point about
the bearing of the Vietnam conflict upon Soviet military
activities under the new regime, a question upon which
the strained state of Sino-Soviet relations also impinges.
Although the present Soviet leadership has gradually
increased its support of Hanoi's military effort during
the past year-and-a-half, especially by furnishing SA-2
missiles and other air defense materiel,s,8 it has not
sahctionea the formal commitment of Soviet military forces
to the war in Southeast Asia. Presumably, in the interest

of avoiding a direct confrontation with the United States,

the Soviet leaders would prefer to keep their military

involvement limited to furnishing equipment, technical

advice and training to Hanoi's soldiery, although they
59

have spoken of permitting ''volunteers"

to participate,
which would be something less than formél intervention.
Beyond experimenting with volunteers, even if they were

to be employed on the scale once tried in the Spanish
Civil War, the Soviet leadership's room for maneuver
would seem to be constricted not only by the risk of major
escalation, but by the fact that geography makes direct
Soviet intervention difficult. Charges of Chinese refusal
to cooperate in the overland shipment of Soviet aid to

North Vietnam have pointed up this difficulty.60
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With regard to China, the Soviet Union evidently has

had to consider military problems potentially a good deal

more serious than interference with shipments to Vietnam,

Earlier this year, for example, the Soviet leadership

reportedly felt obliged to castigate Peking for telling

the Chinese people that '"it is necessary to prepare then-

selves for a military struggle with the USSR."61 Although ;

an outright military collision between the two communist

powers 1s perhaps only a remote possibility, the new

Soviet regime has doubtless been obliged to reassess its

military preparations with such a contingency in mind.

In this connection, according to Peking's allegqtions,

there has evidently been some redeployment of Soviet forces

in the Asian regions bordering China.62
So far as Europe is concerned, however, neither the

Vietnam conflict nor friction with China seems to have

counseled any significant redisposition of Soviet military

power deployed against NATO Europe. To be sure, there

have been recurrent rumors in recent months that Soviet

forces in East Germany might be reduced, perhaps in

connection with internal rearrangement of Warsaw Pact

affairs.63 Thus far, however, such moves have hot

materialized, and no evident Soviet interest has been

shown in impromptu hints from some Western officials that

the times might be propitious to consider the idea of F

64

reciprocal troop withdrawals. For the Soviet leaders

- .

to take up this idea, of course, would be to leave them-
selves vulnerable to Chinese allegations of '"collusion"
with the United States to ease the European situation

and permit the transfer of American troops to Vietnam.65
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Sensitivity to Chinese criticism, however, has.
probably no more than an incidental bearing on Soviet
military deployments in Europe. The main factor seems
to be that despite the demands of the war in Vietnam and
the Soviet Union's increasing stake in Asian affairs
generally, priority still applies to maintaining the
Soviet Union's European power position and its ability
to deal with the political and military problems of
Europe, not the least of which, in Soviet eyes, is that
of keeping a resurgent Germany in check. Indeed, the
present Soviet leaders have kept their sights fixed in
this direction. As one of these leaders, Aleksandr
Shelepin, took pains to point out during a visit to Hanoi
in January 1966, by way of suggesting to the North
Vietnamese that they should rely mainly on their own
resources to oppose the United States, the Soviet Union
must continue to bear in mind its own "heavy commitments"

in Europe.66

Soviet Thinkiﬁg on the Likelihood and Nature of War In
Europe

Under both past and present Soviet regimes} the Soviet
Union's military preparations have necessarily been in-
fluenced to an important degree by the views of its leaders
on the likelihood and nature of a major war -- a war which,
by Soviet definition, would involve a clash of the rival
military coalitious confronting each other in Europe.

Let us, therefore, look briefly at Soviet thinking on
these questions.

In Khrushchev's time, despite periodic airing of

tendentious charges that the West was preparing a
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"preventive"-war-against the Soviet camp, the Soviet
leadership apparently came around to the view that there
was little daﬁger of a deliberate Western attack on the
Soviet Union, short of extreme provocation which it was
the business of Soviet "peaéeful coexistence' policy to

avoid.67

The question whether Khrushchev himself was
"adventuristically" inclined to risk war represents the
other side of the coin. His behavior, with the possible
exception of certain stages in the development of the
Berlin and Cuban crises, argues that he was basically
caﬁtious, although a more‘ominous picture of his intentions
has sometimes been painted.68

Since the pfesent regime came to power, there has
been a growing tendency to re-evaluate the danger of war.
It has taken several forms. One has been the appearance,
especially in the military press, of criticism aimed at
the propensity during the Khrushchev period to over-
emphasize the possibility of preventing war while down-
grading the possibility of the outbreak of a new war.69
Another has been revival of theoretical argument that war
has not outlived itself as an instrument of politics, and
that it would be politically damaging to succumb to the
doctrine that "victory in nuclear war is impossible" --
a doctrine which spokesmen of the Khrushchev period, like
General N. Talenskii, are accused of having promulgated.70
As the Vietnam situation grew progressively more tense in
1965-66, both military and political commentary in the
Soviet press took up the theme that the ''aggressive
character of imperialism'" is increasing, making it the
"most important duty’ of the Soviet party and other Marxist-

Leninist parties "not to permit an under-evaluation of the
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danger of war." The new leaders themselves have period-

ically expressed concern that the danger of a major new
war has increased in light of the international situation.72

. The critical question, however, .is what distinction
should be made between Soviet declaratory utterances on:
the likelihood of war -- Whiéh serve various:.purposes of
internal argument and external propaganda -- and:the
private convictions of the leadership. The present writer
would be inclined to believe that the incumbent Soviet
leadership .still considers a major war between the rival
systems to be unlikely -=- if not thanks to benign Western
intentions, then because. of a combination of Soviet
deterrent military power and the political forces generally
described as the "world peace movement." A qualification
should probably be added with regard to Soviet concern -
that a local war, such as:Vietnam, might get out of control,
or that the policy of a resurgent Germany might one day
draw the United States and the Soviet Union into war. 1In
the latter case,.especially, the Soviet leadership. appears
to labor under a fixation which generates fears that go
beyond what a rational calculus of the German militatry
potential in the nuclear-age world would justify. The
constancy of this concern, expressed in the.dogma of West
German ''revanchism,'" rather than any concrete alarm about
the likely outbreak of war, seems to have been the common
denominator upon which each postwar generation of Soviet
leaders has based. its determination to prepare the Soviet
Union for a possible war in Europe.

Turning now to Soviet thinking on the character of

such a war, and the concepts which accordingly should

guide the preparations of the Soviet armed forces, several
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“points stand out .in -the trends of the past few years.
First, one should perhaps note the inherent dilemma,
still essentially unresolved since the strategic debate

73 which arises from an awkward gap

of the Khrushchev era,
between Soviet military conceptions of theater warfare
in Europe and the criteria which have of necessity in-
formed the judgment of the political leadership.
The central conception common to Soviet military

theory has been that a war in Europe would be fought
within the framework of a general war, a conflict likely
to commence with, or quickly escalate into, large-scale
strategic and tactical nuclear exchanges by both sides.
A detailed doctrine has been laid down for conducting
the European theater phase of such a war, which we shall
touch upon in a moment. However, nowhere in the body of
Soviet military theory is an answer proposed to the problem
of 1501ating a European war from the larger external stra-
tegic context 1in which it is presumed to take place.

- On the other hand, it is precisely this problem
which requires an answer if the criteria of the political
leadership are to be met for a strategy for the conquest
of Europe, or even for lesser objectives in Europe through
military action. Only if the Soviet leadership were to
become convinced that the United States would not honor
its commitment to employ its full external war-making
capacity in the defense of the NATO countries could the
Kremlin calculate with assurance that a war, once started,
would remain confined to Europe. In an important sense,
therefore, European security rests upon this Soviet dilemma.
Putting it énother way, although the Soviet leaders may
continue to hold Europe hostage by virtue of the military
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power at their disposal, their own country and its vital
resources -are in turn hostages to Western strategic power.

With respect to the waging of theater warfare itself,
Soviet theater doctrine as it has evolved in the past few
years emphasizes the need for prompt seizure of the
initiative and rapid offensive exploitation, in contrast
with Stalin's improvised World War II formula of strategic
defense followed by a deliberate counteroffensive buildup.
The principles adopted for the survival of Soviet theater
forces under nuclear conditions afe essentially the same
as those prescribed for rapid defeat of the enemy --
surprise, a continuous offensive developing rapidly
throughout the depth of the theater, and presentation of
only dispersed, fast-moving targets by mobile tank,
motorized rifle and airborne units.7a These requirements
have placed a high premium upon development of an effective
command and control system, in which various shortcomings
have been indicated by Soviet professional commentary with
respect to both personnel and equipment.75

In light of the emphasis within NATO since the early
sixties upon a strategy of "flexible response" designed
to raise the nuclear threshold in Europe, which in turn
poses the critical question of a possible Soviet re-~
assessment of the risk of nuclear warfare being toﬁched
" off by a military engagement in Europe, great interest
attaches to precisely what tendencies have been shown
in Soviet thinking to upgrade the possibility of non-
nuclear operations on a substantial scale.

Some signs that a shift in Soviet thinking might be
taking place began to appear before Khrushchev's ouster '

in the form of professional statements on the need to



34

improve theater capabilities for either nuclear or con-
ventional-operations.76 Under the new regime, there have
been further indications of a doctrinal reappraisal of the
possibility of nonnuclear theater warfare, the implication
being that the theater forces must be better prepared for
situations in which it might not be expedient to bring
Soviet nuclear power to bear. Marshals Rotmistrov and
Malinovskil, for example, have suggested that hostilities
might not automatically involve use of nuclear weapons.
The latter, in September 1965, slipped an interesting
four-word proviso into some remarks directed mainly toward
the problems of nuclear warfare when he said: "Success
not only in battle but in war as a whole will depend on
nuclear-missile weapons -~ if they are used."77
Other military sbokesmen have commented that Soviet
military doctrine does not "exclude' the possibility of
nonnuc lear warfare or of warfare limited to tactical nuclear
weapons 'within the framework of so-called 'local"wars."78
One Soviet theorist, General N. Lomov, linked this point
specifically with "the American strategy of 'flexible
resporise’." As this strategy attests, Lomov wrote in
November 1965, local wars "can take place even ianurope."
Such wars, he said, "are fought as a rule with conventional
arms, though this does not éxclude the possibility of employing
tactical nuclear weapons."79 '
It should be observed, however, that Soviet professional
military opinion has by no means swung in unison away from
previously held views on-the improbability of purely con-
ventional or limited tactical nuclear operations in Europe.
Writing in August31965,‘for example, a military commentator,

General V. Zemskov, discussed the notion ofl"waging a local
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nuclear war'" in the European theater with these words:.
"It is obvious that a war in Europe, which is saturated
with nuclear weapons and missiles, would immediately
assume the broadest dimensionsﬂ'so An article jointly
authored in the spring of 1966 by Marshal Sokolovskii
and a colleague also illustrated that the doctrinal re-
appraisal sought by such "traditionalist'-minded leaders
" as Marshal Rotmistrov was not going undisputed.81 The
article offered a strong defense of the "modernist" position,
emphasizing the decisive importance of strategic nuclear
weapons in modern war énd restating the same author's
earlier (August 1964) argument that a nuclear war would
"inevitably" be short.82 The article made only passing
mention of the possibility of nonnuclear warfare, and
stressed that the responsibility of Soviet strategy is
to proberly plan for the use "above all of missile-nuclear
weapons as the main means of warfare." ‘

More to the point perhaps than this evidenéé of
divided military opinion, there has been no advocacy
of doctriﬁal reappraisal from the political side of the
house. To date, no high-echelon politfcal‘leaders have
chosen to challenge Khrushchev'é frequently-voiced
conviction that if war should‘break out in Europe, neither
side can be expected "to concede defeat before resorfiﬁg
to the use of all weapons, even the most devastating
ones."83 Again, however, one must bear in mind that Soviet
declaratory positions do not nécessarily tell the whole
story. Expressions concerning the dubious prospects for
limitation of a European war, intended partly for deterrent
effect, may be subject to change under various contingent

conditions. Should the private views of the Soviet leadership
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come to admit a higher expectation that war on a European
scale might be conducted on a nonnuclear basis -=- and in
 this connection the example of an intensified conflict in
Vietnam without nuclear escalation may influence Soviet
thinking -- then a number of basic considerations affecting
Soviet policy would doubtless arise.

The prospect of reduced risk of a nuclear confrontation
in Europe,'for example, might well dispel some of the caution
which has strongly colored the Soviet outlook upon military
conflict in this region. This,-in turn, could call for
reassessment by the Soviet leadership of its political
stance toward Europe, leading perhaps to the belief that
stepped-up pressure for solution of outstanding problems

could be more safely applied than hitherto.

| Evolving Character of the Warsaw Pact

Among the factors affecting development of the Soviet
military posture toward Europe, the Soviet Union's military
relations with'its Warsaw Pact partners in Eastern Europe
have taken on increasing importance in the past decade.

As we noted earlier, Stalin laid the groundwork for re-
building the East European armed forces during the last
few years of his 1life, and the Warsaw Pact military
alliance itself was formally created under Khrushchev

in May 1955. For most of its first five.years, however,
the Warsaw Pact appeared to be mainly a Soviet political
answer to the inclusion of West Germany in NATO, rather
than a serious effort to integrate the military activities
of the Eastern bloc countries and to draw upon their

military potential.84 ' '
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In this period, when the path to closer military co-
operation between the Soviet Union and its Wafsaw Pact
- partners was hardly smoothed by.crushing of the Hungarian
rebellion and the events in Poland in 1956, the East
European armed forces were largely left to mark time.
Except for Soviet help to further improve local air de-
fenses, little was done to raise the military potential of
these forces, which in fact were reduced in over-all
strength by about one-third from the level of 1,500,000
to which they had been built in the Stalinist period.'85

Beginning around 1960, however, a distinct change
took place in Soviet policy toward the Warsaw Pact, marked
by fresh efforts to strengthen the collective efficiency
of the Pact forces. Programs were undertaken to reequip
the East European forces up to Soviét.standards, to
establish integrated command arrangements for conducting
joint warfare in the European theater, and numerous joint
field exercises were he].d.86 Many of these exercises
included joint operations under simulated nuclear condi-
tions, in keeping with a;new Soviet policy inaugurated
around 1964 of furnishing potential nuclear deljvery
gsystems to the East European countries in the form of
87 Al-

though nuclear warheads for these missiles presumably have

tactical missiles with ranges up to 150 miles.

been kept in Soviet hands, the acquisition of delivery
systems together with nuclear training activities repre-
sented significant steps toward possible nuclear-sharing

in the future, and gave Soviet diplomacy a standby counter-
measure to any moves NATO might make to adopt the MLF or

other nuclear-sharing schemes.
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The measures taken in the early sixties to make the
Warsaw Pact a more meaningful multilateral instrument not

only had the political purpose of promoting greater co-

hesion within the Pact in the face of growing "polycentric"

88 but also provided Khrushchev

tendencies in East Europe,
with a useful rationale for his efforts to reduce the
Soviet Union's own theater forces, on the grounds that

a larger share of the military burdens and costs could

be borné by therEast European allies. The theater-forces
""lobby" among the Soviet marshals seems not to have em-
braced this rationale with enthusiasm, for it obviously
cut into their own vested interests. On the other hand,
however, some Soviet military professionals had evidenced
concern about the ability of the Soviet Union, in the
event of war, to mobilize and deploy large-scale rein-

89 This

problem could not be solved by a massive advance buildup

forcements to Europe under nuclear conditions.

of Soviet forces in East Europe without serious political
complications, not to mention the economic burden of
ﬁaintaining such forces over a long period. There was,
therefore, a solid professional argument to be made for
greater reliance on the Warsaw Pact forces already
"normally" in place in the European theater.

Under Khrushchev's successors, the main lines of
Soviet policy towards the Warsaw Pact have remained
essentially unchanged.  In particular, the process of
joint training and modernization of the East European
forces, commensurate with their enlarged responsibilities,
has gone forward. Today these forces total over 900,000
men, organized in some 60 divisions, of which about half

are at combat strength and readiness, according to Western
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estimates. O Poland, with ground forces of about 15 divi-
sions and the largest air force.in East Europe (nearly - -
1,000 aircraft), has emerged with the strongest national
armed forces among the non486viet Pact members, followed
by Czechoslovakia with an army of 14 divisions and an air
force a bit smaller than that of Poland.. The East German
armed forces, while smaller than those of the other Pact
countries and mustering only six divisions, are among the
best-equipped and have often received new items of ground
armament and aircraft from the Soviet Union before the -
others.91 Four of the East European countries have naval
forces, those of Poland again the largest.  Taken together
with. the Soviet forces deployed in East Europe == which
consist of 20 divisions in East Germany, four in Hungary
and two in Poland, plus sizeable tactical air elements
and tactical missile units -- the aggregate Wérsaw Pact -
forces in Europe today represent a rather impressive -
military potential. i
From the Soviet viewpolnt, however, the fruits of
the new policy course toward the Warsaw Pact have not been
entirely sweet. While the military efficiency and capa-
- bility for joint action of the East European components
undoubtedly have been improved, the political aim of
tightening bloc unity and cohesion through military inte-
gration seems to have gone awry, just as it ‘did when the
same end was sought through economic.intégration plans
under CEMA,%?
policy interests, the East European regimes have tended

Instead of being bound closer to Soviet

to press for a more influential voice in Pact matters
affecting thelr own interests, such as the sharing of
economic and military burdens, and the formulation of

alliance strategy.
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- In the fall of 1965, Khrushchev's successors responded
to pressure from East European leaders. for Warsaw Pact
reforms by recognizing the need for reorganization to

n93 At a series of meetings

deal with "urgent problems.
in the first months of 1966, leading up to the eighth
session of the Warsaw Pact Political Consultative Committee
in Bucharest in July, efforts were apparently made to meet
therproblem of reorganization; and especially to handle
Rumanian objections to prevailing Pact arrangements.94
Rumania, which had been the first to jump the traces in
the economic field, also took the lead in challenging
Soviet confrol of military affairs. It was widely reported
that in addition to their earlier footdragging and. ex-
pressions of dislike for military pacts in general, the
Rumanians had now refused to share the costs of supporting
Soviet forces in East Europe and were proposing such radical
measures as removal of these forces except from Germany,
rotation of Pact command to non-Soviet officers, and
consultation on any use of nuclear weapons.95

This flurry of intra-Pact meetings, parallel in time
and perhaps in'spirit to the impact on the Western alliance
of de Gaulle's renunciation of military arrangements within
NATO, apparently led to no resolution of the vexed issues.
No announcement of a Warsaw Pact reorganization was forth-
coming, although declarations were issued at the Pact
session in Bucharest proposing East-West talks on collec-
tive security in Europe, as well as offering 'volunteers"
for Vietnam, where U.S. policy was condemned.96

One thing pointed up by these apparently abortive
efforts to settle the Pact's internmal difficulties was

the increasing regional differentiation within the Warsaw
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alliance. The "northern tier" of countries -- Poland,

the GDR, Czechoslovakia and-the Soviet Union =-- already
identified as the "first strategic echelon' of the Pact,
now seemed set even furtﬁer apart from the southern group:
Hungary, Bulgaria, and especiélly Rumania.  Indeed, the
fact that only military leaders of the northern quartet,
including a powerful contingent of top Soviet marshals,
met in East Berlin in June, gave rise to speculation that
measures were afoot to formalize a special relationship
amongst -this group.97 _

Both military and political considerations seem to
account for the emergence of regionalism within the bloc.
The territory of the three East European members of the
northern tier lies directly in line with what in wartime
would be the main axis of a Central European campaign.
These countries are also most immediately affected by -
the German question. " In Soviet eyes, their adherence ..
to Moscow's interests may seem more certain that that of
other Pact members by virtue of their concern over the
so-called "German threat." The GDR and Poland, however,
may well differ on the terms of any future'setflemént of
the German problem. . _

Growing evidence of the sort cited briefly here
certainly suggests that the Warsaw Pact is evolving into
an alliance beset with the familiar interplay of coalition
politics, rather than a compliant instrument of Soviet
policy. It would be wrong, however, to jump from this
to the conclusion that the Soviet Union had ceased to
exercise a predominant role in the affairs of the Warsaw
bloc. The residual animosities of the Cold War, skillful

Soviet play upon East European fears of a resurgent Germany,
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and above all, the Soviet military presence in East Europe,
continue to place. limits on the ability of the Warsaw Pact

countries to shape their own policies independent of

o B s B S

Soviet interests.

For Western Europe, this seems to mean that it ﬁould
be premature to count upon dissolution of the Warsaw alliance
as the happy answer to the problem of European security,
however comforting it may be to witness the ferment within
the Warsaw Pact at a juncture when the Western alliance
is experiencing its own internal difficulties. The notion
that a time of troubles within the opposing alliance systems
has cancelled out the reasons for their existence seems to
be an easy way of sweeping the real problems under the rug.

NATO's existénce has rested essentially upon the need
to insure that Soviet military power would not be used
against Europe. 1It has met this need thus far; indeed, .
the prospect that Soviet military power might be so em-~
ployed seems to have steadily diminished during NATO's
lifetime. Paradoxically, however, even as the threat of
its use against Europe has declined, Soviet military power
itself has grown. The Warsaw Pact military potential
today is greater than when the Soviet Union alone
shouldered the military responsibilities of the Easternm
bloc. Therefore, until the basic issues which underlie
the division of Europe and which gave rise in the first
place to steps for the common defense of the West are
brought closer to political settlement, it would seem
that Europe's security will continue to call for col-
laborative measures to insure that the threat of Soviet

military power remains immobilized.
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