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Freedom of choice under conditions of unqualified compliance with the
generally respected norms of international law ... this is the only possible
foundation for the construction of a common European house .../

M.S. Gorbachev said that the CPSU, by the way of selfcritique [v poriadke
samokritiki], should accept responsibility for the fact that everything was
evaluated from the position of “a single model”. And any search for new
solutions was regarded as ‘revisionism” and ‘“deviations from the
principles”.?



oduction

The topic of this study is the evolutlon of Sowet lhmkmg on rcla-x
tions between socialist countries from . the introduction of the
“Brezhnev Doctrine” after the Warsaw Pact countries’ intervention
in Czechoslovakia in August 1968, to late 1989. The focus of the
analysis is on Soviet relations with the countries of the “socialist
commonwealth” - which at the beginning of the period meant the
Soviet Union together with its allies in Eastern Europe in addition to
the Mongolian People’s Republic. Later -Cuba and Vietnam became
members of the group. My study, however, is primarily concerned
with Soviet thinking on Soviet I'eld[lOI'lb with the socialist Lountneb
of Eastern Europe.

The Soviet reaction to the recent developments in Edstern
Europe, where Poland and Hungary are developing rapidly towards
market-oriented democratic pluralistic societies of the western type,
and where the wave of reforms now encompasses even the German
Democratic Republic and Bulgania, clearly indicates a fundamen-
tally new -Soviet approach to intra-WTO affairs. Soviet relations
with the other “fraternal” countries seem to be in a state of flux. The
limits of Soviet tolerance, even with regard to the question of WTO
membership and the Eastern European countries’ foreign policy
orientation, are unclear. The Soviet “theory” described in this study,
moreover, whose constituent parts had direct policy relevance ‘in
defining the nature of the Soviet Union’s relationship with its
smaller allies, no longer appears as an important instrument in
Soviet policy towards these countries. What follows, therefore, is a
discussion of the evolution of the Soviet theory of “socialist
international relations”™ undl its qmet and hopefully ﬁnal de..lth in

1989.

The study does not aim at a compn_henmve exammauon of the
topic - important aspects of Soviet theory on socialist international
relations are not included in the analysis. I have chosen to focus on a
set of four elements which I think constituted the backbone of the
theory of “limited independence” implicit in the “Brezhnev
Doctrine”: “socialist internationalism”, “common interests of
socialism™, “general laws of socialist construction” and the theory
of “convergence” (sblizhenie) between socialist states. Three of these
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clements were often discussed in terms of their relatlonshlp to other
parts of Soviet theory of inter-state relations - *“socialist inter-
nationalism” versus the “general democratic principles of interna-
tional relations”, national interests of particular socialist countries as
opposed to the common interests of socialism, and general laws of
socialist construction versus specific national conditions.

The above elements were parts of a basically stable doctrine
during the 1970s and first half of the 1980s. The discussion in the
last part of the study will trace their evolution since Gorbachev’s
accession to power in March 1985, and will seek to clarify to what
degree Soviet statements during that period departed from previous
assumptions in these fields, or whether the reevaluation under way
did not touch on the fundamentals of the doctrine.

Only to a limited degree do I seek to answer the question of what
caused change in Soviet thinking. [ present, however, some tentative
reflections on the causes and the significance of the evolution in
Soviet thinking for Soviet relations with Eastern Europe, focusing
mainly on the signaling function of the theory as expressed in Soviet
statements, and its role in legitimizing Soviet behaviour. I have also
included some thoughts about the nature of the evolving Soviet-
East European relatlonshxp in the era oi perestrmka and new
political thinking™. - a T

A discussion of the evolution of Soviet thinking on socialist
international relations should ideally be combined with an analysis
of patterns of Soviet behaviour during the same period. Relating
ideological developments to Soviet foreign policy behaviour, it
would be possible to explore the causal relationship between
ideological developments and Soviet policy in the region, and the
question of the causes and implications of the evolution of Soviet
thinking could be addressed more substantially. Considering the
Soviet habit of using ideology to legitimize Soviet policy towards
other socialist countries, however, I think that an analysis limited to
the evolution of Soviet thinking is of interest in its own right. T will
argue that reinterpretations of important parts of the doctrine
reflected changes in Soviet policy priorities in the region.

The evolution towards multi-party democracy in Poland and
Hungary during 1989 proceeded at a pace which no one was able to
foresee only a few months ago. As to the pace of recent
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developments in East Germany, they were hardly anticipated by
anybody, either in the West or in the Soviet Union.3 The Soviets now
faced the necesszty of either adjusting the  doctrine to .a
fundamentally new situation in Soviet-East European rélations, or
of discarding the “theory” altogether. They seem to have chosen the
latter alternative. In fact, there is little trace of the old doctrine in
recent Soviet statements about the nature of Soviet relations with
the other WTO countries. When dealing with Eastern Europe, the
Soviets now tend to use a “pragmatic” langUdge which is more in
tune with the universalist approach of the “new political thinking”.

It also lacks the subtleties, prohibitions and policy recommendation
inherent in the previous theory of socxahst mternatmnal relat:ons

g b $:

The study is based on articles in Soviet journals and newspapers and
on statements of Soviet officials at various levels of authority. The
more important journals have been searched systematically for the
period under review. 1 have also consulted a limited number of
Soviet books on the topic. While I have examined a large number of
articles and Soviet statements, 1 only present for closer scrutiny
those which either appeared as typical of dominant trends, or which
advanced views which differ slgmﬁcantly from the mamstream
interpretation of a particular point,

Whereas the discussion of the origin of the “Brezhnev Doctrlne
and the state of the theory in the 1970s is organized along thematic
lines, the parts dealing with the Gorbachev period take a chrono-
logical approach. This is due to the basic stability of Soviet thinking
in the 1970s with regard to the four points mentioned above, while
the gradual emergence of new interpretations after 1985 madc the
sequence of events more significant. o



To make sense of the role of the thwry or doctrme of bOCldllSt
international relations, one should have in mind its strictly norma-
tive character. The significance of the doctrine lay in its policy
implications - it was hardly comprehensible as a "theory” in the
western sense of that word. Nor were clearly deﬁned terms part of
the theory - the implications of the elements constituting the
doctrine often appeared by reference to some historical event. For
this reason interpretations of the past were at the core of the theory
of socialist international relations.

One important function of ideology in relations between socialist
states was to foster coheston and control by assuring that the
national regimes adhered to a set of rules of the game in the conduct
of domestic policies and foreign affairs in general.? The theory of
socialist international relations had the additional specific purpose
of creating rules for interaction between the  socialist states.
Statements of the current state of the doctrine often implied Soviet
preferences on policy matters, and might define limits of Soviet
tolerance on controversial or critical topics. The importance of this
signalling effect of messages emanating from Moscow for the
evolutmn of events in Eastern Europe at critical stages became
apparent during the Soviet succession periods in 1953-57, 1964-
69, and during the last years of Brezhnev’s rule. In each of these
cases, confusing or contradictory signals to the East European
leaders and public may have contributed to the formation of acute
challenges to the ruling regimes in East European countries.> As a
result of these experiences, the fear of creating ideological
confusion that could spur uncontrolied political developments in
Eastern Europe may have reinforced Soviet reluctance to undertake
reformulations of the theory of socialist international relations.

As part of its signalling role the theory created a terminology for
dealing with relations between socialist regimes. Some key notions
of the doctrine acquired a complex meaning of their own, which
could be evoked by the Soviet leadership to send some urgent
signals to their allies or foreign observers.6
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Even if one believes that ““the preoccupation with power has long
eclipsed the role of ideology in [Soviet] policy makmg”7 the
doctrine also had an obvious role in legumnzmg Sowet pohcy in. the
region. In the words of one author,

the docirine is still the one source of Ic,gmmacv oj rhe power of fhe pa: Iy
and its global aspirations, and doctrinal formulations are all important o
Justify policies, a priori and ex post facto.8 - S

The gradual development of the formulations constituting the
Brezhnev Doctrine from March 1968 may have been designed to
supply this kind of a priori lheoretical jUStlﬁCdthl’l for the even-
tuality of a WTO invasion.

It may be assumed that important doctrmal Lhanges needt.d the
explicit or implicit approval by the leader or the leadership group.
This did not necessarily mean that all publicly expressed views on
socialist international relations reflected leadership opinions - this is
clearly not the case in the current situation of relative intellectual
plurality. It should be possible, however, to point out trends in the
process of reevaluation reflecting deliberations on the foreign policy
making level.

The last few years have seen a growing diversity of the views of
Soviet officials, specialists, and media commentators on Soviet
relations with Eastern Europe. Simultaneously with a dominant
trend toward rethinking or abandoning parts of the doctrine,
traditionalist or conservative views are still being expressed. This
development obviously makes more acute the general problem of
evaluating the significance of particular statements.

Although there may be differences over the interpretation dnd
eventual significance of various statements by the top party or
foreign policy leadership, their function in conveying leadership
opinion is hardly open to dispute. The situation is less clear for
media statements by persons not directly involved in the task of
officially formulating or executing Soviet foreign policy. It was not
always apparent to what degree media statements actually reflected
opinions at the top of the political hierarchy, or were consciously
used to signal leadership prefurences to some target group in the
Soviet Union or abroad. . .



A comment earlier this year in Mirovaia ekonomika i mezhduna-
rodnye otnosheniia, the journal of a major Academy institute dealing
with international affairs, indicates that even today, when the range
of views being expressed has significantly increased, specialists’
statements have wider significance than just conveying a personal
point of view. It also illustrates the relationship between the ability
of singular authors to express their own opinion and the need of an
authoritative journal to convey a general line on doctrinally or
politically important points.

In a discussion of current international affairs, Izvestia foreign
affairs commentator Aleksandr Bovin argued that class struggle, as
manifested in the contradiction between the socialist and the
capitalist systems, is still the fundamental factor in international
relations, the need to find common solutions for pressing problems
notwithstanding.? In the following issue of the journal an editorial
criticized Bovin’s opinions, stating as the opinion of the editors and
the responsible publisher that an analysis of international relations
could no longer work within a framework based on the notion of
class struggle and contradiction between the two soc10 pohucal
systems. !0 |

Soviet scientists themselves are keenly aware of the special
limitations which, particularly in the pre-1985 period, strictly cir-
cumscribed discussions in sensitive fields like Soviet-East European
relations. In the euphemistic language which still characterizes
much of Soviet political debate, Aleksandr Bovin once pointed to
the “sharp corners” ( ostrye ugly) which threatened to “destroy the
fabric of the dndlyms and make the discussion in scholarly articles
“less convincing”. In addition, there was the lack of historical
distance. “Occasionally”, according to Bovin, Soviet scientists did
not succeed in correctly combining evaluations of current interest
and political relevance “with conclusions of a more general nature.”
And, the author added, “one cannot avoid the fact that scientific
studies have to consider the need for political delicacy.”!t This was
the case not only in the study of Soviet-East European relations:

Like no other sphere, during the preceding years the social sciences were

utterly exposed 10 the illnesses of dogmatism, [...], lack of ideas. More than
in any other sphere they were dominated by orthodox intolerance toward
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original thinking and differences of opinion, toward everything which did
not collude with the opinions of the “leadership” or which distinguished
itself - or still more contradicted official do.: uments or speeckas 12

Bovin’s remarks may serve to lllummate the process by Wthh
Soviet specialists’ studies were structured to the needs of the
customers, i.e. the top policy makers.!3 Contrasting specialist
images might therefore be taken to represent what Franklin
Griffiths called “broad variations in the corporate political interests
and policy preferences of the regime.”’4 It was not pnmanly a
matter of the specialists’ personal behefs or preferences S

What we have before us is evidence not so. nmch af subjecnve asof wha:
may be called transactional perceptions and preferences - stated beliefs
and predispositions that may or may not correspond accurately 1o
subjective thinking, and that are the product more of influence and power
relationships than of an unfettered search for the true and proper.!’

Griffiths views the relationship between senior policy makers and
specialists as a two-way influence partnership. The party apparatus
signalled its preferences and requirements to the specialists, who in
their turn were endowed with the task of structuring and evaluating
incoming information for use by the same senior politicians. During
the Brezhnev period it was safe to treat authoritative specialist
opinions as correlated with leadership preferences.!é

The post-1985 situation has complicated the task of evaluating
the significance of specialists’ statements. The number of parti-
cipants in discussions has increased. More important, the range of
opinion being expressed in Soviet media has increased to the point
where even statements on doctrinally or politically sensitive topics
can not automatica!ly be interpreted as expressions of “leadership
opinion”.

Some rules may be applied to evaluate the significance of
specialists’ statements in the Soviet media.!”7 First, the position,
authority, and influence of the author may give important hints as to
the relevance of a particular statement. Second, specialists’
statements must be evaluated within the context of signals emanat-
ing from the political leadership; i.e. whether they confirm or
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contradict what is known about official thinking on a given topic.
Third, there were the contextual elements - the occasion and form
of an oral statement, the form of a written opinion, and the
character of the chosen media. And fourth, there was the character
of the statement itself. Opinions on sensitive or doctrinally im-
portant matters were more likely to need some sort of sanction from
above than discussions of some obscure part of the doctrine, The
editorial response to Bovin's argument in Mirovaia ekonomika i
mezhdunarodnye otnosheniia may illustrate the point. His remarks
touched upon one of the fundamentals of the “new thinking™ in
Soviet foreign policy, and could be perceived, if left without any
authoritative commentary making it clear that they did not signal a
change in official opinion, as signalling a return to a more orthodox
approach in the Soviet Union’s dealing with the West. - |



il. The “B

What in the West has been labeled the “Brezhnev Doctrine”
appeared in 1968 and 1969 as a formulation and rationalization of
a set of principles said to be guiding inter-state and inter-party
relations within the socialist commonwealth and Soviet policy
toward the countries in the group. The developments in Czechoslo-:
vakia during the first half of 1968, resulting in the intervention of
Soviet and WTO troops on August 21, were the immediate reason
for the public statement of the elements of the doctrine. The term
“Brezhnev Doctrine” may be misleading, insofar as the code of
conduct which imay be deduced from the relevant Soviet statements
can be traced back to the early years of Soviet foreign policy. The
doctrine did not represent a fundamentally new approach to intra-
bloc relations.!® Its most obvious significance was to clarify and
make explicit some of the main Soviet restraints on East European
autonomy in foreign and domestic affairs. The terms “Brezhnev
Doctrine” and “doctrine™ will be used here for reasons of con-
venience. : o S

On October 3, 1969, the Soviet mmlster of forelgn dff.nrs Andrei ]
Gromyko made the following statement in the United Nations:

The Soviet Union deems it necessary (o proclamr from this rostrum, too,
that the socialist states cannot and will not dallow a situation where the
vital imterests of socialism are infringed upon and encroachments are
made on the inviolability of the boundaries of the socialist commonweaith
and, therefore, on the foundations of mremanona[ peace 19 S

If one inserts “vital Soviet interests” for the vital interests of
socialism” the passage should be read as a confirmation of Soviet
will to defend its interests in the bloc, if necessary by means of
armed intervention. The “socialist commonwealth” denotes the
member countries of the Warsaw Treaty Organization and the
Council for Mutual Economic Assistance, which at the time in-
cluded the socialist countries of Eastern Europe in addition to the
Soviet Union and the Mongolian People’s Republic. What kind of
limitations to East European autonomy was explicitly or implicitly
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inherent in the process of formulating the *“Brezhnev Doctrine™
during and after the Czech movement of liberalization in 1968?

Two aspects of the doctrine may be isolated. On the one hand,
there was the assumption, which the Soviets elevated to the position
of an irremovable part of official ideology, that there are general
laws which must be adhered to in the building of socialism: In
practical terms, this amounted to a claim for a special role on the
part of the Soviet party leadership as ultimate arbiters of communist
ideology. From this was derived the second part of the doctrine,
which was the right of the Soviet Union and its socialist allies to
intervene, if necessary with military means, to influence internal
developments of member countries of the commonwealth. Interven-
tion would be justified in the case of a threat to socialism in any
country, brought forth by gross devmtlon from the general laws of
socialist construction.

The Warsaw letter of 15 July 1968 mdde it clear that this danger
had materialized in Czechoslovakia. The document stated that “
situation has arisen in which the threat to the foundations of
socialism in Czechoslovakia jeopardizes the common vital interests
of the rest of the socialist countries.”20 At the Sth congress of the
Polish United Workers’ Party in November 1968, Brezhnev made it
clear that this kind of threat justified military intervention in a
socialist country by its allies in the socialist commonwealth.?!

In the flow of criticism directed against the Czechoslovak party
and government leaders leading up to the invasion, a number of
main areas of concern may be identified. First, the leading role of the
party was in danger, thereby endangering the very foundation of the
socialist system. S. Kovalev, in an article in Pravda on 11 September
1968, stated bluntly that the Communist party had been in danger
of being removed from the leadership of society. The seriousness of
this in Soviet eyes is obvious, given the formal and informal ties and
channels of influence between the Soviet leadership and the top
echelons of the East European governing parties, and the often
decisive voice of the Soviets in the selection of their leading
cadres.2? Second, within the party itself, a weakening of the leader-
ship’s control, or, in Soviet terminology, disregard of the principle of
democratic cennal:sm might pose much of the same dangers. Both
the above factors had led to the rise of organized political move-
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ments opposing socialism, making use of the weakened state and
party control over the media to express their views?? Third,
accusations were heard that the developments in the country, if left
unchecked, could lead to “a market, ie. capitalist economy.’24
However, it seems that this concern was not very prominent. The
Warsaw letter stated ambiguously that the other party leaders did
not intend to interfere “with the methods of planning and admini--
stration of Czechoslovakia’s socialist national economy or with.
your actions aimed at perfectmg the economic structure and
developing socialist democracy.” i ;

Fourth, the developments seemed to endanger the stablhty of
Czechoslovak foreign policy and the country’s relationship with the
Soviet Union and its allies in the WTQ. This danger too arose as a-
consequence of the weakened guiding role of the Communist party, -
and was presented as “a threat to the foundations of our alliance -
and to the security of our countries’ commonwealth EE=T L

The frequent references to the danger of Czechoslovakm S
assuming a “neutral” position between East and West point to a
Soviet preoccupation with the developments in Hungary in 1956,
which culminated in a Hungarian declaration of neutrality and the
country’s withdrawal from the Warsaw Treaty following the
launching of the second Soviet military intervention. Soviet ideo-
logists constdntly stressed the necessity of viewing the develop-
ments in Czechoslovakia in the context of the East-West anta-
gonism. Domestic processes leading to the weakening of the
socialist order would mean a corresponding strengthening of the
West’s position vis-a-vis the Eastern bloc. Thus, the somewhat
stretched defence of the WTO action in Czechoslovakia, as securing
the country's real sovereignty and right to self determination against
the machinations of imperialism, disguised a real Soviet fear of
losing strategic positions in Eastern Europe. The developments in
Czechoslovakia if left unchecked, according to Kovalev, would |
ultimately have raised the spectre of NATO troops approaching
Soviet borders.?® The Warsaw letter stated these concerns in
somewhat different words: S :

The frontiers of the socialist world have shifted 1o the centre of Europe, to
the Elbe and the Bohemian forests. And never will we consent to allow
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these historic gains of socialism and the independence and security of all
our peoples to be jeopardized. Never will we consent to allow imperialism,
by peaceﬁd or non-peaceful means, from within or without, to make a
breach in the socialist system and dmm;e the ba!ance of power in Em ope
in is favom ‘

During 1968 and 1969 there were also frequent references in Soviet

statements to an alleged “sharpening” of the conflict between the

“new” and the “old” world. Consequently, Communist parties must

not fail to take into account in their activities “such a decisive fact of
our time as the struggle between the two antithetical social systems

- capitalism and socialism.”?7 At the world conference of Com-

munist parties in June 1969 Brezhnev made a strong appeal for

strengthening the unity of the socialist states, stressing that any

weakening of “vigilance” would be utilized by the West to foster

anti-socialist and nationalist sentiments.28

Criticism of the intervention in Czechoslovakm as a transgres-

sion against international law was rejected by subordinating the

rules of international law to “class interests” and the interests of
socialism. S. Kovalev, in one of his authoritative Pravda articles at

the time, stated the Soviet view in the following terms:

However, in the Marxist conception the norms of law, including the norms
governing relations among socialist countries, cannot be interpreted in a
narrowly formal way, outside the eneral context of fhe class Mmgg!e in
the present day world. .

He went on to explain that “in a class society there can be no such
thing as non-class law” .29 Soviet ideologists generally stressed the
distinction between the rules and norms of general international
law, Wthh were incorporated in the principles of * ‘peaceful coexi-
stence”, and the principles governing relations between socialist
countries. Whereas the Soviet Union claimed to respect the rules of
international law in relations with the West, and would criticize
departures from its principles within the western world, relatlons
between socialist countries were of a different kind: |

To claim that the relations between the socialist countries should be
realized only according to the principles of general international law,

16



means 1o deny the type of relations e.u.snnq between the countries: of
socialism based on class characteristics; it means to slip down 10 the level
of impartiality and land in the morass of bourgeois normativism. Seen
politically, such conceptions are aimed objectively at minimizing “the
significance of the relations between the countries of the socialist bloc, 10
dissolve them in the great mass of relations between states, to undermine
the unity of the socialist bloc, 10 weaken it in. the struggle for the rapid
build up of socialism and communism, and 1o weaken the socialist bloc in
its repulsion of all atiacks of imperialism.30

In the following discussion 1 will examine how Soviet thmkmg on

relations between countries in the socialist commonwealth evolved

during the seventies and through the eighties until the election of
Mikhail S. Gorbachev as General Secretary of the CPSU in March
1985 and the 27th CPSU Congress in February 1986. This part of

the study will treat in greater detail some of the concepts introduced
in the above discussion of the “Brezhnev Doctrine”, and I will also
introduce some more general elements of the Sowet theory of
socialist international relations. In the subsequent part the findings

from the earlier period will be contrasted with recent developments |
I will try to point out the direction of the reevaluation under way,
and will conclude the article with a brief discussion of possxble 1
implications for developments in Eastern Europe
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“Socialist internationalism’ and rhe
“eeneral democratic principles

Soviet literature on relations between socialist states identified two
elements (or sets of pnnmples) which together constltutt,d ‘the new
type of international relations™, i.e. relations between the countries
of the socialist commonwealth. The first element was a set of
“general democratic principles” for relations between sovereign
countries - state sovereignty, equal rlghts and the principles of
mutual advantage and non-interference in each other's domestic
affairs. These principles were said (o be part of  pre-socialist,

bourgeois political culture, and they applied to relations between all |
states, socialist or capitalist. Their implementation, however, was

fully realized only in refations between socialist states.3! The other
elunent was the cluster of principles contained in the notion of
“socialist internationalism”. A 1978 collective. work defined
“socialist internationalism™ as “the totality of voluntarily agreed
principles and objectives (ustanovki) which originate in the
internationalist world view of the working class.” The precise
formulation of the rules inherent in “socialist internationalism”™

varied slightly from author to author. However, development of all-

round collaboration, readiness to render mutual assistance, and the
obligation of “common defence of the gains of socialism™ were

commonly stressed as the three main characteristics of socialist
“internationalism”.32 The two first points covered relations in all
fields of inter-state contacts - economic, political, cultural, and

military. The obligation to engage in the defence of socialism’s
gains referred to the specific task of providing support, if necessary
with mlhtary mieans, against a threat to socialist rule in any of the

“fraternal” countries. Assistance of this kind was rendered to

Hungary in 1956, to Czechoslovakia in 1968, and to Afghanistan in

1976.
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The precise nature of the relationship between the two elements
was an object of dispute among Soviet scholars. This highly
doctrinal argument is of a certain interest because it illuminates the
theoretical difficulties involved in making “socialist internationa-:
lism™ compatible with the general accepted pr1nc1ples of relatlonSr
between sovereign states. ;_

According to A.P. Butenko, the author of a 1984 book “on.
relations between socialist stflteb,” there had been two different
interpretations of the relationship between “‘socialist internationa-.
lism” and the “general democratic principles”. One group of
theoreticians argued that in relations between socialist states the
generally acknowledged principles of 'sovereignty etc..acquire a
specxﬁc socialist character, or even constitute an integral part of

“socialist internationalism” itself. The second group held that the
“general democratic principles” and the: principles of socialist
“Internationalism’ are of fundamentally different natures. In their
view, only the latter are in fact socialist, and the term “socialist
internationalism” should only be used in this narrower sense.

Adherents of the first group, on the other hand, argued that the
two sets of principles are in fact “two .aspects of socialist
internationalism.”3¥ Struggling to make the two components of this
wider definition of “socialist internationalism” compatible, one
:.-luthor held that the inclusion of the * generdi democratic principles™
as “an aspect of socialist mternatlonahsm dld not 1mply |

that the corresponding principles of general mlemaﬂonal Iaw have been
included within the system of the principles of socialist internationalism.
The first thing to bear in mind is that in relations between socialist states
they acquire a new, socialist content, because they - serve 1o ensure
cooperation among socialist states in their construction of soczalfsm and .
COMMUNISM. : o

For instance, the principle of state sovereignty in relations between
socialist states also includes *their close friendship and mutual
assistance in building socialism and communism and in defending
their sovereignty against encroachments by imperialist powers.”33

Butenko3® supported the point of view of the second group, hold-
ing that the “general democratic principles” are of the same
bourgeois nature when applied to relations between socialist

19



countries as between capitalist countries.?” Making the “general
democratic principles™ an integral part of “*socialist internationa-
lism”, he argued, makes any theoretical differentiation between the-
two sets of rules difficult. A similar approach makes it theoretically
untenable to subordinate the “general democratic principles” to the
principle of “socialist internationalism”, ultimately reducing the
content of “socialist internationalism” fo the ‘observation of the
“general democratic principles”. No less important, such . an
identification would 1mply that any dlveréence from the * ‘general
democratic principles” would be contrary to” socmimt mtematnona—
lism™. -'
According to Butenko, only the narrow 1nterpretdt10n of souahsl_
internationalism”™ makes it posslble to argue coherently for the
precedence of the principle of * socmhst internationalism™ over the
“general democratic principles”. “Socialist internationalism” -did
not simply mean respect for sovereignty, equality and non-
interference. Only in this interpretation, according to Butenko, -

the fact, that if there is a contradiction between some aspect of democracy
(general democratic principles of mutual benefit, independence, sove-

reigniy) and the basic international interests of socialism, precedence is
given to socialist mremmzonczlmn can be up[amed - |

The “general democratic pnnmple.s themselves are the same
everywhere, but “that does not mean that their p[‘dLllC'dl 1mple-
mentation is the same™.38

It should be noted, however that the uliimate outcome of both
approaches was to give the “general democratic principles” a
secondary role in relations between socialist states. Reminding his
readers of the experience in Czechoslovakia in 1968, Usenko
concluded that

to reduce socialist internationalisin only 1o the principles of equality, non-
interference, sovereignity, [...] inevitably [leads] 1o kill the socialist content
of this principle and, eventually, 10 petty-bourgeois nationalism.??

All authors agreed that the “correct™ balancing of the two elements
in relations between socialist states is the clue to successfully
“strengthening the unity of socialist states.”¥9 This remained the
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official view until Lhanges in the Soviet attitude gradually set in
after Gorbachev’s accession to power in 1985. Repeated reminders,
at the 26th CPSU congress and on later occasions in the form Of
leadership statements and articles in Journdls and newspapers, left
little doubt that the will to defend ““the gains of socialism™ was still
an mentml part of Soviet thinking on relations with the socialist
countries. “Socialist internationalism” remamed the Lornerstone Of
socialist international relations. L | T

National and international mz‘erests

The question of the relationship between natxonal mterests of
particular socialist countries and the common interests of the whole
socialist world was at the core of Soviet doctrine about relations
between socialist countries in general, and between the Soviet
Union and the smaller countries of the commonwealth in partlcular .
The Warsaw letter of 15 July 1968 stated that o

[eJach of our parties bears a respu.vmbf.[uy not only (0 its own working
class and its own people but also 1o the international working class and
the world Communist movement and cannot evade the abhganons
deriving from. this. % | L

Soviet thinking on this topic was relatively stable from -the
beginning of the period under review uatil important changes
gradually deveioped following the 27th CPSU (.ongress in February
1986. -
The orthodox view defined the mternatlondi interests of socmllst
countries as “the general, regular, basic interests of all socialist
countries, which constitute the core of the national state interests of
each of the fraternal countries” ! The preponderance of common
interests over national ones was ascribed to the existence in the
socialist states of basically similar political and economic structures.
The relationship between the international and the national interests
was usually presented as a matter of finding the point of balance
between two conflicting tendencies. A collective work on the topic
from 1977 defined the fundamental contradiction within socialism



the contradictory interaction of the national and the international,
between the increasing internationalization of the productive forces and
production itself on the one hand, and the preserved nanonal state fo: m
of organization of societal life on the other#? . »

While the national and the mternatlonal interests of th worklng
class were said to be identical “in the final analysis”#? a degree of
conflict between the two was bound to exist as long as the socialist
worl’d rcmain organized in national states. The complete “withering
away ' of this contradiction would coincide only with the
transformation of the world socialist system into higher forms of
human societal existence.* |

However, Soviet theoreticians pointed out that the process of
gradual “sblizhenie” (convergence) between the socialist countries
led to an increasing identity "of the national interests of particular
countries with the common interests of the whole socialist world. K.
Katushev, then head of the Central Committee department for
liaison with ruling Communist parties, noted in 1973 that the
development of the socialist commonwealth had resulted in a very
high degree of identity between the two.43 Variations of this
argument were a favoured topic of Soviet theoreticians during the
period under review. In March 1977, for instance, an article ‘in
Kommunist pointed to the increasing number of colluding intérests
between socialist countries, which more often than not made the
common interests of the whole socialist system ideatical with the
interests of particular countries.4¢ In 1980 Mikhail Suslov
maintained that “‘real™ national interests never contradicted the
international interests of the workmg cldss dnd socmhsm as 4
whole 47

The obvious implication of the theory was that national interests
had to be subordinated to the common interests of socialism as a
whole in case of conflict between the two. At times this had been
said explicitly in Soviet statements, A 1958 Kommunist critique of
Yugoslav positions made it clear that “under certain conditions
proletarian internationalism demands the subordination of the
interests of the [...] struggle in one country to the struggle on a
worldwide scale.”® The point was clearly perceived in Eastern
Europe. The official Hungarian journal Tdrsadalmi Szemle lamented
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in 1984 that a consequence of the theory had been that “national
interests necessarily had to play a secondary role and generally had
to be subordinated to interests and objectives that were seen as
common ones.”? The Hungarian article was the implicit object of
an article in the Czechoslovak party daily Rude Pravo, which
presented a staunchly orthodox reiteration of the orthodox view of
the “dialectics” of the national and:the international under
socialism. The Czechoslovak article was promptly pdraphrasgd in
the Soviet weekly Novoe Vremia. ™Y g

Nicolae Ceausescu, not surpnsmwly had attacked the theory for‘
similar reasons, pointing out that *‘the sovereignty of socialist
countries” should not counterpoise socialist internationalism. In his
view, the principle of sovereignty of states and equality of
Communist parties should not be limited by giving precedence to
the common interests of socialism.5t The Soviets, on the other hand,
never failed to make it clear that nationalist feelings constituted a
major threat to socialist construction in commonwealth countries.

Suslov’s categorical statement notwnhstandmg the rehnonsmp'
of national and international interests was seen as the main source’
of conflict and contradiction between socialist countries. Another
important source of conflict was the uneven level of economic
development among the countries of the socialist commonwealth,
However, any conflict or contradiction was “non-antagonistic” and
of a non-permanent nature.?? o |

General laws and specific natzonal condmons

Closely related to the discussion of natlonal Versus mtcmatlonal
interests was the question of the relative status of the general laws
(obshchie zakonomernosti) of socialist construction and specific
historically-defined conditions in socialist countries. The dominant
trend during the 1970s was to stress the overriding importance of
following the general laws when building socialism. Although
Soviet thinking on the topic did not fail to point out the existence of
different social, economic and political conditions in various coun-
tries, the tenduncy was to play down their significance when com-
pared to the general rules of socialist construction. N
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At the 24th CPSU congress in 1971 Brezhnev pointed out that
the success of socialism largely depended on “the correct combi-
nation of the general and the national specific” in the development
of socialist societies. The way to socialism “in its main features”
was determined by “the general patterns inherent in the develop-
ment of all the socialist countries.” These general patterns, however,
were manifested in many different forms, due to concrete historical
conditions and national specifics.’3 The congress, not surprisingly,
endorsed Brezhnev's formulations in its resolution on the Central
Committee report. ST

The implications inherent in Brezhnev’s seemingly balanced
statement were clarified by subsequent discussions of the topic. An
article by Katushev in March 1972, stressing the importance of not
deviating from the general rule of socialist construction, presented
the main points of the argument. In fact, according to Katushev, it
would be a mistake to pose a contradiction between specific
national conditions and the general laws of socialist development.
Consequently, “it would be a serious mistake to speak about a
precedence of the national-specific over the general laws.”54 Any
deviation from the general laws of socialist development would,
moreover, be corrected by life itself: S .

the real needs of societal development invariably necessitates the removal
of any deviations from the objective laws of socialist construction. Life
itself sooner or later will give everything its due place. 55

An important element of the argument was the rejection of even the
possibility of serious conflict between a “correct” policy according
to the general laws and the necessity of taking account of conditions
differing from country to country. Although the neglect of particular
national conditions was castigated as “‘dogmatism” and branded as
“un-Leninist”, the general line of argument left little doubt that
deviations from the general rules of socialist construction (i.e. the
Soviet model) were theoretically untenable.56 Indeed, “deification™
of national specific conditions was identified as the very foundation
of the “revisionist” threat in the Communist movement.5?

The discussion about the role of general laws and national
specifics was often set in terms of attacking Chinese and Euro-
communist views, explicitly or through more subtle hints. In the
summer of 1980 an authoritative voice derided as “opportunist™
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attempts to replace Marxism-Leninism by “a combination of
general 1ruth5 of Marxism-Leninism with the concrete revoluti-
onary process” as a pretext for departure from the general ldwb of
socialist construction.$ o

Although Soviet and East European official statements and
specialists’ contributions repeatedly stressed the equality of all
parties in the Communist movement, the theory of the role of
general laws versus specific national conditions implied a special
role in the socialist movement to the. CPSU, as “the most
experienced” of the Communist pames In  practical terms,
therefore, fidelity to the “general laws” could mean simply
adherence to the Soviet experience. Although the Soviets used to be
extremely cautious on this point, Soviet contributions sometimes
made it clear that the equality was somewhat qualified, as when
Aleksandr Sobolev, head of one of the departments in the Institute
of Marxism-Leninism of the CPSU Central Committee, characteri-
zed neglect of the experience of the CPSU as bemg one of the mam
traits of revisionism.>?

Brezhnev's speech at the 26th CPSU conéruss in February 1981
seemed to indicate a somewhat greater recognition of diversity in
the socialist camp, thereby scaling down the preponderance of the
“general laws”. He pointed to the “diversified positive experience in
organizing production and management and in resolving economic
problems’ in various socialist countries. Specifically, he mentioned
inter alia the work of agricultural cooperatives and enterprises in
Hungary, and East German experiences :in mdustna! manage—.
ment.50 -

The 26th CPSU congress also seemed to initiate a cautious
campaign in favour of stressing the value of the “collective
experience” of socialism. Brezhnev’s remarks on the congress were -
reflected in subsequent articles, which pointed to the possible
significance of innovations even for the Soviet Union (the word
“reform” was more often than not avoided) in developing socialism -
in other countries.®! One should not base too much of an argument
on this point. It could, however, be an early signal of reevaluations
of the nature of the relationship between the Soviet Union and its
Eastern European allies which were to rnamfest themselves a few
years later. o ‘
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Process of convergence between soczahsr stares
(sblizhenie)

Soviet thinking presupposed the existence of a long-term tendency
of socialist countries to develop ever-closer forms of cooperation
and coordinated development, leading eventually to forms of
societal organization making the idea of separate statehood obso-
lete. This idea of gradual counvergence (sblizhenie) and increased
cohesion (splochennost’) was a principal element of the theory of
“international relations of the new type” as it evolved during the
1970s and in the first half of the 1980s. The world socialist system,

according to the collective work from 1978 referred to earher was
characterized by - e S

the formation of structural forms related to the developing socialist
international division of labour, o the broadening co-ordination of the
fraternal countries’ foreign policies, and to the growing cooperation in the
fields of ideology and organizational and party work., Thus the
development is pointing towards the gradual transformation of the
community (system) of socialist countries into a organic socio-historical
entity, which will be the regular (z "amnommm) :esu!t ()f !he;r all-u;umd
convergence (sblizhenie).5 : C -

The process of “sblizhenie” resulted from a number of factors, such
as a common ideology, the fundamental similarity of the countries
economic and political systems, the general rules governing the
construction of socialism in any qocmllst country, the internationali-
zation of economic life, and the common interest in the defence of
the gains of socialism against the machlnanons of mternal and
external enemies.t? -

However, this ultimate goal was obviously seen as a distant one.
Meanwhile, the doctrine aimed at steadily developing unity and
cohesion between the socialist countries.% One frequently mentio-
ned aspect of this process was the gradually diminishing differences
between the levels of economic development within the common-
wealth. This did not simply imply that the least developed of the
socialist countries would have to achieve a higher rate of growth
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than those on a more advanced stage of development in order to
reach the same rate of per capita produgtmn A principal pre-
requisite for this process would be the transformation of all
branches of the economy of the socialist countries on a socialized
footing.®® For a country ltke Poland, with alarge private agricultural
sector, this might have important implications. Ultimately, econ-
omic mlegratxon would lead to the formation of a smgle soual-
economic entity free of national borders 66 . o

The notion of growing convergemc ‘was nol limited to the
economic sphere alone. The process also involved the gradual
withering away of differences in the spheres of social and political
structures, ideology and culture.®? At the 25th CPSU congress in
1976 Brezhnev made it clear that the “gradual leveling out ‘of their
development” and the “gradual drawing together" of socialist
countries were now operating as an ()b_]CCth@ law™ .68 RN
The theory of “sblizhenie”, “splochennost™ (cohesion), and the
uftimate “slianie™ (fusion) of socialist countries, continued as a
regular feature of the theory of socialist international relations.
However, an increased sensitivity toward the urgency of paying
attention to the specific needs of individual socialist countries may
be deduced from Brezhnev's remarks on the topic at the 26th CPSU
congress. After referring to the value of the.collective experience of
socialist countries (see above), he continued:

That process [of convergence] is continuing. But it does not obliterate the
specific national features or the historical distinctions of individual
socialist countries. We should see the variety of forms of their social life
and economic organization for what it really is - a wealth of ways cmd
method.s of establishing the socialist way of life.o? ' o

An editorial in Kommunist in 1983 may be mturpreted as a further
indication that a reevaluation was now under way. The editorial,
which repeated the monotonous call for unity in the socialist bi-oc_,
observed that natural conditions and history had led to differences
in the methods of building the socialist society. This should be seen
as a natural thing, according to Kommunist, “‘although earlier it was
assumed that the socialist world would be more homogeneous™.79
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The evolution of Soviet thinking until 1985

The main features of the doctrine remained bdmcally stable durln g
the first half of the 1980s. Points of view hardly varied between
authors, and those that did carried no immediate implications for
Soviet policy in Eastern Europe. However, on the more subtle level
there seemed to be a tendency under way towards a greater
recognition of diversity within the socialist bloc, which would
become more visible after Gorbachev's accession to power in
March 1985. There was also an increased emphasis on the value of
the “collective experience” of the socialist commonwealth. We have
noted Brezhnev's remarks to this effect at the 26th CPSU congress.
A Central Committee Plenum in June 1983 took one more cautious
step toward a partial reinterpretation of the relationship between the
Soviet Union and its socialist allies, noting that S

the last two decades enriched our thinking about socialism, demonstrated
more clearly its variations and complexity. Between the socialist countries
there are great economic and cudtural differences, and variations in the
ways and methods of solving the tasks of socialist development, This is a
natural thing, although we used to think of it [: e. the prous.s of socialist
construction] as more uniform.”! : o

But more often than not the familiar arguments from the preceding
decade were repeated, with no significant change of emphasis.
Presentations of the theory of relations between socialist states
continued to emphasize the importance of finding the right balance
of national and international interests. In cases of conflict between
the two, priority was clearly to be given to the common interests of
socialism. By opposing “narrowly perceived national state interests
at any given moment” to the “common internationalist position”,
nationalism stlll represented the greatest danger to socmllsm &

The right to “common defence of the gains of socndllsm was
never questioned. Indeed, the 26th CPSU congress explicitly
reaffirmed the continued validity of this aspect of the Brezhnev
Dactrine. Referring to the unfolding events in Poland, and
predicting future trials for the socialist world, Brezhnev made the
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following statement: “And let no one ‘doubt our common
determination to secure our interests and o detend the socmhst
gains of the people.”” |

An article in Mezhdunarodnaia "In:n in the summer of 1983 may
be quoted as fairly typical of the pre-27th congress doctrine of
relations between socialist states.”7? The author continued the
tradition of the 1970s, without signalling any sxgmﬁcant new
departures. However, he played down the element of “fraternal help
in the defence of socialism”, stressing more noncontroversial points
about political, economic, and other fields of cooperation. Other
authors, on the other hand, did not fail to stress the continued
validity of this part of the dontrine 73 The other arguments were all
familiar, for instance the critique of non-marxist theory for ignoring
the class content of international relations.” Discussing differences
in the level of economic development between socialist countries as
an important determinant of their mutual relations, the article
emphasized the necessity of developing * further COOperauon
between socialist countries. This process of “sblizhenie” created the
best conditions for the strengthening of the sovereignty of each
socialist country. A somewhat cautious and noncontroversial
formulation about the need to defend the ‘gains of socialism did not
counterpoise the right to self determination of each country -
apparently, there was no inherent conflict between the two. The
author acknowledged the existence of contradictions between
socialist countries, which, albeit non antagonistic, might take on an
acute form as the result of the sinister influence of forces hostile to
socialism.”” He stressed the importance of foreign policy coopera-
tion between the countries of the socialist commonwealth, This,
together with appeals for increased ideological unity and vzglldnce
in face of the deteriorating relations with the West, were prominent
in Soviet statements on socialist mternatzonal relatlons in the ﬁrst
half of the 1980s.78

However, Soviet calls for strengthened umty in the socialist bloc
in the face of the deterioration of East-West relations met with no
unconditional approval in Eastern Europe. Erich Honecker
suddenly abandoned his hard-line approach in the dispute over the
deployment of American Pershing II and cruise missiles in Western
Europe. Despite Moscow’s obvious discontent, the GDR continued
its policy of multi-faceted intra-German cooperation and consulta-



tions even when the deployment of the missiles got under way in the
Federal Republic. The German position was supported by the
Hungarians, while Czechoslovakia came out wzth s[rong verbal_
support for the Soviet side.” AR

For the purpose of this study it should be noted that the dis-
cussions revealed significant variations in the interpretation of the
postulates of the theory of socialist international relations,
Obviously in order to support Honecker in the dispute with Moscow,
Matyas Szuros, the HSWP Central Committee secretary responsible
for foreign relations and a formcr ambassador to Moscow,
presented an interpretation of “national” and -“international”
interests which clearly contradicted the Soviet position. Writing in
the HSWP journal Zdrsadalmi Szemle, he pointed out that

the present interpretation of the international interest and the method of
Jormulating it changed the hierarchical order of national and
international interests. In the era of a [decision making] center and then
the world conferences where decisions were made on the basis on
pluralism, national interests [...] necessarily played a secondary role and
generally had 10 be subordinated 10 interests and objectives that were seen
as common ones. There is no question of this kind of uncondrt.'ona!
subordination any more ... %0 - .

Szuros went on to state that national interests could be subordinate
to common interests “only in an extraordinary situation”. The
“dialectics” of national and international interests were manifest in
both the domestic and foreign policies of socialist countries.8!
Szuros™ interpretation was the obvious aim of a subsequent article
in the Czechoslovak Party daily Rude Pravo. The authors of the
article had noted recent attempts to reinterpret ‘“‘the hierarchic
system of national and international interests”. Such undertakings
only revealed “a metaphysical understanding” of the relatlonshlp
between those two values: o | -

One thing is, and will continue to be, valid: the criterion of a truly
revolutionary line is not a verbal but real, harmonious formulation of
national and international interests and duties. The national is reflected
through the international; true national interests can be understood only
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within the framework of respect for the international .'mereats‘ of al[
socialist countries and of all working people in flze wor Id

The front lines in the dispute were emphasized when the GDR Party
daily Neues Deutschland reprmted Szuros’ article on April 12, while
the Soviet weekly Novoe vremia at the same time published a
paraphrase of the Rude Pravo article. Nor was it 2 mere coincidence
that Oleg Rakhmanin in the April issue of the Soviet journal
Voprosy istorii KPSS published an articie dealing with “the union of
a new type", i.e. socialist international relations. “Concern for the
correct combination of the international and the national”, he
wrote, was ‘“‘the common cause of all Communists™, Rakhmanin

The CPSU rejects any attempis by revisionists to ''refute’ the principle of
proletarian internationalism by means of artificially opposing it by
appealing for “independence and self sufficiency” ... The CPSU also
considers unacceptable a position of “newtrality” toward the violation of
the correct combmanon oj the mtemanonal and rhe nanonal L2

Such d1fferences in the 1nterpretat10n of the doctrme dld not belong
to the realm of “pure theory”. They reflected a growing diversity
among the East European countries in domestic and foreign policies
as a result of their efforts to cope with mounting domestic and social
problems at home and an adverse international environment. At the
same time the unstable leadership in the Kremlin, which char-
acterized the period from the last years of Brezhnev's rule until
Gorbachev’s nise to power in March 1985, seemed increasingly
unwilling or unable to enforce stability, unity and cohesion in the
bloc. Thus was heralded the collapse of political, 1deologxcal and
economic umly in Eastern EurOpe o | -
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Y. The Gorbachev pe

1985-1989
1985-1987: The begmmng of a reevaluatzon

The election of Mikhail Sergeev1ch G()l'bd{.,hev as General
Secretary of the CPSU in March 1985 was not followed by any
dramatic announcement of new approaches to. Soviet policy
towards the socialist countries, although Gorbachev in his first
speech promised to make the strengthening of “fraternal friendship™
with the social countries his “first commandment™.8 Nor did the
April Plenum of the CPSU Central Committee, which sketched the
main outlines of coming economic reform, pay much attention to
foreign policy. Gorbachev made only a passing reference to
relations with the socialist allies in his speech to the Plenum, calling
for new efforts to improve cooperation and -“the organic
combination of national and international interests of the great
commonwealth.”$5 His remarks may have been an attempt to take a
middle stance in the dispute over the correct interpretation of the
national and the international in relations between socialist states.

Before long the intra-bloc debate mentioned - above ‘was
complemented by a Soviet discussion of the nature of relations
between socialist states. The conservatives were ‘once more
represented by Oleg B. Rakhmanin (the first deputy chief of the
CPSU Central Committee Department of Liaison with Communist
and Workers® Parties of Socialist Countries, now writing under the
pseudonym of O. Vladimirov), while Iurii Novopashin. of the
Institute of the Economy of the World Somalrst System wrote for the
reformist camp.

Rakmanin’s article, in the 21 June 1985 issue of Pravda 86 was a
vicious attack on all attempts to reinterpret the fundamentals of the
theory of socialist international relations. Some of the article’s main
points left no doubt that what he had in mind was not least the
unorthodox views presented by Szuros the previous year. Rakhma-
nin’s article may also be interpreted as an attempt by the
conservative faction to define the agenda for Soviet debates on
relations with other socialist countries. In the face of strengthened
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Impu'ldllbt attempts to weaken the socialist camp, the socialist
countries had to demonstrate their *“‘fidelity to the prmcnples of
proletarian 1nternat10n.1115m their readiness to defend the gains of
socialism and the 1nterests of world “socialism”™. Rakhmanin -
Londumned theories whici’ *reated the “general laws” of socialism

s “belonging to the past and rejected attempts to repldce the time-
honored pnncxpk,s of “socialist internationalism™ with “some new
kind of “unity”. He attacked the idea of models of “national
communism,’ and argued that deviations from the path of marxism- -
leninism were regularly the result of “nationalist tendencies”. He
also critized ‘“‘revisionist” attempts to ‘allow for more private
ownership and increase the role of marl\et forces in souallst'
economies. - - e

Turii Novopashin’s article, in the September 1985 issue of
Rabochii kiass i sovremennyi mir (a journal devoted to studies of the
“international workers’ movement™”, to use the Soviet term)87,
presented a striking contrast to Rakhmanin’s orthodoxy. Whereas
the Pravda article in no way differed from orthodox Brezhnevite
interpretations of the theory of socialist international relations of the
1970s, Novopashin's views were too radical to be representative for
pre-February 1986 thinking on the subject. Even in late 1988 more
orthodox authors criticized some of his views as neglecting the
internationalist part of the doctrine. Novopashin's article, subjecting
a number of old dogmas to critical scrutiny, nevertheless signaled
the emergence of opinions which would later constitute part of the
mainstream of Soviet analysis. Since the early 1970s Novopashin
had been a prominent contributor to the scholarly debatL about
socialist international relations. :

Novopashin called for greater attention to the primary impor-
tance of “democratism” in relations between socialist states. It
appears from his analysis that what he had in mind was the “general
democratic principles” which the theory identified as one of the two -
sources of socialist international relations.®® In reaching his
conclusion, Novopashin made the potentially significant observa-
tion that the national interests of socialist states, neither being
entirely identical with the common interests of socialism, nor
withering away in the process of socialist “sblizhenie”, were in fact
asserting themselves more and more forcefully as a result of the -
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socialist states’ consolidation and economic development. This.
made the emergence of contradictions between the interests of
socialist states unavoidable. In a thinly disguised reference to Soviet
conduct of its relations with its socialist allies, he warned against

“great power ambitions” as the deciding factor in resolvmg dlsputes_
within the socialist camp.8?

“Democratic centralism”, according to N0v0pashm could not be..
the principie guiding relations between nations. Theoretical
justifications for the application of the principles of “democratic
centralism™ to inter-state relations often referred to isolated
- statements of Lenin or Marx and Engels, who, however, did not
foresee or discuss ‘the kind of socialist world system which
developed after World War I1.90 Novopashm rejected the whole
idea, inherent in “‘democratic socialism”, of subordinating periphe-
ral interests to°'the common ones expressed at the centre: |

For this reason [...] attempts to characlerize the contents of socialist
internationalism in subordinating categories appear as dubious, like, for
instance, statements to the cffect that the principle of respect for the
sovereignty of socialist countries should be subordinated 1o unity as
another, higher principle of their mutual relations. This habit of speech
ignores the processes under way in the world socialist system and in the
international relations of the new type. These processes demand a
harmonizing, not subordinating approach to the question of combining
national and international elements in the dm*elopment and [..] mutual
relations of socialist countries.’ -

There was a tendency in the past to exaggerate the development
towards “edinobrazie” (conformity) in the socialist world. Novopas-
hin referred in this connection to the June 1983 plenum of the
CPSU Central Committee (see above, p. 28). Soviet policy toward
the socialist countries, according to Novopashin, must take into
account the sometimes very significant differences and contradic-
tions which exist within the socialist world. For the foreseeable
future, the tendency toward internationalization of economic and
societal life would be paralleled by the continued development and
strengthening of national states within socialism.?2

An article by Oleg Bogomolov in Komumunist, although less
outspoken and clear in its implications than Novopashin’s
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contribution, made it clear that his reevaluation was not an isolated
phenomenon at the time (although it should be noted that
Novopashin and Bogomolov both represent the Institute for the
Economy of the World Socialist System, which has established itself
as the main center for innovations in the theory of socialist
international relations). Bogomolov called for more realism and
pragmatism in the handling of conflicts between national and
international economic interests in the socialist commonwealth.
Like Novopashin, he argued that conflicts of interests were bound to
occur for the foreseeable future, aithough the national and
international interests were ultlmately“ 1dent1cal 93 R

The ambivalent state of the theory probably reflected differences of .
opinion within the new leadership and lack of a coherent strategy
for managing intra-socialist affairs. The proceedings of the 27th
CPSU congress in February 1986 seemed to confirm this inter--
pretation. Western scholars visiting Moscow at the time were
allegedly told that “the whole issue of intra.-bloc relations and
reform in Eastern Europe had proven ‘“too controversial’.’;for;
detailed enunciation during the Congress.”®4 S

Gorbachev's political report at the congress made only short and :
noncommittal references to the evolution of relations between
countries in the “socialist commonwealth”. Avoiding the most
controversial elements of socialist internationalism, the General
Secretary emphasized the importance of developing all forms of
cooperation between socialist countries. Stressing the need for
launching new initiatives in domestic and international policies, he
pointed to the necessity of taking into account the forms of societal
develoPment in the whole number of socialist countries. The need
was for a “respectful attitude™ toward each other's experlences 93
This was in line with the emphasis on the value of the “collective
experience” of socialist countries expressed at the '36th CPSU
congress and in subsequent statements. -

The resolution of the congress on the report of the Central
Committee was equally noncommittal in its treatment of the
subject, However, the resolution repeated Gorbachev’s emphasis on
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the value of the diversified experience of the socialist world, and
could by its very vagueness give rise to different interpretations: :

The Congress proceeds from the premise that the diversity of the
communist movement is not a synonym for disunity, just as unity has
nothing in common with uniformity, with hierarchy, with the.interference
of some Parties in the affairs of others, or with a striving by any Party to
have a monopoly over truth. The communist movement draws its strength
from its bold, creative approach 10 the redlities, in keeping with the
docrrine of Marx, Engels, and Lenin; from its class solidarity and equal
cooperation among all fraternal Parties in the struggle for comnion aims -
peace and socialism.”®

A discussion of the significance of the congress for relations
between socialist countries in Mezhdunarodnaia zhizn' the semi-
official journal of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, strengthened the
impression that the congress by itself hardly represented significant
new departures in the field. Under the heading “Socialist
internationalism - the foundation of relations between the fraternal
countries”, the article clearly aimed at strengthening the orthodox
view. The author quoted Lenin's appeal to “fight against small-
nation narrow-mindedness, seclusion and isolation, consider the
whole and the general, subordinate the particular to the general
interest.” Accordmg to Lenin, “one must not think only of one’s own
nation, but place above it the mterestq of all natlons“ W

Neither did the new party program adopted at the congress signal
a fundamentally new analysis of the nature of socialist international
relations. One obvious change when compared to the program of
1961 is the absence of the pinpointing of “nationalism™ and
“revisionism” {(in 1961 represented by Yugoslavia) as the most-
serious threat to socialism and the Communist movement.®® The
1986 program makes only a passing reference to the constant
attempts of imperialism to utilize internal difficulties in socialist
countries to fan nationalist emotions.?” The parts of the new
program discussing relations between socialist countries emphasi-
zed the necessity of further developing forms of comprehensive
cooperation - political, economic, military and cultural. In a
significant passage the program noted that the preceding decades
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had enriched the practice of socialist construction, and demonstra-
ted the diversity (mnogoobrazie) of the socialist world. The
consistent atilization “of the general ]Jaws (obshchie. zakonomer—
nosti) in the concrete situation of each socialist country™ was the
formula for the successful construction of socialism.!0¢

Thus the 27th CPSU congress alone did not promise mgmﬁcant
new developments in the doctrine. However, the very vagueness. of
the language, in Gorbachev’s speech -as well as in the subsequent
resolution and in the new party program, whether intentional or not,
would seem to open for discussions: which could eventually
challenge orthodox interpretations. The congress, on the other hand,
did not create a new ideological framework to regulate relations
between socialist states. It seems reasonable to conclude that the
new leadership had not yet undertaken a comprehensive review of
the field. Limiting themselves to noncommittal phraseology, they
avoided or toned down controversial parts of the old docinne whlle
leaving the main framework largely intact.

It became mcredsmgly evident, however that the tlmes of a
single, coherent “theory” were gone. The fundamental unanimity of
views which until recently had characterized Soviet statements and
writings about socialist international relations no longer existed.. A
group of innovators, who extended “new thinking™ in Soviet foreign

policy to intra-bloc relations, were opposed by hard-liners of the old
school. In February 1986 Vadim Zagladin published an article
which, without mentioning Novopashin’s contribution from the
previous autumn, was clearly an attack on reform-minded interpre-
tations of socialist international relations. Rejecting notions that
internationalism was “outdated”, Zagladin complained that proleta-
rian internationalism was sometimes dlscussed in a manner which
threatened to strip the notion of its “internationalist”™ content.10!
Pravda continued to champion the traditionalist cause. An editorial
after the CMEA summit in Moscow in November 1986 reiterated
the old arguments. Pravda stressed the need for “unity”, “coopera-
tion”, and “cohesion” in relations between socmhst states, which
should be guided by the prmmplea of proletanan socmllst
internationalism”.102

The apparent conservative opposntlon notwnthstandmg, from
carly 1987 the changes initiated in Soviet theory on socialist
international relations after Gorbachev s accession to power rapidly
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gained in significance and visibility. First, the previous unity of
views vanished - and the observer was left to cope with an
increasing number of mutually contradictory statements, some of
which might have originated from sources highly placed in the
government machinery or in influential academic institutions. Being
primarily the result of the new atmosphere of “glasnost” which
gained momentum after the January 1987 plenum of the CPSU
Central Committee, the new p]urality of opinions would in itself
imply a change in the role of the “theory of socialist international
relations” in relations between socialist states. Until then statements
in major Soviet academic journals and newspapers could be
interpreted as representing Soviet leadership opinion (or the opinion
of important leadership groups), not merely the author’s personal
views. One of their functions was to signal Soviet preferences to the
outside world. The new situation has changed the observer's task
when trying to interpret the multitude of Soviet statements.
Secondly, what could be called the mainstream interpretation of the
doctrine underwent significant changes. Authors, who in the
conformist 1970s had produced strictly orthodox articles and books,
which in their basic arguments were hardly distinguishable from
one another, now presented new and challenging interpretations.
One representative of this kind of metamorphosis was the
academician Oleg T. Bogomolov, leader of the Academy Institute of
the Economy of the World Socialist System, whose previous works
in the field were not always stimulating reading, but who now
regularly appears with provocatlve views on the nature of socialist
international relations. | - SR -

An article by Vadim Zagladin in Kommunist vooruzhennykh sil (a
journal of the Ministry of Defence) presented some of the themes
which were to reoccur in subsequent discussions of the subject.!03 It
may seem curious that Zagladin, who usually did not excel in
innovative reformulations of orthodox doctrine (cf. his article from
February 1986 mentioned above), now seemed to initiate a new
approach to the topic. The most obvious explanation may be that
the need for new thinking in the field was now generally
recognized, and the conservative faction wanted to put their imprint
on the ensuing debate.

Zagladin argued that diversity in the movement should be viewed
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primarily as a source of strength, which “makes it easier for
communists to pay regdrd to national peculiarities and the actual
historical situation”. The rise of disagreements within the
movement is a completely natural consequence of this diversity, and
should be overcome by way of * ‘comradely” discussions. Any
attempts to avoid or hide disagreements in a movement as big as the
communist one could be only illusory. Neither was the existence of
a single unifying center in accordance W1th the demands posed by
the time.

The CPSU’s relationship with fraternal partnes should be guided
by a set of principles. First, relations with all Communist and
workers’ parties should be developed as one of the most important
directions of CPSU activity on the international scene. Second,
disagreements between the parties should not be exaggerated.
Disagreements are, basically, normal, and they should not be allowed
to prevent the develOpment of constructive relations. Third, when
striving toward higher forms of collaboration between the parties,
the CPSU should not equate unity with “edinobrazie™ (conformity)
- no one has a monopoly of truth, and there should be no
interference in each other’s affairs. Disagreements, even in matters
of principle, should be solved by way of discussion. The CPSU
should be guided by the principle of “proletarian internationalism™,
but “complete independence and equality, noninterference in each
other’s internal affairs” should be its indispensable parts. Zagladin
also recognized the necessity of a new analysis of a series of
problems of the communist movement and international relations.

Gorbachev’s remarks during his visit to Prague in April 1987,
although not representing a fundamental revision of the basic
doctrine of “socialist internationalism™, continued the line only
indicated at the 27th congress by renewmg the emphasis on
“mnogoobrazie” (diversity) and the non-socialist general principles
of relations between states. Answering Gustav Husak's somewhat
hypocritical praise of the policy of reforrn m the Sowet Umon
Gorbachev said, inter alia:

We proceed above all from the premise that the entire system of political
relations between the socialist countries can and should be built
unswervingly on a foundation of equality and muual responsibility. No
one has the right to claim a special position in the socialist world. The
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independence of each party, its responsibility 1o its peoplc the right to
w.soh'e questions of the country’s development in q soverelgn way - Jor us,
these are indisputable principles. | L

It may be argued that these remarks did not necebsflnly signal . the
emergence of a new Soviet mterpretatmn of the nature of reldtlons
between socialist countries. After all, “equality” and “sovereignty”
had on various occasions in the past been hailed as undisputable
elements of socialist international relations. However, their
significance on this occasion was underlined by pamllel remarks
about the need to proceed to a “qualitatively new stage™ in relations
between socialist states - the old forms of coopemuon being no
longer sufficient.!04

Some weeks earlier the General Secretary had used slmllar
language during a visit to Moscow of the Argentine communist
leader Athos Fava. Thp two party leaders agreed that the movement
needed to overcome “stereotypes that arose in the previous stage”.
They called for - | -

relations among Communist Parties that rule out any sort of “centre” . and
that promote a common search for answers 1o urgent and long-term
guiestions and for relations of trust and sincerity, in which parties are able
1o valie one another’s experience and to cherish the principles that enable
them to draw from this diverse experience lessons that are useful 10 each
other. 103 S |

Gorbachev used similar expresstons in an interview in the ['Unitd in
May. He strongly repudiated the possibility of the existence of any
kind of “centre” of the communist movement. The “determination
of policy and forms of activity” were wholly within the jurisdiction
of each party; cooperation itself’ was possible only “on a voluntary
and equal basis”.106

Oleg T. Bogomolov continued the cautious reevaluatlon under
way in an article in Konmumuanist at about the same time. He stressed
the diversity of forms of socialist development - each country’s path
toward socialism being influenced by the domestic factors and
national characteristics. Bogomolov conceded that these points
were not innovations in the theory. However, he says, there had
been a tendency not to pay sufficient attention to “the analysis of the
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diversity of forms and methods of .socialist transformation”.
Continuing the theme of “unity in dwersnty” Bogomolov stated that
differences in “national and state interests of each country™ must be
addressed in order to achieve cohesion in the socialist camp.. 107
An article in Kommunist voom"hemzvkh sil some months later
took a more conservative approach to the problem of finding the
proper balance between the principle of “mnogoobrazie™ and the
orthodox values of unity and priority of common interests. The
author referred to the new party program, and pardphrasmg
Gorbachev’s speech in Prague, he stated as an overriding prmuple
that “the whole system of political relations between the countries
of socialism should be constructed unswervingly on the basis- of
complete equality and mutual responsibility. Nobody has the right
to assume for himself a special position in the socialist world.” The
independence of each party 15 .an unbreakable principle. But then
came the ubiquitous “but” (thls too, a pdraphrase of Gorbachev S
remarks in Prague): . _ e

we are deeply convinced, that a successful development of the socialist
commonwealth is impossible unless every party and country takes an
interest not only in its own affairs, but pays attention to the common
interests as well, taking a respeciful attitude 10 fnend.s and ul{res and
paying due attention 1o their interests. 198 ' , SRR,

A third article, in the July issue of Me hdwzarodnara 7Inzn sup-
ported the innovative interpretation represented by Bogomol’ov.
Contrary to Bul'ba’s traditionalist stressing of the priority of the
international over national interests, the article in Mezhdunarodnaia
zhizn’ produced a Lenin quotation which emphasized the impor-
tance of adjusting the general principles of socialist construction to
the conditions in each country.l?? The author also quoted Gorba-
chev’s statement in Prague about the transition to a new phase in
~ relations between socialist states. On the political level, according to
the author, this new phase would require recognition of the
complete equality of all the countries. No one had the right to a
special position in the socialist world. The article noted that the
independence of each party, their responsibility toward the people,
and their sovereign right to decide all domestic issues, should be
“unconditionally” respected. !0 .
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The doctrine thus proved sufficiently vague to allow a certain
range of interpretations, without the appearance of necessarily
rejecting old dogmas or creating new ones. At this point, at least, it
was a matter of presenting relevant mterpretatlons of the old
doctrine.

Gorbachev’s two main speeches during the celebration of the
70th anniversary of the October revolution in November 1987 did
not add anything substantially new to the earlier statements. The
paragraphs on relations between socialist states in his speech to the
gathering of socialist and Communist parties on November 4
elaborated on the theme introduced before his visit to Prague and
subsequently discussed by Soviet authors. While the call in Prague
had been for “a new stage” in the development of relations between
socialist states, Gorbachev now postulated the necessity of a “more
sophisticated system of mutual relations” between the world’s .
progresswe forces He warned against the “arrogance of omnisci-
ence” resulting in “‘a tenacious habit to reject other pomts of view
out of hand.”!H

Gorbachev’s speech in the Supreme Soviet tried to balance the
renewed stress on diversity with references to the still valid
internationalist duties of socialist countries. Speaking about the
necessity of “‘unconditional and complete equality” and “strict
observance of the principles of peaceful coexmence”“” between
socialist states, Gorbachev continued: SR |

The world of socialism stands before us today in all its national and social
diversity. This is good and useful. We have become convinced that unity
does not at all mean identity and uniformity. We have also become
convinced that socialism does not and carmoz have any moa’e( " that
evervone must measure up 1o. o

The remarks on the traditional “common’ interests of socialism
were comparatively vague. Gorbachev recognized “concern for the
common cause of socialism™ as one of the “recognized principles”
of relations between socialist states. However, when he directly
addressed the internationalist aspects of the doctrme the lmpllca—
tions remained less than clear:
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We know about the damage that can be caused by a weakening of the
internationalist principle in relations among socialist states, by deviations
from the principle of mutual advantage and mutual assistance, and by
inattention to the common interests of SO(::aizsm in activities in the world
arena. 3 N | o

A comparison of articles by Bogomolov and Savmov who regularly
wrote on the topic in the Foreign Ministry journal Mezhdunarodnaia
zhizn', may serve as a further illustration of the undetermined state
of the doctrine at this point. An article by Bogomolov in the
November 1987 issue of Kommunist,'4 one of several contributions
by this author during the year,!S took as its point of departure the
need for “new solutions” to regulate the relations between socialist
countries. 6 Savinov, writing some months later in Voprosy istorii
KPSS, 117 agreed about the need for change stating that the forms of
cooperation which were formed “in the first period of the world
socialist system” were becoming increasingly inadequate and must
be renewed.!!8 Otherwise, however, Savinov’s article was far more
conservative in its general approach to the subject

Bogomolov, stressing the extent of dwerSIty in the socialist world
and qualifying the value for other countries of the experience of the
CPSU and the Soviet Union, emphasized the importance of the
“general democratic rules” in relations between socialist states, The
need was for democratization of international relations.!1? Referen-
ces to “internationalism” were toned down. Bogomolov observed “a
growing diversity of each country’s approach to the tasks [of
socialist construction]” resulting in mutual influence between the
various forms of social change taking place in socialist countries,!20

Savinov, on the other hand, having finished the obligatory recital
of the need for “new thinking” also in socialist international
relations, in fact repeated many of the old dogmas of the doctrine.
He stressed the continued validity of “socialist internationalism”,
dttacking attempts to replace “socialist internationalism” with

“socialist parinershlp Similar attempts, according to Savinov,

questioned the “class content™ and the “revolutionary content” of
relations between socialist states, contrary to the interests of
socialism. As an example of this kind of thinking, he referred to
Novopashin’s article, mentioned previously, in Rabochii klass i
sovremennyi mir from September 1985 (see above, p. 33).121
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National interests, “correctly understood™, Savinov wrote, ultima-
tely converged with the common interests of socialism. Commu-
nists should pay attention in their decisions to factors uniting' the
socialist countries. Decisions should not be allowed to “weaken the
common front against imperialism”. The implications of the
argument was that international interests should have precedence in
cases of conflict between the two.!** Savinov emphasized the
1mp0rtame of the general laws of socialist construction, calhng ior

“unity” and “cohemon in thc bOCldllbt bloc. : L

1988: Soviet ideology in rransmon

In the course of 1988 Soviet media mpldly extendcd the range . of
free wheeling discussions from domestic to discussions of foreign
policy, including relations between socialist countries. In May and
June Viacheslav Dashichev, department head in the Institute of the
Economy of the World Socialist System, published a broad critique
of past and, by implication, present conduct of Soviet foreign
policy.!?3 Dashichev himself viewed his efforts as an attempt to
open up the field of foreign affairs to public debate, criticizing
earlier silence on the bUb_]ELI The new openness to debate and
diverging views, even in publications aiming at a broader public,
became apparent also in the field of Soviet-East European relations.

On the formal political level the signing of the joint Soviet-
Yugoslav declaration on 18 March had potential significance not
only for Soviet-Yugoslav relations. The principles said to govern
Soviet relations with Yugoslavia were explicitly said to be valid for
relations between socialist states in general. At the close of the year,
in Gorbachev’s speech to the General Assembly of the United
Nations, some of the elements of the new Soviet view on relations
between socialist states were stated in the most ummblguously
authoritative manner so far.

The Yugoslav-Soviet declaration, swned durmg Gorbachev’ § visit
to Yugoslavia,’?4 opened by ruteratmg the content of the
declarations from Belgrade 1955 and Moscow 1956. The two
parties declared their continued adherence to the basic elements in
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the two previous declarations: mutual respect for each . other’s.
independence, sovereignty, and territorial integrity, equal rights, and -
noninterference in each others internal:affairs under any pretext. -
The declaration also exphcltly recognized the  possibility of
“different roads to socialism”. While ‘most of the specific
stipulations of the declaration addressed Soviet-Yugoslav relations, -
the principles governing relations between the two countries were -
explicitly made valid for relations within the socialist world in-
general: “Consistent respect for the independence {...] of parties and .
socialist countries in their choice of path of their own development”,-.
the declaration declared, had enabled the two governments to
overcome the post-1948 difficulties. “This is of great importance
not only for Soviet-Yugoslav mutual - relations, but for the
development and strengthening of socialism as a world system.”
The declaration went on to state a variety of the by now familiar
Soviet theme of “freedom of choice™:

Convinced that no one has a monopoly on truth, the two parties declare
the absence of any intentions to force. upon others their own ideas
(predstavieniia) of societal development. The degree of success of each
path to socialism is tested by social-political practise, and is affirnmed by -
concrete resulis.

Referring to the Helsinki accord from . 1975, the two parties
declared their readiness to abstain from interference-in other
countries’ internal affairs “under any pretext”. -

Aleksandr Bovin, the [zvestia comimentator, has argued that the
Soviet- Yugoslav declarations of 1955 and 1956, reflecting the
“special case” of the troubled relationship between the two countries,
had only limited impact on Soviet interpretations of the general
nature of relations within the socialist world.!'2 The Soviet
acceptance of applying the basic principles of the new declaration
to relations between all socialist states was of obwous mgmﬁcance
for Soviet-East European relations. . -

bl H] EH

Only a comparatively small part of Gorbachev $ main speech to the
19th CPSU Conference on 28 June 1988 dealt directly with foreign
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affairs and relations between socialist countries. However, when
compared with the vague language on the subject of socialist
international relations during the 27th CPSU Congress in 1986,
Gorbachev’s statements on this occasion testified to the process of
reevaluation now under way. Without specifying the exact meaning
of his words, Gorbachev stated that the socialist countries had
endeavoured “to rid the internationalist essence of our relations of
the sediment that accumulated on them in the past,” Having stated
that the socialist world was going through “‘a complex, crucial
perlod” Gorbachev in the next paragraph stressed “freedom of
choice” as a key factor of new thinking in forelgn pohcy

We are convinced that this is a universal principle for international
relations at a time when the very survival of civilization has become the
principal problem of the world, its common denominator.'® -'

Although his words seemed to be primarily directed toward the
Third World, Gorbachev’s emphasis on “freedom of choice” as an
universal principle could hardly remain without repercussion for the
ideological foundations of Soviet policy in Eastern Europe In the
present situation, Gorbachev continued,

the imposition of a social system, way of life, or policies from outside by
any means, let alone military, are dangerous trappings of the past period.
Sovereignty and independence, equal rights and non-interference are
becoming universally recognized rules of international relations, which is
in itself a major achievement of the nwentieth century. To oppose freedomi
of choice is 1o come out against the objective tide of history itself. That is
why power politics in all its forms and man;festat:ons is hmoncally
obsolescent. 127 :

The relevant point is not the fact that Gorbachev did not raise “the
question of limited sovereignty”, or the fact that Eastern European
reformers were left in the dark as to how much reform could be
tolerated.'?8 It could prove difficult, however, to maintain the
ideological justification of the limitations to Eastern European
autonomy while simultaneously stressing “freedom of choice” as an
unconditional principle. |
In another significant paragraph Gorbachev seemed to imply an
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increased Soviet emphasis on the values of the ‘general democmnc_
principles” of international relations: S o

The new political thinking has enabled us to appreciate more fully how
vitally important 1o contemporary international relations are the moral
values that have over the centuries been evolved by nations, and
generalized and spelled out by humanity's great mmds 129

The cautious reevaluation of socialist 1ntemat10nal relations under
way had so far remained within the flexible limits set by the old
doctrine - reemphasizing and reinterpreting old formulas rather
than placing socialist international relations on theoretically new
foundations. Basic postulations of the old theory were not exphcltly
rejected. There always seemed to be the possibility of revwmg some
statement, of the “founders of Marxism-Leninism” or lesser
authorities, which implied that the new view was, in fact, only the
correct interpretation of old truths. In the realm of general Soviet
foreign policy, on the other hand, the new thinking represented not
only a reinterpretation, but the rejection of fundamental parts of the-
previous doctrine. The rejection of *‘class struggle” as the deter-.
mining factor in relations between socialist and capitalist states
brought Soviet international relations, in theory at least, on a new
footing. Viacheslav Dashichev also criticized the conduct of Soviet
foreign policy in the past. But the rejection of class struggle, as well
as the historical critique, only touched upon Soviet relatlons with the_
socialist states. S - -

The article by Aleksandr Bovin referred to above was one of the
more revealing analyses of “socialist internationalism” and
relations between the Soviet Union and its socialist allies so far. Its
point of departure was a seemingly theoretical discussion of
whether the principles of “peaceful coexistence™ are applicable also
to socialist international relations. Bovin identified “peaceful
coexistence” with the “general democratic principles” for relations
between states: non-aggression, equal rights, respect for sovereignty,
non-interference, etc. This set of rules, according to Bovin, was “the
only possible foundation™ for cooperation between the fraternal
countries, and they must also be at the foundations of “socialist
internationalism”. While the previous mainstream interpretation of
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the doctrine had given precedence to “socialist internationalism™ in
the case of conflict, Bovin now took the opposite stand. And indeed,
he continued, past mishaps in socialist mterndtlonal rt,ldtlons were
due exactly to this order of prlonty co

The principle of socialist internationalism cannot be realized, cannot be
free of various kinds of deformations, [...] if its role in the system of
socialist international relations is not founded on Ihe .so[:d ﬂ)tmdamm.s oj
[...] the general democratic norms. 30

The theory itself had not been the real problem. Theoretically the
“general democratic” norms had been acknowledged all the time.
In ‘praxis, however, attention had been fixed on the unity of ideas
and policies and on monolithic cohesion - not on the norms of
conduct derived from respect for sovereignty and equal rights.t3!
Although the critique was most specific for the pre-1956 period,
Bovin argued that the negative tendencies continued to influence
relations between the socialist countries. Bovin identified the
balancing of national and international interests as the central

problem in relations between socialist states. 32
The pomt is not that Bovin's views necessarily represented the
“official” view of the Soviet foreign policy apparatus. Other
comments, like for instance some by L.P Aboimov, a deputy minister
of foreign affairs, could be more ambiguous in their implications.
Aboimov limited himsell to stressing the necessity of avoiding
“dogmatism” and of “democratising” cooperation between the
socialist countries, to take into regard the diversity of the socialist
world, and to respect national interests and the peculiarities of each
country.!’¥ However, Bovin was not alone in arguing for a
remterpretatlon of the relationship between the “general democratic
norms” and “socialist internationalism”. Vadim Medvedev, the
Central Committee secretary in charge of ideology, emphasized in
an interview with Kommunist that “acknowledging national features™
was no longer seen as a ‘“deviation from Marxism-Leninism”.
Medvedev described the “multiplicity of forms of national mani-
festations” of the socialist ideas as “the confirmation of its universal
nature, and an enrichment of the socialist idea itself.134

Gorbachev’s appearance in the United Nations on 7 December

48



1988135 represented the next in a series of Soviet efforts to convey a
new image of Soviet foreign policy aims and methods. In some
cases they had gone far in the direction of posing doubts about the
morality and expediency of Soviet conduct in the past. In line with
this tendency, Gorbachev’s speech announced a set of new
departures and questioned important parts of the fundamental
dogmas hitherto underlying the conduct of Soviet foreign policy.
Apart from concrete proposals in specific fields, the speech for the
most part reltemted ideas which had been presented before as part
of the evolving “new thinking” in Soviet foreign policy.!3¢ However,
the form of the speech as a major Soviet foreign policy pro-
nouncement directed toward a world audience warrants some
comments on the parts directly relevant to Sov1el East European
relations.

Gorbachev called for the rejection of the use of force as an
instrument in foreign policy. In relations to Eastern Europe, this
represented a significant departure from the original stipulations of
the Brezhnev Doctrine - use of force dctually spurred 1ts very
formulation.

He went on to state that every nation should have “freedom of
choice” in the creation of its social and political system. The
“freedom of choice” should not be restricted by any limitations:

To deny this right of the peoples, under whatever pretext it is done, under
whatever words it is concealed, is to encroach upon even the unstable
equilibrium that has been achieved. Freedom of choue is a wniv ema[
principle, and it should know no L.’L(L])!‘IOHS‘ 137 - -

The significant point is the statement about the universality of this
principle. Although Soviet forei;:n policy doctrine has always
stressed the “complete sovereignty” of socialist nations, such state-
ments have regularly been followed by a number of important
“buts” making it clear that “sovereignty” was to be interpreted
within limitations set by ‘“socialist internationalism”. Gorbachev
also stated as a fact the diversity (mnogovariantnost’) of social and
political forms in the capitalist and socialist world.

An equally important departure from previous dogmas was
Gorbachev’s interpretation of the role of international law in
regulating relations between nations. We have discussed the earlier
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dpprOdCh - making the rules of international law subordinate to

“class interests” in relations between socialist nations. :Now
Gorbachev declared his allegiance to a system of international law
that should be binding on all states, independent of lheir socml or
political system: -

Our ideal is a world community of states bused on the rule of law that
would be rided by law in their foreign policy activity as well. |

The achievement of this ideal would be facilitated by an accord, within
the UN framework, on a uniform understanding of the principles and
norms of international law, their codification with considerarion for the
new conditions, and the elaboration of legal norms for new spheres of
cooperation. In the conditions of the nuclear age, the effectiveness of
international law should be grounded not in fulfillment by compulsion but
in norms reflecting a balance of the interests of states.!3%

It may be argued that the general reorientation outlined in Gor-
bachev’s speech and elsewhere is not relevant to Soviet thinking on
relations between the Soviet Union and its socialist allies. Did the
Soviets actually apply for instance “freedom of choice” to their
doctrine of relations between socialist states? Statements by Eduard
Shevardnadze at a conference in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in
the summer of 1988 seemed designed to demonstrate the linkage
between “new thinking” and Soviet relations with Eastem Europe
and other socialist states.

These relations, according to Shevardnadze, were -established
during the first decade after World War 11, and necessarily reflected
the “peculiarities” (osobennosti) of that period. This was reflected
in “special ideas about the character of alliance obligations and the
juridical procedures to safeguard these obligations™. Although
much had been done to place the alliance on a footing of “equality,
respect for sovereignty and independence”, these generally accepted
principles of mutual relations were far from always realized in
relations between the Soviet Union and its allies. “New thinking”,
however, had brought “genuine respect for the right to indepen-
dence” and an “atmosphere of equality” and respect for and interest
in each other’s experience. Shevardnadze ended up declaring the
right to “free choice” and the rules of “peaceful coexistence” (i.e.
the “general democratic norms”) to be the “higher, universal”
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principles of relations between states. This, not surprisingly, fostered

the necessity of rethinking a number of “stereotypes™.139 :
Lesser authorities were naturally still ‘more direct when

addressing the problem. Oleg Bogomolov declared in 1939

Setting the course for revolutionary resfrucmnng, the CPSU declar ed
clearly and unambiguously: each communist party bears full responsibi-
lity for its policy before its own people; none of them, the CPSU included,
can lay down claim to the absolute truth. The Soviet Union does noi
impose its own course on anyone. On the contrary, we are trying lo make
use of the valuable experience of other socialist countries. The times when
those who departed from the Soviet model were excommunicated from
socialism and branded degenerates have passed.!V

1989: Beyond the Brezhnev Doclnne

Political developments during 1989 seem to have answered the
question underlying the above discussion of Soviet theory of
socialist international relations since 1985. To what degree are the
Soviets prepared to abandon the limitations on East European
autonomy inherent in the “Brezhnev doctrine*? In fact, Soviet
tolerance towards political and social experimentation in Poland
and Hungary has proved to be far greater than anybody was able to
foresee less than one year ago. Writing early in 1989, Charles Gati
concluded that the Soviet Union was prepared to tolerate extenswe
experimentation in the region, but w1thm certain lzmlts

Yer pluralism of the Western kind - one Ihar woula' mc!ude .sm’eral
mdependen! parties competmg for power and the company unions
coexisting with independent unions - remain Jdeologually unacceptable
and untested, and thus unlikely. 14! - o

At the present moment!4? the only remaining Soviet limitation to
East European autonomy seem to be the demand that the WTO
member countries honour their alliance commitments and continue
cooperation with the Soviet Union in secunty and foreign affairs.
But even here the “limits to Soviet tolerance” are undefined. Would
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Hungary be allowed to leave the Warsaw Pact and assume a neutral
position, as some fairly authoritative Soviet voices have suggested?
Would the Soviet Union’s security interests in the region be better
served by some kind of Finnish/Austrian solution rather than by a
military bloc of potentially unreliable and reluctant allies?

Thus the practise of Soviet policy toward Eastern Europe
presents itself fundamentally differently in late 1989 when
compared to Gorbachev’s first years in power. In the realm of
theory, however, the new practise has only been partially
accompanied by explicit reevaluations and redefinitions. In August
1989 an observer of Soviet-East European reldtlonb made the
observation that

Soviet policy ioward Eastern Europe is one area where glasnost’ up until
now has generated less of the type of critical debate that has accompanied
other aspects of Soviet foreign policy.'#3

Soviet commentators themselves have made similar remarks, It was
argued in New Times that more is said and written about Soviet-US
relations or the common European house than about “the problems
of the group of countries traditionally known as the socialist
commonwealth”, 4% Eduard Shevardnadze has made it clear that
the exact content of the “new principles” that should guide relations
between the “fraternal” countries remain to be defined. “On this
field we are falling behind™, he declared before the Suprema, Soviet
in October 1989,143

The foremost reason for this may be the swiftness of
developments in Eastern Europe. Rather than elaborating a blue-
print and theoretical foundation for an active policy in the region,
the Soviets have been presented with a series of faits accomplis
which has made the previous theoretical framework for Soviet
policy in the region now appears as an integral part of the general
coherent blueprint for Soviet policy toward Eastern Europe, Soviet
policy in the region now appears as an integrated part of the general
framework of Soviet foreign policy strategy. The priority of the
region in Soviet foreign policy thinking, with the concomitant need
for a special theory to regulate intra bloc relations, has been scaled
down.

The integration of Soviet policy towards Eastern Europe within
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Soviet foreign policy strategy had its corollary in a general
deideologization and pragmatization of Soviet policy in the region.
Without explicitly reju.tmg all the axioms of the theory of “socialist
international relations”, the Soviets now prefer to deal with the
subject in the pragmdm language of “ new pO]lthdl lhlnl\mg” B

Soviet reactions to recent dwelopments in Eastern Europe thus
seem to imply that the interventionist part of the “Brezhnev
doctrine” is no longer part of Soviet thinking on relations with the
WTO countries of Eastern Europe. Although Gorbachev himself
has avoided direct references to it, some of his close associates have
repeatedly stressed that the Brezhnev doctrine is dead. 5

Until recently Soviet statements rarely addressed directly the
notion of military intervention, and the Soviets used to reject the
existence of a special “Brezhnev doctrine” of “limited sovereignty”
for Eastern Europe. A Hungarian diplomat reportedly observed that
“this so-called doctrine was never formally promulgated, S0, we
can’t expect it will be formally renounced™ 16

With regard to the doctrine of “limited aoverelgnty the Soviets
have in fact gone far toward renouncing the right to military
intervention in the socialist commonwealth. Soviet government
spokesman Gennadii Gerasimov, when asked in December 1987
whether “the time now passed when it would be possible for the
Soviet Union to intervene militarily in the name of socialism in
Eastern Europe”, answered an unequivocal “Yes”. At about the
same time politburo member Egor Ligachev, who can hardly be
said to represent the reform-minded wing of the party, ruled out the
possibility of Soviet intervention in Rumania on the lines of the
interventions in Hungary and Czechoslovakia if the Rumanians
should prove unable to overcome their difficulties themselves.!47
Oleg Bogomolov, during a press conference broadcast by Soviet
television, stated that the Soviet Union no longer questioned the
sovereignty of its socialist allies, and that from now on the
application of “what has been known in the West as the Brezhnev
Doctrine” was “inconceivable”. 148 Before an American audience he
said that “the “Brezhnev Doctrine” is completely unacceptable and
unthinkable [...}] We gave too much advice before to our partners,
and it was actually very damaging to them. It's time to keep our
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advice to ourselves™.!¥? In March 1989 Gorbachev reportedly told
Hungarian party leader Karoly Grosz that “all possible safeguards
should be provided so that no external force can interfere in the
domestic issues of socialist countries” as in 1956 and 1968.150
Recently some Soviet voices have been even more Outbpoken
Andranik Migranyan, an associate of Bogomolov at the Institute for
the Economy of the World Socialist System, stated in August 1989
that “[w]hat in the West was called the *Brezhnev doctrine” in our
theoretical studies was dubbed the principle of socialist internatio-
nalissm in relations between the Warsaw Treaty countries™.
Underlying it was “the principle of a single model of socialism™.15!
Gorbachev himself, however, has neither acknowledged tlu,
existence of, nor rejected, the Brezhnev doctrine.

A reevaluation of the events in Czechoslovakia in 1968 and the
legitimacy of the WTO intervention might be expected to
accompany any definitive Soviet renunciation of the pollmes
implied by the “Brezhnev doctrine” of “limited sovereignty”. The
evidence on this point is clearly open to interpretation, but as far as
official Soviet opinion is concerned, the reevaluation has at best
been a very hesitant one. Vadim Medvedev, then Central
Committee secretary in charge of refations with ruling Communist
parties, referred implicitly to the Czech reforms in an interview in
February 1987, denouncing the reformiers of 1968 as people who
“behind the slogan of renewal were attempting to undermine
socialism”152, and has denied any similarity between the present
reforms in the Soviet Union and the developments in Czechoslova-
kia in 1968. Czech party chief Milos Jakes, during his visit to
Moscow in January 1988, was apparently assured that no Soviet
reevaluation was under way. Soviet views on the crisis, according to
Jakes, were identical with those of the Czechoslovak govern-
ment.!33 Other evidence is more ambiguous. Soviet press commen-
taries on the twentieth anniversary of the invasion in August 1988
included some critical reports on the background of the crisis and
on the role of Soviet policies as obstacles to necessary reform.!34 A
TASS commentary in /[zvestia on 22 August, on the other hand,
rejected the idea that a reevaluation of the Czechoslovak events
must follow from the processes under way in the Soviet Union itself.

This picture was confused by statements of Soviet specialists, one
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of whom told a Japanese newspaper that in a similar situation today,
“our Party would make a decision different from the one it made in
1968. |...] The reason is that no one has the right to monopolize the
truth.”153% Similar statements notwithstanding, Soviet leaders have
so far not been willing to authorize a reevaluation of the
Czechoslovak events. Since the summer 1989, however, signs of an
imminent Soviet reevaluation have appeared. In August an article in
Moscow News implicitly condemned the invasion, stating that™ [t]he
action, taken on August 21, crushed the hopes for a gradual,
evolutionary transformation of our own society”.!¢ Eduard
Shevardnadze, when pressed on the point during an interview with
Adam Michnik of Gazeta Wyborcza (Warsaw), made it clear that
the Soviet Union could not officially condemn the invasion as long
as the Czechoslovak leadership did not change its position.!57 A
similar argument may hold true for the broader question of an
official Soviet renunciation of the Brezhnev doctrine. In August
1989 Evgenii Ambartsumoy, a reform minded historian, told La
Repubblica that “Gorbachev must take into account the position of
the present Czechoslovak leadership™ and that “he cannot today
allow himself to adopt a position that would then be rejected by the
political leadership of an allied country.”158 The Soviet reaction to
the Polish-Czechoslovak squabble in late August 1989, after the
Polish Sejm condemned the invasion, indicated a “neutral” position
in the conflict.!>?

The Soviet position is equally ambiguous with regard to the
Hungarian uprising and the Soviet intervention of 1956. Despite the
official Hungarian characterization of the events as a “popular
uprising”, the Soviets have not officially renounced its depiction as a
“counterrevolution”. Liberal and more conservative opinions have
clashed in the columns of New Times.16¢ An extremely conservative
article on the subject appeared in a military-historical journal,
repeating the old allegations about an “internal counter-revolution™
supported by the “‘most reactionary forces of international
imperialism™ etc.!¢! The revolution and intervention in Hungary in
1956, however, is to a smaller degree than the invasion of
Czechoslovakia in 1968 directly linked to the genesis and the
axioms of the Brezhnev doctrine.

Although the conduct of Soviet relations with Eastern Europe in
the past has been extensively criticized under Gorbachev, the
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Soviets have so far been cautious about questioning the very
legitimacy of the communist takeover in these countries after the
Second World War. Although it could be stated that “this model
[i.e. the Soviet model] was not only an example, but [...] to a certain
extent it was forced upon them [ie. the East European
countrles]” 162 even the most ardent reformers limited their critique
to past “mistakes” in intra-bloc affairs.163
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Conclusiomn:

im ﬁmnsﬁa@n

Even if it is impossible to answer the question of whether the Soviet
Union has finally renounced the “Brezhnev doctrine” and the theory
of “limited sovereignty”, the changes with regard to the broader
subject of Soviet theory of relations between socialist states have
put the relationship between the Soviet Union and its allies in
Eastern Europe on a new footing. First, the signals emanating from
Moscow have changed from equatmg compliance with the Soviet
model of socialist construction to encouraging reform based on the
historical and socio-political realities in each country. Thus the
regimes of Eastern Europe face the dilemma of reacting to popular
demands of reform which may be implicitly or explicitly supported
by Moscow. Second, changes in the theory and in officially pro-
claimed Soviet doctrine on relations between socialist states have all
but eliminated the possibility of ideologically justifying an imple-
mentation of the interventionist part of the “Brezhnev doctrine”.
The -main line of development of Soviet thinking on socialist
international relations during the last two decad’es has gone from
emphasis on convergence (sblizhenie), “cohesion™ (splochen-
nost’), and ultimate “fusion” (slianie), toward recognition of the
pluralization of the socialist world - “a search for variety [of
socialist construction] within the framework of a single formation”.
As the Soviets put it, the idea of a smgle model of socialism has'
ceased to exist.!64 |

The opening pages of this study stressed the normative and policy-
oriented character of Soviet ideology in general and the theory of -
relations between socialist states in particular. The fundamental
task of ideology in relations between socialist states was described
as fostering Soviet control and cohesion in the bloc by presenting a
set of rules of the game for the conduct of domestic and foreign
affairs. The theory of socialist international relations had the
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specific function of providing such rules for relations between
socialist states, and paid special attention to relations between the
Soviet Union and its smaller allies. The “theory™ however, was not
Conﬁned to relations between states, but was mtlmately intertwined
with a “theory” or doctrine of socialist development, i.e. with the
internal evolution of socialist countries.

Thus “theoretical” discussions or statements served to signal
leaders of East European countries and also to various other target
groups. Elements of the theory, which from a purely analytical point
of view might seem less than illuminating, had obvious policy
implications, and their evocation by Moscow might severely restrict
the options open to policy makers in Eastern Europe. In this essay
we havu focused on the evolution of a number of such “focal
points” of the Soviet theory of socialist international relations.

Considering the character and function of the theory as outlined
above, it may be assumed that the gradual, and then more abrupt,
development of some of its key elements reflected a real change in
the way the Soviets viewed the nature of the relationship between
the Soviet Union and the smaller socialist countries of Europe. The
evolution of the doctrine implied a reconsideration on the part of the
Moscow leadership of the nature of Soviet interests in the region, or
at least a reevaluation of the means toward the achievemcnt of
Soviet objectives. - .

During the 1970s and the first part of the 1980s, the theory of
socialist international relations was basically stable, and there were
few signs of a radical reinterpretation of the basic tenets of the
doctrine. We have seen, however, that evidence of an initial reevalu-
ation became visible in the early 1980s, and that elaborations of the
topic during the following years tended to stress “diversity” in the
socialist camp as “regular” and “normal”.

The principal cause for the reevaluation was the ailing per-
formance of the Soviet and the East European economic and
political systems which became increasingly manifest from about
the middle of the 1970s. The stagnation, or even reversal, of the
improvement in living standards, and the habit of the East
Europeans to use as the basis for comparison the situation in
Western Europe rather than that in the Soviet Union, seriously
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undermined what was left of the legitimacy of the Communist
regimes. Signs of potentially dangerous popular discontent appea-
red, most expressly in Poland, and at the same time the economic
cost to the Soviet Union of bolstering the regimes in Eastern Europe
steadily increased.!®> The western response to the imposition of
martial law in Poland in December 1981 demonstrated the political
cost of maintaining the unity of the socialist bloc in Europe. The
“burdens of empire” became increasingly heavy for the Soviet
Union. b T
Since the early 1970s western observers had pointed to the
increasing potential for conflicts between Soviet demands for
orthodoxy and East European particularistic aspirations. Referring
to Soviet relations with its socialist allies in Eastern Europe (and to
the US-Latin America relationship), William Zimmerman wrote in
As decisionmakers in these states [i.e. Eastern EuropelLatin America]
attempt 10 cultivate a sense of legitimacy for their respective regimes by
instilling in major societal groups a sense of participation in the political
svstem, these countries will be prone to pursue politics which will clash
with the preferences of the regional superpower,.. 16—~ =

The Soviets were confronted with the dilemma of accepting a
greater degree of diversity in the socialist bloc, or insisting on
conformity with the Soviet model and thus running the risk of
having to engage in high-cost political, economic and ultimately
military intervention in the socialist countries of Eastern Europe.
Their two goals, “cohesion” within the Soviet bloc and “viability™
of the Communist regimes, became increasingly incompatible in
Eastern Europe. “Cohesion” according to J.F. Brown, was the main
Soviet aim in Eastern Europe. It meant S

a simation where [... ] there is a general conformity of ideological, political
and economic policy, both domestic and foreign, as laid down by the
Soviet Union in any particular period. 767 IR

“Viability”, on the other hand, meant

a degree of confidence and efficiency, especially economic, in the East
European states that would increasingly legitimize communist rule and
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conespondmglv reduce the Soviet need for a pre‘.’enm’e preouupanon
with that region.!%8 S .

Particularistic tendencies appeared in most East European coun-
tries. Poland and Hungary followed their own way of social and
political development, and even Czechoslovakia and the German
Democratic Republic presented somie innovations in their economic
systems. Rumania followed its own path in foreign and security
affairs. With the exception of Rumania, however, particularism was
mostly confined to domestic policies. The integrationist drive of the
1970s!%9 notwithstanding, the Soviets were forced to accept a
degree of deviation from the Soviet model. The cautious reeva-
ination of Soviet theory, far from preceding the appearance of
diversity in the bloc, merely reflected the realities of the new
situation in Soviet-East European relations. Evolutions in the
doctrine, however, once declared, gave the stamp of Soviet approval
to greater dwerslty within the bloc and made a return to the classic
ideal of unity less likely.

The Polish crisis of 1980-81 demonstrated the failure of Poland’s
social, economic and political system, and made evident the need
for some sort of basic reform. The Polish events also presented
obvious lessons for the other socialist regimes of Eastern Europe. It
was hardly coincidental that Brezhnev used the rostrum of the 26th
CPSU congress in February 1981 to signal Soviet approval for more
diversity within the bloc. |

The period after March 1985 has been characterized by the_'
processes of rapidly mounting economic, social and political crises
in Eastern Europe and in the Soviet Union itself, at the same time as
the Soviets have launched their own radical program for economlc
and political reform. The conflict between “cohesion” and “via-
bility” became acute: in Poland, and to a lesser degree also in
Hungary, the lack of fundamental reform led to economic
disintegration and the spectre of popular revolt. Other regimes in
the region have been able to continue along the old path only
through increased use of repressivé measures to contain popular
dissent and discontent. The Soviets were forced to realize the
counterproductivity of the previous model of Soviet East-European
relations for Soviet political, military and economic interests.

The reevaluation under Gorbachev of the theory of socialist
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international relations was part of the general rethinking of Soviet
foreign policies which was launched under the name of “new
political thinking”.17® Underlying the .new -approach in Sovnet
foreign policies was the realization . of . the Soviet Union’s
dependence on the more developed capitalist West for its own
development and modernization. Under these circumstances, ‘the
political cost of maintaining old- fashioned unity in the socialist
camp became too high. The imperative need for improved relations
with the West and more cost-effective use of Soviet material and
political resources made the Soviets rethink their policy towards the
smaller allies in Europe. The Soviets felt that the previous model of
Soviet-East European relations comprised a hindrance to Soviet
efforts to establish a new relationship with the developed West w1th
a view to modernizing the Soviet economy.

Equally relevant is the question whether deve]opmenls in the
Sovxet Union itself made obsolete the old principle of stressing
“unity”, i.e. conformity with the Soviet model, as the basic feature of
$OCIO- pohtlcal developments in Eastern Europe. It may be argued
that the questioning of previous orthodoxy in the Soviet Union itself
excluded the possibility of demanding adherence to the Soviet
model from the smaller socialist countries: -there was no Soviet
example to follow any more. Under these circumstances Eastern
Europe may even have become an asset to the Soviet Union as a
field of experimentation - East European reformers presented the
Soviets with valuable experience for their own search for new
solutions to problems of economic and. political development. 7!

LI T

In late 1989 the theory of socialist international relations is no
longer appropriate as a guide to the intricacies of Soviet policy
towards the East European countries. ‘The terminology has
changed, and the Soviet reaction to developments in Poland and
Hungary demonstrates that the “Brezhnev doctrme no longer
defines Soviet policy in the region. . |
“Freedom of choice” for all countries regdrdless of their social
system, and “all peoples’ right to decide over their own future";
these and similar expressions reappear in today’s Soviet statements
and commentaries dealing with Eastern Europe. Gorbachev also

61



used the rostrum of the Council of Europe to declare the Soviet
Union’s unconditional adherence to the principle of “non-inter-
ference in other countries’ internal affairs”. With direct reference to
the western notion of a Soviet theory of “limited independence™, he
condemned “any attempts to limit the sovereignty of states™.172
Asked whether the Soviet Union was prepared to accept that the
communist parties in Poland and Hungary might lose the “leading
role” in society, he declared that this was a matter to be dec1cled by
the Poles and the Hungarians themselves.!73

Since then similar assertions tend to appear in all official Sov1et
statements on Soviet-East European relations. A couple of
examples may make the point. In his speech to the second session of
the Supreme Soviet on 23 October 1989 Eduard Shevardnadze
stressed that Soviet foreign policy is based on a set of generally
acknowledged principles of universal validity. He continued:
“These values are not an abstraction. They exist and cannot be
applied arbitrarily or selectively”. Soviet relations with the socialist
countries, Shevardnadze stated, are gomg through fundamentdl
qualltatwe changes: . - -

We build our relations with these [countries] on the foundations of
sovereign equalin* non-acceptability of all kinds of inte‘rferenw {in other
countries’ internal affairs], respect for each comm) s ngk! 10 Lomplefe
freedom of choice.'7# - -

The communiqué after the meeting in Moscow of the WTO
committee of foreign ministers on 26-27 October 1989 emphasised
the same message of independence, freedom of choice and non-
interference.!73

During the summer and autumn of 1989 it appeared that the
Soviet leaders were prepared to tolerate the questioning of at least
two of the three touchstones of the “Brezhnev Doctrine™ the
leading role of the party and the principle of democratic centralism
within the party. The Poles, on the other hand, who so far have
completed the most thorough transformation of the political system
yet seen in Eastern Europe, have gone out of their way to stress
Poland’s continued loyalty towards its alliance commitments. The
Soviet reaction to increasingly radical efforts at social and political
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reform in Poland and also in Hungary has been uniformly positive -
Soviet media in fact tend to pralse the leaders of Poland and
“ Hungary as innovative reformers in the communist movement.
Soviet leaders, including Mikhail Gorbachev himself, and Soviet
media, did nothm}: to hide their sympathy with the pOpUldI‘ demdnd
for reform in the GDR and Czechoslovakia. : |

The Soviets also opted for a model of Soviet- East European
relations that would make the region more of an economic and
political asset to the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union could no longer
afford to use its own scarce economic resources to bolster. up
incompetent and unpopular regimes. As regards Soviet-East
European economic relations, the Soviets needed trading partners
with more to offer in the form of high technology and quahty

products in exchange for Soviet raw materials. -

While Soviet statements now treat intra-bloc relatlons as an
integrated part of the broader Soviet foreign policy strategy, Eastern
Europe remains a region of primary importance to Soviet security
interest. However, the Soviet strategy for safeguarding these
interests may have changed. It may be speculated that Soviet
leaders became less interested in the military contribution of the
East European countries per se (cf. the guestionable reliability and
commitment of their armies), but continued to view Eastern Europe
as a buffer zone against the West, and as a field of possible Soviet
military build-up in case of threatening international conflict. Soviet
leaders apparently concluded that these objectives were attainable
even within the framework of radlcally changed socio pohtlcal
systems in Eastern Europe.

The East Europeans themselves are keenly aware of the need
for assuring the Soviets of continued alliance loyalty. Tadeusz
Mazowiecki’s assurances to that effect immediately after his
confirmation as Poland’s prime minister were received with
satisfaction in Moscow.!76 Since then the two parties have used
every opportunity to emphasize that changes in Poland’s alliance
policy are not on the agenda. The Soviet attitude to Hungary, which
is less strategically important than Poland, has been more
ambiguous Bogomolov’s remarks early 1989 that a neutralized
Hungary “would not pose a threat to Soviet security”,!”7 were
apparently not sanctioned from above, but nevertheless signaled a
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more flexible Soviet approach to the problem of safeguardmg
Soviet 5ecur1ty interests in Eastern Europe. |

The term “finlandization” has recently been introduced into the
Soviet debate. Andranik Migranyan, in an article in August 1989,
took as his point of departure the necessity in Eastern Europe of
carrying out political and economic reforms that could eventually
lead to the setting up of market economies and multi-party pOllthdl
systems. In this connection he argued that “finlandization” could
serve as a possible model for Soviet-East European relations.
“Finlandization”, according to Migranyan, implies that B

In exchange for its readiness not to hinder developments in that direction,
the USSR would receive the necessary guarantees from the East European
countries that in foreign pohm‘ they underrake o act re.spons:blv regardmg
the USSR. . _

In short this means not challenging “Soviet foreign policy inter-
ests”.178 The official Soviet stance is to discuss the topic only in the
broader context of a gradual dlsmdntlmg of both NATO and the
Warsaw Pact. A recent article in Moscow News addressed the
questlon of a neutralization of Eastern Eumpe as followe

not refusing to discuss the issue of a likely “neutralization” of one or
another East European country, I'd say there is no reason to speed up a
change in their allied status. In fact, under the new situation, being
members of the alliance, they lose nothing and take no risks, whereas
renouncing membership, they may create a disbalance-ia Europe!??

The shape of future Soviet-East European relations remains to be
decided. The “theory of socialist international relations™, however,
has outlived its role as an instrument in the m'magement of Sowet
relations with 1t1~. smaller allies.
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Notes

This study was originally written in the spring of 1989 as a paper for
professor Robert Legvold’s seminar on topics in Soviet foreign policy at
the Harriman Institute, Columbia University. [ am grateful for professor
Legvold's advice and comments on the first draft. I would also like to
thank Pil Kolste and Helge . Pharo, both of whom read and made
suggestions for improvements in a subsequent version of the text.
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