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H ow  strong is the Soviet Union? In  this issue, eight specialists evalu
ate the foreign policies and the dom estic situation of the  U.S.S.R. W riting  
of Soviet-American relations, our introductory article notes that “T h e  two 
powers are nowhere near the po in t where they can discuss on a broad basis 
how to lim it and reconcile their interests . . .  in the interest of greater 
security for both and for the rest of the world, nor w ould  all welcome as an 
u n m ixed  blessing an arrangement that looked like a Soviet-American  
condom inium .”

Soviet-American Relations
By J o h n  C. C am pbell

Senior Research Fellow, Council on Foreign Relations

W
h a t  is t h e  fo c u s , in this third 
year of President Nixon’s “era of 
negotiation,” for estimating the 
state of Soviet-American relations? Does the 
classic “Soviet threat” still lie at the begin

ning and the end of America’s concerns about 
national security and foreign policy? The 
public, in large part, wants to believe that the 
cold war is over. The skeptical school of 
thought notes that the Soviet government 
continues to depict Soviet policies as devoted 
to the struggle with American imperialism. 
President Richard Nixon’s administration 
takes a practical middle course. It negotiates 
on issues where the Kremlin has decided that 
negotiation is useful. It tries to hold its 
ground on others where there is no such Soviet 
disposition to seek agreements. It points with 
alarm to other issues where the two powers 
are in danger of open conflict.

The picture is thus mixed. Negotiations 
on strategic weapons (SALT) go forward 
with a reasonable chance of agreement. 
Detente is again in fashion in Europe, but

many political problems on which a true 
detente depends remain unresolved. The 
Soviets talk about the desirability of getting 
a settlement in the Middle East but will not 
play a constructive part in reaching one. The 
two powers are nowhere near the point where 
they can discuss on a broad basis how to limit 
and reconcile their interests in various parts 
of the world in the interest of greater security 
for both and for the rest of the world, nor 
would all welcome as an unmixed blessing an 
arrangement that looked like a Soviet-Amer
ican condominium.

A congress of the Soviet Communist party 
always provides a  convenient vehicle to allow 
the leaders to lay down the general proposi
tions that sum up where they are and where 
they propose to go.

The 24th Congress, held in March, 1971, 
which confirmed Party Secretary Leonid 
Brezhnev’s status as first among the leaders, 
also confirmed the stability—some would say 
the immobilism—of the regime and its major 
policies. Brezhnev represents the middle-of-
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the-road domestic policies which have char
acterized the oligarchic rule of the “su
per-clerks” since they overthrew Nikita 
Khrushchev in 1964. Such a regime might 
be effective in pursuing foreign policies al
ready marked by success, but it has not shown 
much imagination either in new adventures 
or in a rethinking of its relations with the 
United States.

On the ideological front, Soviet attitudes 
evident at the 24th Congress were as harsh 
as ever. It is not possible to say how much 
the self-confident hard line of the Soviet 
leaders was due to their conviction that, as 
the Soviet Union was growing stronger and 
m ore assertive in  in te rn a tio n a l affairs , th e  
United States was becoming weaker, unable 
to sustain its position abroad because of pro
test and failure at home. Not since the 1930’s 
could the Soviets see so much in America’s 
performance to substantiate the old thesis of 
capitalist crisis. Because that was the picture 
being drawn by the best Soviet experts on 
American affairs,1 there is at least a strong 
presumption that it affected the thinking of 
the top leadership.

Policy, however, is made up of decisions. 
The thesis of the uncompromising struggle 
against capitalism has been accompanied for 
many years by another and allegedly equally 
Leninist thesis of peaceful coexistence be
tween states with differing political and social 
systems, which also received its due in the 
main statements of the 24th Congress. The 
one other factor, often overlooked, is the de
gree to which Soviet decisions over the years 
have been reactions to American decisions.

Looking at the background of American 
policy, one is struck by certain similarities. 
Here, too, there exists a body of holy writ, 
which finds its most recent expression in the 
President’s two “state of the world” messages 
of 1970 and 1971. They attempt to set forth 
a consistent United States world policy which 
retains what is essential from an earlier time,

1 See G. A. Arbatov, “Administratsiia Niksona u 
seredny distantsii,” S.Sh.A, August, 1970, pp. 3-16.

2 For differences in tone between the President’s 
messages of 1970 and 1971, see Zbigniew Brze- 
zinski, “Half Past Nixon,” Foreign Policy, Summer, 
1971, pp. 6-7.

changes old approaches and priorities to fit 
new conditions, and generally lowers the 
American “profile.” The “Nixon doctrine” 
themes—cutting down commitments which 
require United States forces to fight other 
nations’ wars and stressing the need for 
friends and allies to do more for the com
mon defense because the burden borne by the 
United States for so long has become too great 
—were perhaps the minimum concessions 
that had to be made to a public aroused over 
Vietnam and the mounting demands on the 
federal budget. But they were also a response 
to changes in the world picture and could not 
disguise what in the eyes of the world, and 
of Soviet leadership, was a contraction of 
American power.

What the President said about the Soviet 
Union itself therefore took on added impor
tance. Some time before reaching the White 
House he had come to believe that in major 
matters involving danger of war or coopera
tion for peace the United States had to look 
to Moscow. In the proclaimed era of nego
tiation, direct communication with the Soviet 
government was to be the means of dealing 
in the large with the unresolved problems of 
Southeast Asia, the Middle East, Europe and 
other areas.

The experience of two years in office has 
modified the administration’s original opti
mism with regard to how far and how fast 
confrontation could be replaced by negotia
tion. The Nixon administration’s view of 
the Soviet Union as of mid-1971 was much 
like that of its predecessor.1 2 It hoped for 
negotiated settlements; it wished to enlarge 
the areas of common interest with the Soviets; 
but it expected no general detente and no 
slackening of Moscow’s efforts to expand 
Soviet power.

NEGOTIATING FOR ARMS LIMITATION
The Soviet leadership, following the humil

iating experience of the Cuban missile crisis, 
gave the highest priority to achieving parity 
with the United States in strategic weapons 
and substantially reached it by the end of the 
1960’s. Thus the same question was posed 
to both countries: was it better to go ahead
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to even higher stages of an uncontrolled 
competition, with its mounting dangers and 
colossal cost, or to try to negotiate limits? It 
took a long time for the two governments to 
agree to negotiate, but they finally sat down 
together in Helsinki in November, 1969.

The first tangible sign that some agree
ment could be reached was the simultaneous 
announcement by the two governments on 
May 20, 1971, that they would concentrate 
on reaching early agreement on anti-ballistic 
missile systems (ABM) and on certain mea
sures to limit offensive weapons.3 It was 
enough of a positive sign to warrant optimism 
that an accord of some kind would be reached 
by the end of the year. Agreement on ABM 
might be relatively easy; the defensive shield 
around Moscow might be balanced against 
a similar shield protecting Washington, or 
comparable systems defending certain offen
sive missile sites might be allowed, with all 
other ABM’s ruled out.

Just what SALT would produce by way of 
a detailed treaty might be of less significance 
than the mere fact of a first agreement on 
levels of strategic arms. Both sides, of course, 
had to contemplate the results of failure. A 
full-scale arms race resumed in the atmo
sphere of ill feeling attendant upon a break
ing off of the negotiations would raise ten
sions dangerously.

EUROPE
Related questions possibly subject to paral

lel negotiation include the reduction of force 
levels and armaments in Europe and new 
arrangements for security on that continent. 
In the mid-1960’s, the warming atmosphere 
of detente in Europe encouraged a revival of 
such talk, but the Soviet invasion of Czecho
slovakia in 1968 quickly cooled it. Then, 
after a decent interval, the Warsaw Pact 
countries began renewing their proposal for 
a European security conference, with an * *

3 Department of State Bulletin, June 7, 1971, 
pp. 741-742.

* Final communique, Ministerial Session, issued
June 27, 1968. . „

* 24th Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union, March 30-April 9, 1971: Documents 
(Moscow: Novosti, 1971, p. 28); Pravda, May 15, 
1971.

added reason for doing so—to get Western 
confirmation of the status quo, including the 
fait accompli in Czechoslovakia.

Eastern appeals for a security conference, 
however, were matched by Western proposals 
for a balanced reduction of force levels in 
Europe, first put forward at the NATO meet
ing at Reykjavik in June, 1968.4 At later 
meetings in 1970 and 1971 the NATO minis
ters made the point that a European security 
conference might be useful if progress could 
first be made on reduction of forces in Europe 
and on a Berlin settlement. The Warsaw 
Pact states rejected the idea of preconditions 
to holding the conference, but Chairman 
Brezhnev showed unexpected flexibility when, 
at the 24th Party Congress, he mentioned the 
reduction of force levels as a necessary task 
and, in a speech on May 14, 1971, he said the 
time had come to start negotiations.3 The 
NATO nations welcomed the announcement, 
but the Soviets did not hurry to begin.

Why all this fencing? For the United 
States it has long been a vital national in
terest, shared with the nations of West 
Europe, that those nations remain free and 
secure. NATO, the organized expression of 
that interest, was essential at the time of high 
tension with the Soviet Union. Now the 
problem is how to adapt NATO before public 
support erodes so that it may still provide 
security and at the same time be helpful in 
moving Europe toward political settlements 
which will eventually provide a firmer basis 
for security.

Soviet aims in Europe, now carried forward 
under the banner of detente and security, are 
the reverse: to bring about the eventual with
drawal of American military power, to en
courage West European nations to lose in
terest in NATO, to keep them weak and 
divided, and bring them to an impotent and 
controlled neutral status. This latter long
term goal, termed “Finlandization” by some 
observers, is not publicly proclaimed except by 
implication. Another set of motives is more 
immediate and more modest: to hold East 
Europe within its orbit by winning Western 
acceptance of the status quo, including the 
German Democratic Republic.
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This purpose lay behind the decision to 
negotiate the treaty of August 12, 1970, with 
the Federal Republic of Germany and to 
enter into talks with the Western powers on 
Berlin. The chief result of the treaty (and 
of the West German-Polish treaty of No
vember 20, 1970, and an eventual treaty be
tween the two German states) is to eliminate 
the reunification of Germany as a practical 
issue and to certify the territorial status quo.

The first test is Berlin. If a satisfactory 
solution can be found there,* * then West Ger
many’s treaties with the U.S.S.R. and Poland 
will be ratified; negotiations on force levels 
and the European security conference will 
probably take place; and Europe may enjoy 
a relative stability unknown since World War 
II. West Europe has been increasing its 
trade with both the Soviet Union and East 
Europe and Washington has now belatedly 
begun to dismantle the barriers to its trade 
with the East. The Soviet Union’s present 
desire for a period of relative quiet may be 
ascribed to a number of reasons. But what
ever the relative weight of these reasons, 
Soviet policy seems to be giving the United 
States and its West European allies the 
chance to keep open the channels for future 
cooperation with the East while working out 
the not negligible problems which beset the 
Western community itself.

THE MIDDLE EAST
In the Middle East region, the former im

perial powers, Britain and France, have lost 
almost all influence, leaving the United States 
and the Soviet Union in a situation of direct 
rivalry. The involvement of these two powers 
on opposing sides of the Arab-Israeli conflict 
has not only heightened the rivalry but has 
injected a risk of war into each stage of that 
conflict. As President Nixon said in a por
tentous statement on July 1, 1970, the Middle 
East was a more dangerous area than South
east Asia because the two superpowers were

6 Department of State Bulletin, July 27, 1970, 
p. 113.

* Ed. Note: The draft agreement signed by 
ambassadors of the U.S., the U.S.S.R., Britain and 
France on September 3, 1971, is a major step in 
this direction.

in direct confrontation and were therefore 
flirting with the peril of a major war.9 Per
haps he was overstating it, but his words were 
spoken under the shock of a bold Soviet move, 
the commitment of Soviet combat personnel 
(missile crews and aircraft pilots) to the 
active defense of Egypt against the strikes of 
the Israeli air force.

Much of the danger in the Middle East 
came from the absence of clearly defined 
limits between the two alliance systems. The 
United States had treaty commitments to 
Greece and Turkey as members of NATO 
and a less definite commitment to the defense 
of Iran. But the Soviets, while improving 
their own relations with those northern tier 
countries, had bypassed them to move into 
the eastern Mediterranean and the Arab 
world where they had established strong 
military and political positions. They turned 
an area which for decades had been under 
Western influence into one of open competi
tion in which the momentum of an ever- 
increasing Soviet presence threatened estab
lished Western positions.

The Soviet naval squadron in the Medi
terranean grew from next to nothing in 1965 
to a force which at times reached 60 vessels 
and by 1971 was a major factor in the balance 
of power. Although it w'as still no match in 
combat strength for the United States Sixth 
Fleet, its presence had to be taken into 
account both as a military instrument and as 
a political influence on littoral countries. 
Moreover, as the Soviets gained the use of 
both naval and air facilities in both Egypt 
and Syria, they w'ent a long distance toward 
nullifying the advantage the Sixth Fleet held 
by virtue of its carrier-based air power. Sup
plemented by the dominant military position 
the Soviets gained in Egypt through their 
combat personnel and some 10,000 advisers 
there, the growing Soviet naval power chal
lenged both the United States and its NATO 
allies for whom the Mediterranean was both 
a frontier and a lifeline for the supply of oil.

The Kremlin’s advocacy of the cause of 
the radical Arab states in the Arab-Israeli 
and inter-Arab disputes had one purpose: to 
bring the Soviet Union into the Middle East
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and to keep it there. United States policies 
of supporting Israel, keeping Arab friends and 
trying to promote ar. Arab-Israeli settlement 
had a number of purposes, but the principal 
aim was to check the advance of Soviet power 
into the region. Both powers supported 
United Nations Security Council Resolution 
242 of November 22. 1967, which laid down 
the principles for an Arab-Israeli settlement.

During the course of 1969, the United 
States and the U.S.SJR. conducted a bilateral 
discourse on an Arab-Israeli settlement and 
at the same time took part in four-power 
talks with the other two concerned members 
of the Security Cour.cil, Britain and France. 
The Soviet-American negotiations produced 
a number of agreed points toward a plan 
which could be recommended, presumably 
through U.N. Representative Gunnar Jarring, 
to the parties. But other points were not 
settled, and as the negotiations came to their 
sorry end, the Soviets denied their acceptance 
of points the Amerxan side considered as 
already settled.

The developments of 1970, during which 
the Israeli-Egyptian battlefront largely de
termined the pace and character of the 
diplomacy, drew the two powers into sharper 
confrontation. Israel’s air war provoked 
U.A.R. President Gamal Abdel Nasser’s call 
for help to Moscow, which in turn provoked 
the sending of Soviet combat personnel to 
Egypt. Then the remarkable success of 
United States Secretary William Rogers in 
getting both Egypt and Israel to accept a 
cease-fire, presumably with the benevolent 
support of the Soviet Union, seemed to give 
all sides a breathing space after a period of 
unpredictable danger. But the benefit to 
Soviet-American relations was dissipated 
almost immediately in the controversy over 
the introduction of Soviet missiles on the 
Egyptian side in the Suez Canal area. As 
far as the United States was concerned, this 
action was a deliberate violation of an agree
ment by Egypt and the Soviet Union. Al
though new American arms credits to Israel

7 See for background, The Gulf: Implications of 
British Withdrawal (Georgetown University Center 
for Strategic and International Studies, 1969).

eased the situation, the setback to the pros
pects of Soviet-American negotiation and 
cooperation was unmistakable.

“Does the Soviet government want a settle
ment in the Middle East?” is a frequently 
asked question. Publicly and privately Soviet 
representatives have given an affirmative 
answer. But the Soviet Union is determined 
not to be outflanked on the Arab side. It 
wants to maintain its military presence in 
Egypt to preserve a relationship which keeps 
that country looking to Moscow for political 
guidance and arms. Much as Moscow wants 
the Suez Canal open for its own reasons, it 
does not intend to see the United States 
succeed in removing the main reason for 
Egypt’s dependence on the Soviet Union— 
the continuing Arab-Israeli dispute.

The Arab-Israeli affair, of course, is not 
the only play running in the Middle Eastern 
theater. Elsewhere in the region the Kremlin 
has also been asserting its interest and its 
presence. With Turkey it has continued its 
policy of detente adopted in the mid-1960’s, 
hoping that the downward trend in United 
States-Turkish relations would push the Turks 
away from NATO toward neutralism. In the 
area of the Persian Gulf, the Soviets have 
combined a cooperative relationship with Iran 
with continued patronage of Iran’s unfriendly 
neighbor Iraq, which had a revolutionary 
potential among the small Arab emirates on 
the Gulf. They gave no indication that 
Soviet power would somehow move into the 
gulf when British power made its formal exit 
before the end of 1971, but there is no ques
tion of the liveliness of the Soviet interest.7

(C ontinued on page 245)

Since 1955 John C. Campbell has been with 
the Council on Foreign Relations as the direc
tor of political studies and senior research 
fellow. Previously he was with the State De
partment as a specialist on East Europe and 
a member of the Policy Planning Staff. His 
most recent books are American Policy To
ward Communist Eastern Europe: The
Choices Ahead (Ann Arbor: University of 
Michigan Press, 1965) and Tito's Separate 
Road (New York: Harper & Row, 1967).



" Study reveals a complex and sophisticated Soviet approach to West 
Europe in general and selected countries in particular. T h e  leaders of 
the K rem lin  have certainly come a long way from  the days of the two-camp 
theory___ ”

Soviet Policies in West Europe
B y  T r o n d  G il b e r g

Assistant Professor of Political Science, The Pennsylvania State University

T
oday, t h e  soviet  u n io n  is engaged 
in several analytically separate roles as 
an actor on the international scene. 
The country is a superpower with global in
terest and involvement, often in conflict with 

its chief competitor, the United States. The 
Kremlin speaks for a regional power with vital 
interests in both Europe and Asia, spanning 
substantial parts of the Eurasian continents. 
And Moscow is a center of world communism 
and a leader in an international political 
movement whose interests at times conflict 
with major requirements and goals of Soviet 
state interest. The interaction of the three 
major foreign policy roles has made Soviet 
approaches to various geographical regions 
highly complex and varying over time.1

Soviet policies towards West Europe since 
the Czech invasion reflect the complex inter
action of these various foreign policy roles. 
The major goals of the Kremlin in this area 
since August, 1968, appear to be as follows: 

An attempt to reach a global understand
ing with the United States which would in 
effect ensure the latter’s recognition of the 
status quo in Europe, including Soviet dom
inance in the eastern half of that continent.

Efforts to limit and reduce American influ
ence in West Europe.

Attempts to drive a wedge into the West 
European political and economic alliance sys- 1

1 See, for example, Vernon V. Aspaturian, 
Process and Power in Soviet Foreign Policy, In
troduction (Boston: Little, Brown, 1971).

tem by promoting close ties with some coun
tries while keeping others at arm’s length, or 
denouncing them.

Efforts to undermine regional organizations 
in West Europe, especially the E.E.C. and 
NATO, together with promotion of political 
neutrality as a viable alternative, especially 
for the smaller countries of the region.

Continued promotion of the Soviet Union 
as a European power facing problems and 
prospects common to all European countries 
in distinction to the “Atlantic” interests of 
the United States.

In addition to these major Soviet state in
terests, the ruling Communist party of the 
Soviet Union [C.P.S.U.] is involved in a com
plicated effort to maintain some control over 
the national Communist parties in West Eu
rope without alienating the increasingly na
tionalistic leaderships of those parties. At the 
same time, Communist party interest must 
not be allowed to interfere with the major 
Soviet state goals of foreign policy in the area.

In pursuance of its major goals, the Soviet 
Union has produced a highly complex foreign 
policy since the Czech invasion. To promote 
a global understanding with the United 
States, Moscow has participated in various 
bilateral talks, the chief of which are the 
SALT talks in Vienna and Helsinki. In ad
dition, the Kremlin has been relatively con
ciliatory in view of continued American in
volvement in Vietnam; and the Middle East 
crisis, to some extent kept alive through the

198
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Kremlin’s efforts, has nevertheless been pre
vented from erupting into renewed warfare, 
partially due to Soviet remonstrances in Cairo.

While the Soviet Union evidently wishes to 
avoid a major political confrontation with 
the United States, Moscow nevertheless has 
decided to engage in forward policies in cer
tain areas of the world. The Egyptian army 
may have been prevented from renewed war
fare by Soviet appeals for caution, but the 
entire arsenal of modern weaponry now avail
able to Cairo has been supplied by Moscow. 
There is a considerable Soviet naval activity 
in the Mediterranean, and the armaments 
industries of the bloc are working overtime 
to close the military gap between the United 
States and the Communist superpower. A 
global understanding with the United States 
does not prevent attempts to increase Soviet 
power as long as the repercussions are rela
tively mild. Continued expansion of Soviet 
political influence with concomitant reduc
tion in United States power seem to remain 
overall policy gcals in the Kremlin.2

CHARGES OF IMPERIALISM
In Europe, this major Soviet goal takes on 

a subtler form but is nevertheless clear. Ob
jective conditions in West Europe have to 
some extent been favorable for such a Soviet 
venture. There is considerable anti-United 
States feeling in the area, partly as a result 
of American involvement in Southeast Asia, 
partly because of increasing United States 
economic and cultural might in virtually all 
West European countries. The Soviet press 
has continuously pointed to the danger of 
American economic domination in the area. 
United States capital export, it is said, is

2 Leonid Brezhnev’s main speech at the Twenty- 
Fourth Congress seemed to indicate such broad 
policy goals. See Pravda, March 31, 1971, pp. 2- 
10; also, Izvestia, March 31, 1971, pp. 2-9.

s Pravda, January 27, 1970, p. 3; August 5,
1970, p. 4; Izvestia, August 14, 1970, p. 5.

* Ibid.
6 Izvestia, May 18, 1971, p. 2.
• E.g., statement by the Soviet government on 

NATO, printed in Izvestia, April 11, 1969, pp. 
1-2; Pravda, April 10, 1969, pp. 1, 3.

7 The proceedings of the meeting were reported 
in Pravda, March 18; 1969, p 1; the front page 
of that paper also carried the Warsaw Pact Message 
concerning the security conference of all Euro
pean countries.

threatening to ruin domestic industries, mak
ing them mere subsidiaries of American mo
nopolies and banking trusts.3 *

As the American balance of payments def
icit has continued to grow, Europeans have 
been sternly reminded that they in effect are 
functioning as milking cows for transatlantic 
financiers to help finance the chronically sick 
United States economy.'* This publicity effort 
reached a peak in the fall of 1970 when finan
cial problems in West Europe resulted in the 
devaluation of the franc, and again in the 
spring of 1971, when the massive inflow of 
dollars into West Europe produced a situation 
in which West Germany decided to let the 
mark “float” in relation to the dollar, a pro
cedure which was resented in Paris and var
ious other financial centers in Europe.5

Charges of United States economic im
perialism have been coupled with repeated 
warnings to the West European governments 
against becoming mere pawns in Washing
ton’s global imperialist strategy. The United 
States, it is said, is attempting to use the mili
tary and economic resources of Western Eu
rope to shore up its weakening power, thus 
dragging the peace-loving peoples of the area 
into dangerous adventurism in foreign policy.6 
This Soviet approach is based upon a sophisti
cated reading of public opinion in West Eu
rope, which is generally hostile to the Greek, 
Spanish and Portuguese regimes. By con
trast, the Soviet press has refrained from an 
anti-Israeli campaign in its articles directed to 
West Europe; this would clearly meet with 
scant support in traditionally pro-Israeli 
countries.

One of the chief vehicles through which the 
Soviet leadership attempts to reduce United 
States influence in Western Europe is the so- 
called all-European security conference. This 
idea was first launched officially by the heads 
of the Warsaw Pact countries in Bucharest, 
in 1966, and was repeated at the Budapest 
meeting of the members in March, 1969.7 
The main objective of such a conference, as 
expressed in the Warsaw Pact communique, 
is to reduce tension in Europe, possibly 
coupled with troop and armaments reductions 
on both sides. Both in the Soviet press and in
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official statements the Kremlin has empha
sized the great advantages for all European 
nations in such a conference. Reduced ten
sion and decreasing armaments costs would 
enable all the governments in the area to de
vote more attention to pressing social and 
economic problems in their respective coun
tries. Increased trade between Eastern Eu
rope and the industrialized West would be of 
considerable value to both sides; one of the 
main payoffs for West Europe would be less 
dependence on the United States in economic 
matters.8 Moscow has repeatedly stressed 
that East European countries and the Soviet 
Union are modem, industrialized societies 
which can contribute technology as well as 
raw materials in a situation of increased trade 
and cooperation. Such cooperation would 
presumably also reduce the American tech
nological dominance on the European conti
nent, especially in electronic equipment and 
computer usage.

Another major aspect of the proposed con
ference is the Soviet insistence that it must 
supersede existing West European regional ar
rangements such as the European Economic 
Community, or Common Market.9 The So
viets have been consistently critical of the 
Common Market, which is depicted as an or
ganization controlled by monopoly capitalism 
for the purpose of achieving economic and 
political integration in the West, a process 
which would inevitably lead to United States 
domination. NATO and the E.E.C. are char
acterized as the main stumbling blocs to better 
political conditions in Europe. Soviet rejec
tion of NATO is a traditional phenomenon.

Of more immediate interest is the Kremlin’s

8 See, for example, the article by N. Patolichev, 
Soviet Minister of Foreign Trade, in Izvestia, 
December 11, 1969, pp. 2-3. See also Brezhnev’s 
statement on foreign policy in Kharkov, reported in 
Pravda and Izvestia, April 15, 1970, pp. 1-2.

9 In the sense that the major integrative aspects 
of the E.E.C. will be reduced, Moscow is not de
manding complete dismantling of the Common 
Market.

10 See, for example, the Pravda article, June 3, 
1970, p. 4, warning the Scandinavian countries on 
membership in the Common Market.

11 E.g., June 23, 1971, p. 5; June 26, 1971, p. 5.
12 For a discussion of Soviet theory, especially the 

Brezhnev Doctrine, see Vernon V. Aspaturian, 
“Soviet Aims in East Europe,” Current History, 
October, 1970, pp. 206-211; 244-246.

approach to the E.E.C. Moscow has repeat
edly stated that the interests of the working 
classes are inadequately safeguarded by the 
current arrangements within the Common 
Market. An all-European conference, on the 
other hand, would reduce the importance of 
big business, thus alleviating the plight of the 
masses. This emphasis is clearly addressed to 
the countries currently negotiating for mem
bership in the E.E.C. (Great Britain, Ireland, 
Denmark, Norway), where considerable skep
ticism exists, especially over the strong posi
tion of large West German firms and banks 
in the Common Market and the integrative 
attempts sponsored by Bonn in the “inner 
six.”10 11 For the Soviet Union, an expanded 
E.E.C. would be a formidable competitor in
deed, and political integration within that 
structure would drastically reduce the possi
bility of splitting certain West European 
countries (especially France) away from the 
common organization.

Any setback to the E.E.C. is therefore seen 
as a step forward for the suggested all-Euro
pean solutions. Thus Pravda reported with 
undisguised glee on the recent controversy be
tween France and West Germany over the 
proper way to handle the dollar crisis, point
ing out the futility of supemational attempts 
in West Europe and coming down decisively 
in favor of cooperation between nation states 
in the area." According to Moscow, a Eu
rope of such nation states, be they bourgeois- 
capitalistic or socialist, could achieve much 
better cooperation for mutual benefit than 
could be expected from hostile blocs.

This outlook does not involve the disman
tling of Soviet hegemony in East Europe, nor 
will Comecon necessarily be reduced in im
portance. Soviet political theory is quite ex
plicit in its insistence that relations between 
socialist countries are qualitatively different 
from capitalist international relations, and 
that the interests which keep the East Euro
pean countries together are truly democratic 
and beneficial for all parties concerned.12

BILATERAL RELATIONS
Soviet relations with individual countries in 

West Europe have been tailored to fit the gen
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eral goals outlined above. A major aspect 
in such bilateral relations has been Moscow’s 
attempt to accord favored treatment to some 
countries while consistently castigating others. 
This approach is aimed at splitting the re
gional political and economic organizations of 
West Europe and thus increasing Soviet in
fluence in the area.

One group of West European countries 
has been accorded very favorable treatment 
by the Kremlin. During the last three years 
France and especially Finland fall into this 
category. Moscow has consistently evaluated 
French domestic developments in a favorable 
manner and the foreign policy emanating 
from Paris has also been praised. Progres
sive political forces in France are seen to be 
on the rise in political influence and power. 
Thus, Moscow interpreted the municipal 
elections of early 1971 as favorable. This 
evaluation appears in line with actual events 
insofar as the leftist parties did gain signifi
cantly in many areas.

Soviet commentaries on President Georges 
Pompidou have also generally been quite fav
orable, and the late President Charles de 
Gaulle was hailed as a wise statesman who 
pursued an independent French policy with
out yielding to United States pressure. The 
Soviet press eulogized de Gaulle after his 
death in a fashion seldom accorded a Western 
statesman.

In addition to such general evaluations of 
the French scene, the Soviet leadership took 
more tangible steps to strengthen relations 
with Paris. President Pompidou visited Mos
cow in October, 1970, and the communique 
issued after the visit emphasized the close co
operation between the two countries in eco
nomic and cultural matters. Agreement on

13 Pravda gave extensive coverage to the visit, 
including the speeches of President Pompidou, 
President Nikolai V. Podgorny and Premier Alexei 
Kosygin (October 7, 1970, pp. 1, 4). Both 
Pravda and Izvestia published the text of the 
protocol established after Pompidou’s visit (October 
14, 1970, p. 1) and also the Soviet-French Declara
tion (October 14, pp 1-2).

14 Pravda, September 12, 1970, p. 4; Izvestia, 
September 13, 1970, p. 2. Pravda on September 
26, 1970, p. 21, and Izvestia, p. 21, also reported on 
a “recent” session of the U.S.S.R. Council of 
Ministers which had approved the work of the 
Soviet-French Commission.

major political questions was also said to 
exist; this pertained particularly to the need 
for peaceful solutions in Vietnam and in the 
Middle East, but both countries also ex
pressed the view that an all-European con
ference would be of great value. Regular 
political consultations between the two coun
tries were established in principle.13 14

This favorable coverage of France was also 
seen on the occasion of Soviet Foreign Min
ister Andrei Gromyko’s visit to Paris in mid- 
1970. Agreements on some basic political 
questions and continued economic coopera
tion were the tangible outcomes of the Gro
myko visit.

Franco-Soviet relations were further 
strengthened by the direct economic coopera
tion taking place under the auspices of a joint 
commission. The meeting of the commission 
in Paris in September, 1970, was given con
siderable coverage in Pravda and Izvestia}* 
A tangible example of this kind of coopera
tion has been French participation in various 
Soviet industrial ventures and Soviet assis
tance in the construction of a French metal
lurgical plant.

There are several reasons for the favorable 
evaluation of France which has been in vogue 
in Moscow. France has been a maverick in 
NATO for years, frequently castigating 
United States policies and always resisting in
creasing American influence on the European 
continent. Furthermore, French leaders have 
been the staunchest advocates within the 
E.E.C. of limited integration among the 
“inner six” ; the Gaullist concept of a Europe 
of nation states has been instrumental in pre
venting Great Britain from gaining access to 
the Common Market.

There are recent signs of a cooling off of 
relations between the two countries. Presi
dent Pompidou’s meetings with British Prime 
Minister Edward Heath have in fact opened 
the doors for British membership in the 
E.E.C. It is symptomatic that the Soviet 
press has refrained from detailed commentary 
on this French political move. Instead, Prav
da and Izvestia now concentrate on factual 
reporting of meetings in the various E.E.C. 
committees concerned with British member
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ship; commentaries primarily discuss the tech
nical difficulties of British entry.

RELATIONS WITH FINLAND
While the position of France as a most- 

favored country in West Europe may be some
what tenuous at the present time, no such 
doubts can be voiced over the position of Fin
land in Soviet foreign policy evaluations. So- 
viet-Finnish relations remain very cordial. 
Finland has consistently cleared her foreign 
policy with the Kremlin. The Finnish gov
ernment has been a major promoter of the all- 
European conference. After consultations 
with Moscow, Helsinki torpedoed the Nordok 
scheme of closer economic cooperation be
tween the Scandinavian countries and Fin
land,15 16 and political leaders in the Finnish 
capital have been very cautious in their rela
tions with the E.E.C.

In addition to such aspects of close Soviet- 
Finnish relations, more tangible effects of 
good neighbor relations have been produced. 
The Soviet-Finnish Friendship Treaty of 1949 
was extended for another twenty years, be
ginning in July, 1970.18 In April, 1971, 
an extensive economic pact was signed, which 
called for close cooperation and trade.

Soviet relations with a second group of 
countries can best be categorized as “favor
able, but with certain misgivings.” Moscow 
generally evaluates the policies of these coun
tries as “realistic,” with contributions to Eu
ropean peace and security, but the existence 
of undesirable elements and tendencies are 
pointed out. In this category can be found 
the neutralist countries of Sweden, Austria 
and Switzerland, as well as Italy and, very 
tenuously, West Germany since the federal 
elections of 1969.

Italy’s position in this category has been due

15 Reported extensively and with regret in the 
Scandinavian press, e.g., in March and April, 1970, 
and frequently commented upon later, see Ar- 
beiderbladet (Oslo) December 31, 1970, p. 5.

16 The treaty was reproduced in Pravda, July 
21, 1970, pp. 1, 2, 4. The principal speeches at 
the signing ceremony were also reported.

17 The joint communique was published in both 
Pravda, November 15, 1970, p. 4, and Izvestia, 
same day, p. 2.

18 Pravda, June 30, 1971, p. 4.
18 See Krasnya Zvezda, January 30, 1970, p. 4.

largely to the relatively strong economic ties 
between Moscow and Rome. Foreign Min
ister Gromyko’s visit to Italy in November, 
1970, produced little more than general state
ments on the need for increased cooperation 
in Europe. The communique issued after the 
talks stressed the need for careful prepara
tions before an all-F.uropean conference is 
called, and the document specifically stated 
that the U.S. and Canadian participation in 
the conference was welcomed.17

In the spring and early summer of 1971, the 
Soviet press began to give more coverage to 
domestic political conditions in Italy, because 
of the campaign for the municipal elections, 
held in June. The results of the elections 
represented solid progress for the Communist 
party of Italy, a substantial setback for the 
Christian Democrats, and massive gains for 
the neo-fascists. In a major commentary on 
June 30, 1971, Pravda pointed to the gains of 
the left as a progressive sign, but voiced con
cern over the rise of neo-fascism. It was 
maintained that polarization continues in 
Italy; hopefully the progressive forces in that 
country will be strengthened in the process so 
that Italy can represent peace and progress in 
Europe.18

The neutral countries have been praised for 
their nonalignment. Both Switzerland and 
Austria have nevertheless been admonished to 
observe neutrality in a strict fashion; the Aus
trians were criticized for letting West German 
monopolies infiltrate the Austrian economy 
and also for permitting the movement of 
NATO weaponry through the country, while 
the Swiss were castigated for a military ma
neuver which was based on a hypothetical 
threat to Switzerland from the east.10 These 
incidents were of relatively minor significance, 
and Soviet relations with these countries con
tinue to be cordial. Austria has nevertheless 
been the target of several other criticisms con
cerning faulty observance of neutrality, a fact 
which clearly signifies Soviet concern over the 
Western orientation of Vienna.

Sweden has been praised for her neutrality, 
her support of the proposed all-European 
conference and her strong stand against the 
American involvement in Southeast Asia. At



the same time, Moscow has warned that “cer
tain circles” in Sweden are attempting to 
work out agreements with the E.E.G., and it 
is generally recognized that Stockholm has a 
Western orientation in economic affairs. 
Moscow clearly wishes to limit Sweden’s in
volvement in West European regional eco
nomic arrangements.20

WEST GERMANY
Soviet relations with West Germany have 

undergone drastic changes during the period 
since the Czech invasion. Prior to the Bun
destag elections of 1969, West Germany was 
seen as the chief adversary of the Soviet 
Union in Europe. Bonn was accused of neo
nazism, revanchism, and imperialistic designs 
on East Europe; the Federal Republic was 
also seen as the chief promoter of United 
States imperialism on the continent.21 The 
Soviet anti-German campaign reached a cre
scendo in the fall of 1968, when Bonn was 
accused of activities designed to destroy so
cialism in Czechoslovakia. This campaign 
has been well documented elsewhere.22

The victory of the Social Democrats in the 
1969 federal elections brought to the chancel
lorship in Bonn a man who was to inaugurate 
a major change in West German foreign 
policy. Willy Brandt became the chief pro
moter of the “New Ostpolitik,” which in es
sence meant a drastic departure from previous 
approaches to East Europe. While former 
West German leaders had maintained that 
East Germany was a hybrid, a temporary 
aberration of postwar politics, Brandt soon 
showed his willingness to recognize the de 
facto existence of the East German regime,

20 Pravda, June 20, 1970, pp. 1, 4; Izvestia, 
June 20, 1970, pp 1, 3.

21 See, for example, Krasnya Zvezda, September 
13, 1968, p. 3; Pravda, September 17, 1968, p. 5; 
September 20, p. 5; September 23, 1968, p. 4; 
September 30, 1968, p. 4; October 4, 1968, p. 4.

22 Vernon V. Aspaturian, “Soviet Aims in East 
Europe,” Current History, October, 1970, pp. 206- 
211, 244-246.

23 See the extensive coverage of the Scheel and 
Brandt visits in Moscow and the initialing of the 
treaty, Pravda, August 13, 1970, pp. 1-2, and 
August 14, p. 1; Izvestia, August 13, pp. 1-2 and 
August 14, p. 1.

24 See, for example, Pravda, July 14, 1970, p. 5; 
February 13, 197], p. 4, and February 18, p. 5.

although he was not yet willing to recognize 
it de jure. The new Chancellor also pro
moted a flexible approach to the other East 
European countries, among them Poland; in 
the spring of 1971 the treaty between Poland 
and the Federal Republic in effect recognized 
the Oder-Neisse border, thus paving the way 
for distinctly better relations between these 
traditional adversaries. The new Ostpolitik 
could not fail to have ramifications for Soviet- 
West German relations.

The Kremlin was at first extremely cautious 
in its evaluations of the new leadership in 
Bonn. As Brandt proceeded to carry out 
some of his pledges concerning the new Ost
politik, he was characterized as “realis
tic” in foreign policy; it was said that his main 
policies were contributing to reduced tensions 
and better understanding in Europe. Var
ious economic agreements were established; 
in one case West Germany was to deliver 
large-dimension steel pipe to the Soviet 
Union, while the Soviets agreed to deliver 
natural gas to the Federal Republic. In
creased trade in other commodities was also 
advocated.

Economic cooperation was followed by pol- 
litical talks which climaxed in the visit of 
Willy Brandt to Moscow for the initialing of 
the Soviet-West German treaty in August, 
1970.23

Even during tire heyday of closer relations, 
the Soviet leadership voiced misgivings about 
certain aspects of political life in the Federal 
Republic. German political parties which 
had voiced strong opposition against the 
treaty with Moscow were castigated as “reac
tionary,” and later even as “neo-nazi” and a 
remnant of the past which must be relegated 
to the dustbin of history.24

As the months have passed since the initial
ing of the Soviet-West German Treaty with
out final ratification in the Bundestag, Soviet 
views on Bonn’s policies have become cooler. 
Soviet leaders have repeatedly demanded that 
West Germany recognize East Germany as a 
separate state. Only such recognition, it has 
been said, would improve relations between 
Bonn and Moscow. A similar caution was 
present in Moscow’s evaluation of the Polish-
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West German treaty; this document was 
once again seen as a major step forward, and 
it was hoped that the realistic foreign policy 
of Willy Brandt would be manifested in his 
relations with other countries, notably East 
Germany.

In the meantime, Brandt has asked Wash
ington to maintain its troop strength in 
Europe, and he has furthermore insisted on 
Soviet discussions of West Berlin before ratifi
cation of the Soviet-West German Treaty. 
He has also called for both party and govern
ment meetings in West Berlin despite Soviet 
and East German protests. All these actions 
have contributed to greater Soviet skepticism 
vis-h-vis Bonn and Willy Brandt.

Despite the cooling of relations, Moscow is 
unlikely to return to hostility in relations with 
West Germany. The treaty of 1970 in es
sence established West German recognition of 
the status quo in East Europe and Bonn’s 
acceptance of Soviet hegemony in that area. 
The tacit recognition of East Germany was 
also important in this context. The treaty 
was a tangible gain for Moscow, and only 
Willy Brandt can deliver the policies needed 
to fulfill such gains. Moscow will therefore 
probably be careful not to alienate him. But 
the reconciliation between the two countries is 
tenuous and is essentially based on German 
concessions. Should the Brandt Cabinet fall 
as a result of the new Ostpolitik, the shaky 
improvement in Bonn-Moscow relations is 
likely to turn once again into chilly hostility. 
Perhaps the recent Soviet willingness to dis
cuss the Berlin problem seriously, including 
improved land transport facilities for West 
Berlin, indicates Moscow’s understanding of 
Brandt’s difficult position.

The two NATO members, Denmark and 
Norway, are the subjects of an ambiguous 
evaluation by Moscow. The governments of 
the two countries continue to support NATO, 
and a generally Western orientation prevails 
among most of the political elites. This has 
resulted in Soviet criticisms for “kowtowinsr”

26 See, for example, the resolution adopted at 
the 1969 World Conference of Communist Parties, 
reported extensively in the Soviet press, in Pravda, 
June 18, 1969, pp. 1—4, and also Izvestia (same 
day, pp. 1-4).

to United States imperialism. At the same 
time, the Kremlin clearly views the major 
policy makers in the Scandinavian countries 
as relatively “progressive” in foreign policy. 
The two countries have been praised for their 
interest in the all-European security confer
ence, and their official criticisms of United 
States policies in Southeast Asia have been 
welcomed in Moscow. But Danish and Nor
wegian leaders have applied for membership 
in the Common Market, and this has not 
been received favorably in the Soviet capital.

This ambiguity is replaced by a strongly 
positive evaluation of certain political move
ments in the two countries which are in 
essence anti-E.E.C. coalitions. The anti- 
E.E.C. movement is especially strong in Nor
way, where a broad coalition of conservative 
fanners, some left-wing Laborites, and parts 
of the Social Democratic rank and file have 
joined hands with leftist parties such as the 
Norwegian Communist party and the Social
ist People’s party and various other groups on 
the left wing in opposition to Norwegian 
membership in the Common Market. As the 
E.E.C. controversy intensifies in Norway in 
anticipation of the planned referendum on 
the matter, Moscow will undoubtedly con
tinue its support of the anti-E.E.C. movement 
without going so far as to alienate the pro- 
E.E.C. Social Democratic leaders in power.

Several countries have experienced severe 
criticism from Moscow ihroughout the period 
under examination. In this category can be 
found West Germany prior to September/ 
October, 1969; Spain, Portugal and Greece.26 
It is hardly surprising that the colonels’ re
gime in Athens and the authoritarian govern
ments in Madrid and Lisbon are criticized by 
Moscow; many governments in West Europe 
and a substantial portion of European public 
opinion share this evaluation.

Of more interest is the fact that Britain 
seems to fall into the same unfavorable cate
gory. The Labour government of Harold 
Wilson was seen as no different from Con
servative administrations; in both cases, Brit
ain is seen to have acted as Washington’s 
“Trojan Horse” in Europe, a faithful ally of 
United States expansionism which has dab
bled in some imperialism of its own. After



the Conservative election victory in 1970 the 
Soviet reaction was highly unfavorable and 
predicted continuation and expansion of 
Labour’s reactionary policies. Especially 
strongly criticized were the British decisions 
to continue the British military presence east 
of Suez, and weapons sales to South Africa. 
Britain’s attempt to enter the Common Mar
ket was evaluated as further proof that 
Whitehall was acting as Washington’s lackey, 
and the “inner six” were warned against the 
danger of British membership in the con
tinental union.

An interesting change in Soviet evaluations 
of Britain took place during the spring of 
1971. The rapprochement between London 
and Paris, exemplified by Prime Minister Ed
ward Heath’s visit to French President Pom
pidou and the improved prospects for British 
membership in the E.E.C. stemming from 
that meeting, have necessitated a sophisti
cated Soviet approach to London. Consider
able attention has been paid to the sizable 
financial contribution which Britain must 
make to the common fund of the E.E.C. and 
the rising prices which will result from British 
membership.

The possibility of British membership in the 
continental economic organization has also 
brought renewed Soviet interest in the left- 
wing forces in Britain, especially in some of 
the trade unions whose position on E.E.C. 
membership is strong disapproval.

The controversy in Britain over E.E.C. 
membership is likely to be long and the out
come is in no way certain. Should the Cab
inet obtain British access to the Common 
Market, relations between Moscow and Lon
don will probably become frigid once more. 
If, on the other hand, current public opinion 
in the British Isles prevails over the Cabinet’s 
desire to join the “inner six,” the Conserva
tive government will suffer a major setback, 
and Moscow will then have the option of 
turning its attention to Britain as a potential 
friend of the Soviet Union in West Europe.

Soviet evaluations of political life in West 
Europe, as expressed officially and in the 
major press organs, are not necessarily a valid 
measure of real Soviet views. Objective po-

litical conditions in Sweden, for example, are 
probably more favorable for the realization of 
major Soviet foreign policy goals than is the 
case in France; the all-European conference 
has broad backing in traditionally neutralist 
Sweden, while strong forces on the French 
right are skeptical of Soviet approaches in 
the field. Anti-Americanism is possibly also 
stronger in Sweden than in certain political 
circles in France, whose government remains 
within NATO, although it does not directly 
participate in military activities in that orga
nization. Objective conditions would there
fore demand “most favored” evaluations of 
Sweden as well as of France, yet a survey of 
the Soviet press yields a distinct impression of 
more favorable comments about Paris.

The reason for this discrepancy is clear. 
France is a pivotal country in West Europe. 
Soviet foreign policy goals in that area will be 
given a considerable boost if France can be 
enticed away from participation in Western 
alliance systems and economic cooperation. 
Sweden, although important strategically and 
in other fields, is traditionally neutralist, and 
is thus in a favorable position already.

The same factors apply to the very unfavor
able evaluation of Great Britain so often 
found in the Soviet press. Objective rela
tions between Whitehall and the Kremlin are 
better than one would expect from reading 
Pravda and Izvestia.

Nevertheless, used with some caution, press 
sources give a general view of the major 
trends of Soviet evaluations in foreign policy 
matters. Study reveals a complex and so
phisticated Soviet approach to West Europe 
in general and selected countries in partic
ular. The leaders of the Kremlin have cer
tainly come a long way from the days of the 
two-camp theory, with its stale ideologized 
views of a world dominated by big capital or 
by peace-loving socialists. The increasingly 
sophisticated foreign policy analysis taking 
place in the Kremlin represents a serious 
challenge to Western diplomats.

Trond Gilberg is acting director of the Slavic 
1 and Soviet Language and Area Center of The 

Pennsylvania State University.
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. . Soviet policy in East Europe today can be said to be more tu te
lary than imperious, and Soviet problems in the area are those of an u n 
popular and resented guardian.”

Soviet Tutelage in East Europe
By C harles Gati

Associate Professor of Political Science, Union College

ift e e n  years a fter  suppressing the 
Hungarian revolution of 1956 and 
three years after crushing the Czecho

slovak experiment in a more humane form 
of socialism, the Soviet position in East 
Europe remains precarious.1

As seen from the West, the East European 
countries are no longer the “satellites” they 
were under Stalin; diversity in the region 
has created several versions of “communism” ; 
independent or semi-independent policies 
have made the once appropriate labels of 
“Soviet bloc” or “Soviet orbit” anachronistic; 
serious debates over Marxist-Leninist ide
ology, as well as its many applications, have 
even led to questions about the propriety of * *

1 This article is based in part on my unpublished 
paper, “External and Internal Restraints on East 
European Foreign Policies: An Analytical Scheme,” 
read at the Sixty-sixth Annual Meeting of the 
American Political Science Association in Los An
geles, September, 1970. The definitive study of 
Soviet-East European relations and of East Euro
pean politics in the 1940’s and 1950’s is Zbigniew 
K. Brzezinski, The Soviet Bloc: Unity and Con
flict, revised edition (New York: Praeger, 1961). 
For a more recent country-by-country series, see 
the “Integration and Community Building in 
Eastern Europe” series published by the Johns 
Hopkins Press under the general editorship of Jan 
F. Triska.

* Cf. Kazimierz Grzybowski, The Socialist Com
monwealth of Nations: Organizations & Institu
tions (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1964); 
Jan F. Triska, ed., Communist Party-States: Com
parative and International Studies (Indianapolis: 
Bobbs-Merrill, 1969); Kurt L. London, “The ‘So
cialist Commonwealth of Nations,’ ” Orbis, III, 4 
(Winter, I960), 424- 442. The Soviet view of 
Soviet-East European relations is treated in Vop- 
rosy vneshnei politiki stran sotsialisticheskovo lager- 
ya, Moscow, 1958.

the term “Communist world.” As seen by 
the Soviet Union, on the other hand, Soviet- 
East European relations can be understood 
in terms of a “socialist commonwealth,” in 
which policies are presumably coordinated 
among more or less equal nation-states—a 
characterization made inappropriate by the 
Brezhnev Doctrine of 1968 which reaffirmed 
and justified the Soviet Union’s right of in
tervention in East Europe.2 That doctrine 
was then and remains today a gruesome re
minder of the Soviet desire for hegemony and 
of the limits on East European independence.

To be sure, the 1968 crisis in Czechoslo
vakia and the subsequent Soviet intervention 
culminating in the Brezhnev Doctrine reveal 
only one aspect of Soviet-East European re
lationships. The other aspect of that rela
tionship has received less attention in the 
West because of its less spectacular, less dra
matic nature—that aspect being the slowly 
evolving change in Soviet-East European re
lations reflected not in East European auton
omy, but in the grudging Soviet acceptance 
of different models of, or paths to, socialism. 
In addition, the Soviet Union has come to 
tolerate, also grudgingly, East European ma- 
neuverings in foreign policy, especially in 
foreign economic policies. Thus, Soviet 
policy in East Europe today can be said to 
be more tutelary than imperious, and Soviet 
problems in the area are those of an unpopu
lar and resented guardian.

The present Soviet position is in sharp 
contrast with the era of Soviet hegemony
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during the Stalin period. lasting from 1944- 
1945 to the mid-1950’s, the Stalinist phase was 
characterized by its simplicity in the sense 
that the Soviet Union issued detailed instruc
tions and directions to the leaders of East 
Europe who, in turn, implemented them. 
To leaders like Boleslaw Bierut of Poland, 
Klement Gottwald of Czechoslovakia, Matyas 
Rakosi of Hungary, or Walter Ulbricht of 
East Germany the Soviet word was sacred; 
Soviet policies were always correct and ap
plicable; and Stalin’s wisdom was beyond the 
slightest doubt. They diligently took their 
cues from Moscow so that differences between 
Soviet and East European political patterns 
and priorities were of minor significance. The 
only significant exception was Yugoslavia’s 
Marshal Tito who, as a result of his more in
dependent, national political course, was con
demned as a deviationist and for all practical 
purposes was expelled from the Communist 
movement in 1948-1949.

Short of invasion, the Soviet Union applied 
all conceivable pressure on Yugoslavia, in
cluding economic boycott, military maneu
vers, vicious propaganda campaigns and 
threatening border incidents. What was re
vealed in the process, however, was the abil
ity of an East European regime to withstand 
Soviet pressures and pursue an independent, 
albeit socialist or Communist, political course. 
The example of Yugoslavia subsequently be
came the major foreign influence on Imre 
Nagy’s Hungary in 1956, Nicolae Ceauses- 
cu’s Rumania, and Alexander DubSek’s 
Czechoslovakia in 1968; in fact, the post
revolutionary Janos Kadar regime in Hungary 
and the post-Wladyslaw Gomulka regime of 
Edward Gierek in Poland have also looked to 
Belgrade for inspiration as much as they have 
looked to Moscow for guidance.

A  POLITICAL VARIETY
Importantly, then, the Soviet Union has 

come to live with a variety of political re-

8 A case in point are the diverse East European 
reactions to the issue of European security. For a 
most informative treatment of the subject, see Wolf
gang Klaiber, “Security Priorities in Eastern Eu
rope,” Problems of Communism, XIX, 3 (May- 
June, 1970), 32-44.

gimes and attitudes in East Europe.8 Al-
> though Yugoslavia’s future as a multi-nation
: entity might be endangered by Tito’s forth

coming retirement, the country’s course has
t been at least implicitly accepted by all post- 
. Stalin Soviet leaders. Kadar, whose Hun- 
, gary is now second only to Yugoslavia in
> economic experimentation and political toler- 
f ance, apparently enjoys full Soviet support.
; In Poland, Gierek follows policies which in

creasingly resemble those of K&dar’s Hungary,
: and the Soviet leadership is presumably as
r pleased with his direction as it was instru-
l mental in his promotion, 
s Soviet ties with Ceausescu’s Rumania are 
; less harmonious, but—barring such un- 
s expected developments as formal Rumanian 

withdrawal from the Warsaw Pact or from 
COMECON, or further deviation from So- 

1 viet foreign policy toward Israel or China—
t the present uneasy relationship should not

lead to direct or, for that matter, indirect 
I Soviet intervention. On the contrary, the 

Soviet Union might well come to appreciate 
Rumania’s usefulness as a link between Mos- 

I cow and Peking and perhaps even between 
Moscow and Washington.

Elsewhere in the region—in Bulgaria, post- 
i 1968 Czechoslovakia, and post-Ulbricht East 
:, Germany—the party leaders deviate little
!. if at all from Soviet policies and thus cause 

no appreciable concern for the Kremlin. In- 
e deed, the relative ease with which the Gustav 

Husak regime was installed in Czechoslovakia 
s (at least in terms of Western acquiescence) 
:- and his subsequent success in stifling dissent 
y and reestablishing party authority must have 
»f confirmed to the Soviet leadership the cor- 
o rectness of the 1968 decision to use force 
e against the DubCek experiment. A tradi

tional ally in the Balkans, Bulgaria is so ac
commodating to the Soviet Union that she 
can be, and is, used to air Soviet views. Fi

ts nally, unlike its rigid and stubborn predecessor 
i- regime of Walter Ulbricht, the Honecker 

regime in East Germany appears inclined to
fall in line with the somewhat more flexible a

f- Soviet policy toward West Germany, thus 
removing the major obstacle to the prospect 
of limited accommodation between Bonn and
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Moscow as well as between Bonn and other 
East European capitals.

THE PRINCIPLE OF EQUALITY
The beginnings of change in Soviet policy 

toward East Europe—leading to its present 
tolerance of regional diversity—can be traced 
to the death of Stalin in 1953, Nikita Khrush
chev’s dramatic visit to Yugoslavia in 1955, 
and the ideological amplification of early 
1956 expressed in the notion of “different 
paths to socialism.” It was not until the 
fall of 1956, however, in the chaotic atmos
phere of the Hungarian and Polish revolts, 
that the Soviet government felt it necessary 
to legitimize and define its new relationship 
with East Europe, stressing in an official 
statement the principle of equality.

The Soviet government [the statement declared] 
is ready to discuss with the governments of other 
socialist countries measures for the development 
and strengthening of the economic ties between 
socialist countries, in order to remove any pos
sibilities of violating the principles of national 
sovereignty, national advantage, and equality in 
economic relations.4

The search for a new formula of inter
state relations—from the arbitrary, ad hoc 
arrangements of the Stalin era to a routinized 
relationship—led to the notion of a “socialist 
commonwealth” and to a series of new multi
lateral and bilateral treaties and agreements 
between the Soviet Union and the countries 
of East Europe, on the one hand, and among 
the various East European countries, on the 
other.

In addition, existing relationships were 
formalized, institutionalized or revived—the 
Council for Economic Mutual Assistance

4 Pravda, October 31, 1956.
5 Brzezinski, op. cit., p. 445.
6 Analytical treatments of the Soviet-led invasion 

of Czechoslovakia and its consequences for East 
Europe include Vernon V. Aspaturian, “The After- 
math of the Czech Invasion,” Current History, No
vember, 1968, pp. 263-267, 305-310; R. V. Burks, 
“The Decline of Communism in Czechoslovakia,” 
Studies in Comparative Communism, January, 
1969, pp. 21-49; G. R. Urban, “Eastern Europe 
After Czechoslovakia,” Studies in Comparative 
Communism, ibid., pp.50-68; Fritz Ermarth, Inter
nationalism, Security, and Legitimacy: The Chal
lenge to Soviet Interests in East Europe, 1964- 
1968 (Santa Monica: The Rand Corporation, 
March, 1969).

(COMECON), the Danubian Commission, 
the Organization for International Coopera
tion of Railway Administrations and others. 
Concurrently, East Europe obtained a larger 
degree of internal autonomy for experimen
tation; indeed, departure frem Soviet patterns 
of governance, in economic and in political 
matters, became a common feature, if not the 
defining norm, of East European political life.

LIMITS OF AUTONOMY
No advocate of the emerging diversity, the 

Soviet Union nonetheless seemed willing to 
tolerate it on two conditions. First, the 
Soviet Union insisted that its junior partners 
consistently support Soviet foreign policy, 
including Soviet policy towards China. Sec
ond, the Soviet Union insisted that no East 
European country promote its experiments 
or patterns as a “new model” of socialism to 
be followed by others beyond its frontiers. 
Such were the Soviet-imposed limits on the 
autonomy of East Europe in this more mature, 
institutionalized phase of development after 
1956, a phase during which “the Soviet Union 
continued to exercise leadership, acknowl
edged at the November, 1957, conference of 
the Communist parties and buttressed by 
Soviet international and technological pres
tige,” while at the same time “more elaborate 
mechanisms and processes of cohesion” were 
being developed.5

Since the mid-1960’s—the third phase of 
Soviet-East European relations—the coun
tries of East Europe have on occasion re
jected or at least violated the two limits on 
their autonomy set by the Soviet Union. 
As to the first, most East European regimes 
violated the Soviet foreign policy line during 
the course of the 1968 Czechoslovak crisis.6 
Rumania, of course, simply refused to par
ticipate in the invasion. Hungary con
tributed only a token force and strongly 
hinted at her disagreement with the action 
taken. East Germany and Poland, on the 
other hand—still led at the time by Ulbricht 
and Gomulka, respectively—seemed more 
antagonistic, more volatile and more zealous 
than the Soviet Union itself. Only Bulgaria 
appeared to have followed faithfully the zig-



zag course of Soviet policy. To the extent 
that such divergent East European approaches 
are neither unique nor accidental, Soviet for
eign policy can no longer be said to be heeded 
automatically by the East European regimes.

As to the second Soviet-imposed limitation, 
the sanctity of the Soviet model of socialism 
has also been challenged, if one considers the 
increasing scope of experimentation and in
novation in the area particularly in the eco
nomic realm, and the pride with which some 
of the new models or policies are announced. 
(To be sure, East European politicians and 
commentators always publicly underempha
size the novelty of their models and emphati
cally reject foreign commentary pointing to 
East European divergence from the Soviet 
model7—so empha:ically, in fact, that these 
denials serve only to call attention to the 
new policy or the novel approach.)

Thus the East European regimes have suc
cessfully removed themselves from their satel
lite status of the la-.e 1940’s and early 1950’s. 
They have also found the institutional ties of 
the second or post-Stalin phase restraining, 
though no longer always binding; they now 
consider Soviet policy as a guideline, albeit a 
compelling one, to be followed when it serves 
their own perspectives, needs, or interests. 
Although the policies of East Europe seem to 
reflect a desire to adopt only those Soviet- 
sponsored guidelines which advance specific 
national objectives, they are carefully formu
lated to avoid embarrassing, alienating, or 
confronting Big Brother next door.

Accordingly, the East European regimes 
have lately begun to respond to some of the 
same pressures and restraints other small or 
medium-size countries must take into account 
in the formulation and implementation of 
their foreign policies. Soviet-East European 
relations have reached a third phase of de
velopment, characterized as before by legal- 
institutional ties, Soviet tutelage and per
sistent and often successful East European 
attempts to circumvent periodic Soviet hege- 
monical endeavors. Consequently, Soviet-

7 See, for example, Jozsef Horvith, “Egynimelyek 
tivediseirol” (“The Erroneous Ideas of Some 
People” ), Nipszabadsig, July 26, 1970.

East European relations now involve constant 
i reappraisals of the limits and nature of 

autonomy and authority, delicate balancing,
1 intricate maneuverings and considerations of 

alternative courses of action. To borrow a 
, phrase used by Stephen Kertesz in a different 
i context, foreign policy for both East Europe 
: and the Soviet Union now denotes “diplo

macy in a whirlpool.”
Where does the present precarious situa- 

: tion leave the Soviet leadership?
It is fair to assume that the Soviet Ieader- 

1 ship has come to accept tire end of an era 
during which East Europe was forcefully 
linked with the Soviet Union. It is also 

) fair to assume, however, that it is disturbed
t by important trends toward autonomy and
; independence, and is unwilling to let go.
; Therefore, its policies are complex, as the

leadership seeks to steer a course between 
subjugation and independence: return to the 
Stalinist past would only create more tension 

i. and trouble, while East European indepen-
f dence—on the pattern of either Yugoslavia
;, or Finland—is both ideologically and stra-
v tegically unacceptable. Ideological opposi-
a tion to autonomy is based on the view that
s there is a common core of interests among
;. socialist countries, while strategic opposition
o is founded on the fear of West Germany and

on the belief in the continued importance of 
c conventional warfare.

If one assumes, however, that West Ger- 
r many is neither desirous nor strong enough 

(C ontinued on page 243)
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"In  comparison w ith their optim istic perceptions in the 1960’s, the 
Soviets now find themselves driven to the view that China may be a perm a
nen t threat on Soviet borders in Asia and a perm anent rival elsewhere.”

Sino-Soviet Relations:
The View from Moscow

By J o h n  R . T hom as
Project Director of Soviet Studies, Research Analysis Corporation

T
h e  so viet  u n io n ' s deteriorating re
lations with Communist China have 
transformed these relations into the 
number one problem of Soviet foreign policy 
today. This development has been made 

more evident in the Soviet view by the con
trasting behavior of the other major rivals 
of the Soviet Union. Under the pressures 
generated by the war in Vietnam the United 
States is currently reducing its presence 
abroad, thus further minimizing the chances 
for confrontation with the Soviet Union; 
moreover, the United States is involved in 
direct negotiations with the Soviet Union on 
such critical issues as strategic arms limita
tion looking toward a possible modus vivendi, 
at least in the military field. West Germany 
is currently engaged in a conciliatory ap
proach to the Soviet Union under Ostpolitik, 
her new Eastern policy. And Japan is not 
actively challenging the Soviet Union at pres
ent, although her potential for doing so is 
great.

Only Communist China has persistently 
been pursuing her challenge to Soviet inter
ests since the Sino-Soviet dispute erupted in 
the early 1960’s. Indeed, China escalated 
her challenge to the level of openly acknowl
edged armed clashes at regimental or higher 
strength in 1969. These clashes dramatically 
symbolize the dimensions of China’s chal
lenge: since World War II no other country, 
including the United States at the height of

the cold war, has pushed its differences with 
the Soviet Union to the point of open force. 
This Chinese challenge has come at a time 
when Soviet military power has grown to 
near parity with the United States, the num
ber one military power in the world.

Moreover, from an ideological viewpoint it 
is ironic that the only post-World War II 
military clashes directly involving Soviet forces 
have been with China, a one-time Communist 
ally. This development has profoundly shak
en the faith of “the true believers.” Accord
ing to Marxist-Leninist ideology, internecine 
war could occur only within the capitalist 
world, torn asunder by internal contradic
tions and deadly rivalries; the Communist 
world was allegedly immune to such strife 
because it was united by a common ideology.

As the Soviet leadership now appraises its 
dispute with China against this background, 
it finds paradoxically that the recent tre
mendous growth of Soviet military power has 
at the same time been accompanied by a 
weakening in the Soviet political position vis- 
a-vis China. This has further deepened 
Soviet concern. In comparison with their 
optimistic perceptions in the 1960’s, the Sovi
ets now find themselves driven to the view 
that China may be a permanent threat on 
Soviet borders in Asia and a permanent rival 
elsewhere. This judgment contrasts with the 
earlier expressed Soviet view that “sober” 
non-Maoist elements, presumably centered

2 1 0
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around the so-called pragmatists headed by 
Premier Chou En-lai, would prevail over 
Chairman Mao Tse-tung, correct his errors, 
and restore the unity of purpose and action 
that seemingly obtained in the halcyon days 
of the Sino-Soviet alliance. This Soviet 
hope, however, has been shattered by the out
come of the Great Cultural Revolution: this 
upheaval surfaced the number one pragma
tist, Premier Chou, as a major formulator, as 
well as the chief executor, of current Chinese 
policy; yet this development produced no 
basic change in China’s deep-seated hostility 
to the Soviet Union. If anything, the Chou- 
led pragmatists are now perceived by Soviet 
leaders to be more dangerous than the seem
ingly more fanatic Maoist ideological purists 
who were in command of China’s policy at 
the height of the Cultural Revolution. At 
least these Maoist adherents created internal 
disarray that sapped China’s strength and 
diverted her attention from single-mindedly 
pursuing her hostility.

The Soviet loss of hope for reversal of the 
virulently hostile anti-Soviet policy by prag
matists like Chou was reflected at the 24th 
Party Congress held earlier this year: China’s 
hostility was no longer attributed solely to 
“Mao and his clique,” as was the case earlier, 
but to the Chinese leadership as a whole.1 
At the same time, the Soviet perception of a 
fundamentally hostile China, more danger
ous because she is now led by the pragmatist 
Chou, was reflected at the 24th Congress. Pre
mier Leonid Brezhnev was forced to abandon 
an ideological context and bluntly to assert 
in traditional power terms the Soviet de
termination to defend Soviet national inter
ests at all costs against any Chinese encroach
ment; he did so despite reported pressures by 
non-Soviet parties to keep the China issue out 
of the proceedings. Brezhnev’s assessment 
was reinforced by Marshal A. A. Grechko, 
the Soviet Defense Minister, who grimly de
clared that any aggressor who violated Soviet 1

1 The Resolution of the 24th Party Congress, 
which approved Brezhnev’s policies, spoke only of 
the enmity of “the Chinese leaders” ; it did not 
mention Mao or his followers. See also the article 
by Adam Ulam in this issue.

borders would be severely punished. Since 
only the Chinese have deliberately and mas
sively violated Soviet-conceived borders in the 
post-World War II period, Grechko’s warn
ing had only one intended foe in mind.

The fact that both Brezhnev and Grechko 
had to make their harsh judgments this year, 
several years after the Great Cultural Revo
lution came to an end, and after Chou, the 
pragmatist, began to govern China on a day- 
to-day basis (a period during which the Us
suri River clashes nevertheless occurred) in
dicates a Soviet estimate that no significant 
change in the magnitude of the China threat 
has taken place or is likely to occur in the 
near future. Indeed, the threat may grow 
because, with the end of the internal disrup
tion caused by the Cultural Revolution and 
with the pragmatists once more in command, 
the Chinese will be able more effectively to 
husband and use their resources in order to 
pursue the challenge to the Soviets single- 
mindedly.

This underlies Moscow’s concern as it looks 
at its weakened political position today vis-a- 
vis China both inside and outside the Com
munist world. Within the Communist world, 
the 24th Party Congress revealed that the 
Soviets could not muster sufficient support of 
the foreign parties represented at the meeting 
even for verbal condemnation of China for 
her actions in “splitting” the unity of the 
Communist world and further undermining 
Soviet authority. Some key parties, includ
ing the heretofore docile French and East 
German parties, pointedly passed over Sino- 
Soviet relations in silence even as Soviet 
speakers from Brezhnev downn urgently hinted 
at the need to condemn the Chinese. Other 
key parties, such as Italy’s and Rumania’s, 
failed to follow the Soviet lead or remained 
silent, and also argued explicitly for the right 
of each party to follow an independent path 
and argued against imposition by any party 
of its views on another party. This was a 
clear reference to the Soviet action against 
Czechoslovakia in 1968, and to any potential 
action against China. This brought home to 
the Soviet Union the deterioration in its posi
tion within the Communist world: in the
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early 1960’s the Soviets could consider, and 
actually maneuvered behind the scenes for, 
“the expulsion” of China from the Commu
nist ranks.

The Soviet political position vis-a-vis China 
has also deteriorated in the non-Communist 
world with the failure of the Soviet effort 
to isolate China. At its peak, this effort was 
represented by the Soviet attempt to mobilize 
the Asian community of nations for a con
tainment of China through Brezhnev’s pro
posal—made in June, 1969, shortly after the 
Ussuri River clashes—for a collective secur
ity agreement in Asia. But this Soviet con
tainment effort has failed as China has 
resumed her old ties and developed new rela
tionships.

Most important, through ping-pong diplo
macy and the projected visit of President 
Richard Nixon, China has established the ba
sis for a major breakthrough to the United 
States, thus fueling Soviet concern over pos
sible United States-Chinese “collusion,” a 
possibility which the Soviets have sought to 
forestall since the eruption of the Sino-Soviet 
dispute. By mellowing her attitude toward 
the United States, in the Soviet view, China 
is on the road to removing the two-front 
politico-military threat from the United 
States and the Soviet Union; moreover, to 
the degree that United States-Chinese rela
tions improve, Peking will be able to devote 
even greater attention to challenging the So
viets on the northern front. The Soviets will 
then lose the advantage they derived from the 
earlier Maoist strategic “madness” of simul
taneous hostility toward the two superpowers.

Then, too, the potential Sino-United States 
rapprochement represents a severe blow to 
Soviet expectations. The shift in United 
States attitudes toward China with the lat
ter’s encouragement signifies, in Soviet eyes, 
a United States choice of a power balance 
approach (favoring a weaker China against 
a stronger Soviet Union) instead of a cul- 
tural/racial approach which would call for 
the United States to join the Soviet Union in 
containing the “yellow peril.” Soviet spokes
men have hinted from time to time about 
making common cause with the United States

against China, although they have never put 
the issue in cultural/racial terms.

The Soviet Union’s position has been weak
ened not only by the Chinese emergence from 
isolation and by China’s new policy of laying 
the groundwork for eliminating the second 
front posed by the United States but also by a 
Chinese political offensive designed in turn to 
set up a second front against the Soviets 
themselves in the West. The most important 
part of this move is China’s renewed effort to 
instigate or capitalize on dissidence and devi
ation in East Europe, the most critical area 
of Soviet concern outside the Soviet Union 
itself. Until recently, Albania was the lonely 
Chinese outpost on the western flank of the 
Soviets. Now, however, China is dealing ex
tensively with Rumania and even with Yugo
slavia, the latter long bitterly assailed by 
Peking for “revisionism.” For example, high- 
level Rumanian and Yugoslav officials, in
cluding Rumania’s party leader, Nicolae 
Ceausescu, and the Yugoslav Foreign Minis
ter, have made visits to Peking in 1971.

This expansion of China’s activities in East 
Europe is encouraging and laying the founda
tion for an informal Balkan-type alliance 
which the Soviets have always opposed. (As 
far back as 1948, Stalin vetoed a Balkan 
Federation.) These developments add to So
viet concern because they fuel the negative 
and cumulative effects of the Sino-Soviet dis
pute on the Soviet position in East Europe. 
By surfacing her differences with the Soviets 
and distracting the Soviet Union in the east, 
China has given the East European nations 
greater room for maneuver against total So
viet domination in the west. At the same 
time, many major issues in the Sino-Soviet 
dispute have their counterparts explicitly or 
implicitly in Soviet-East European relations. 
These issues relate to territorial claims, the 
political independence of the Warsaw Treaty 
Organization members, and their possession 
or sharing of nuclear missile capabilities. 
On each of these issues, China has implicitly 
or explicitly tried to incite the treaty mem
bers to air their grievances against or assert 
their independence of the Soviet Union.

Thus, with regard to the territorial issue,
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the Chinese have scored with the point that 
the Soviet Union occupies not only former 
Chinese lands but also territory that once be
longed to the treaty members, viz., Poland’s 
eastern lands, the Czechs’ sub-Carpathia, 
Rumania’s Bessarabia, Germany’s East Prus
sia. As far back as 1964, Mao called at
tention to the plight of the treaty members 
by explicitly listing their claims along with 
China’s own. While only Rumania has re
sponded openly by surfacing the historical 
record of her possession of Bessarabia, other 
treaty members undoubtedly share Rumania’s 
attitude about the lands lost to the Soviets.

In this context, the Chinese have stirred up 
one major concern of the Soviet Union that 
particularly affects its relations with East 
Europe. By referring to Germany among 
those wronged by the Soviet Union, China 
has resurrected Soviet concern over a two- 
front threat in the form of Sino-German col
lusion. This has been reflected in Soviet de
nunciation of West Germany and China as 
allies with territorial designs against the So
viet Union. And the increase in West Ger- 
man-Chinese economic ties (trade, steel con
sortium and so on) as well as reported West 
German-Chinese political contacts (including 
those by ranking members of the currently 
ruling Social Democratic party) have served 
to feed Soviet phobia. WTile open expres
sions of Soviet concern have been toned down 
since West German Chancellor Willy Brandt’s 
accession to power, they have not been si
lenced. Moreover, even if Brandt’s inten
tions are well meant—and this is not ac
cepted by all Soviet leaders, particularly the 
military—there is a Soviet judgment that his 
domestic position is so precarious that hostile 
anti-Soviet forces (particularly in the Chris
tian Democratic party which, as the largest 
party in the German Parliament, has been 
gaining electoral strength against Brandt) are 
likely to make a comeback and to act on par
allel or coordinated policies with China.

2 East Germany’s former party boss Walter Ul- 
bricht was bitter after the Soviets forced his re
moval this year; others undoubtedly share his views 
about the heavy Soviet hand. The Chinese cap
italized on this feeling in the early 1960’s and the 
Soviets are concerned that this could happen again.

To be sure, so far the Soviets have ex
plicitly interpreted the alleged Sino-German 
collusion to apply to West Germany and 
China, even though in his enumeration of ter
ritorial claims against the Soviets Mao was 
deliberately ambiguous as to whether he was 
referring to West or East Germany. But if 
their private reaction to all Germans are any 
indication, the Soviets do not exclude East 
German hostility if the circumstances—such 
as the departure of Soviet divisions from 
East German soil—permit it.2 In any case, 
any West and East German rapprochement 
would, in the face of a continuing Sino-Soviet 
dispute, serve to reinforce Soviet appre
hension about the territorial status quo in 
East Europe.

Beyond the territorial question, East Eu
rope has been affected by China’s challenge 
of the Soviet leadership in defining the gen
eral line and strategy of the Communist 
movement. Peking may itself aspire to the 
leadership of the Communist world. Al
though East European parties would oppose 
this as well as the strategy proposed by 
China, they nevertheless share with China her 
goal of reducing the Soviet Union’s ability to 
dominate them and to dictate their “road to 
socialism.”

In the national security field, the Chinese 
have challenged the credibility of the Soviet 
Union’s nuclear deterrent in defending the 
Communist world’s interests since it has 
failed, in the Chinese view, to protect their 
interests. The Chinese view was asserted in 
the wake of an earlier reaction to the Soviet 
missile breakthrough in 1957, symbolized by 
their slogan of “ the East Wind prevailing 
over the West.” In operational terms, as far 
as China was concerned, this slogan implied 
that the Soviet nuclear-missile monopoly in 
the Communist world was available to ad
vance the interests of other Communist states 
or to defend them against an “imperialist” 
attack. As far as Peking is concerned, the 
Soviets have failed on both counts, as reflected 
in their failure to back China in the 1958 off
shore islands crisis.

The Chinese have raised doubts about the 
Soviet Union’s reliability not only in their own
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case (which involved primarily only the pro
motion of China’s interests in the Taiwan 
Straits and not her survival), but with re
gard to the more important situation of 
North Vietnam. In the earlier years of the 
war, the Chinese noted for East European 
consumption that the United States was 
bombing North Vietnam at will despite earl
ier Soviet pledges of the inviolability of this 
Communist ally’s territorial integrity.

By questioning Soviet reliability, the Chi
nese have raised doubts among the treaty 
members about whether the Soviet Union 
might not behave toward them as it has be
haved toward North Vietnam, i.e., fail to 
use all means at its command to defend them 
against an external attack. In effect, China 
has raised the question in East Europe of 
whether the Soviet nuclear missile capabilities 
would be used for anything except the direct 
defense of the Soviet homeland. But even 
if East Europe is confident about a Soviet 
response to any United States or West Euro
pean military action against a treaty member, 
China has undoubtedly created anxiety among 
some treaty members about Soviet reliability 
in situations short of conflict, i.e., whether 
their interests might not be sold out by some 
overriding Soviet expediency. For example, 
to forestall West Germany’s resurgence or to 
entice her from the West, the Soviets might 
deal with West Germany over East Europe’s 
head (as they have done in the past). Con
sequently, East Europe undoubtedly feels it 
should have a finger on nuclear missile capa
bilities in order not to leave it helpless in the 
face of any future Soviet-German arrange
ments. (In addition to demanding the ro
tation of the command of the Warsaw Pact 
Forces, now exclusively in Soviet hands, the 
Rumanians have reportedly raised the ques
tion of nuclear sharing, clearly without suc
cess to date.) It would be surprising indeed 
if the Soviets granted a nuclear role to any 
East European country. Yet any current or 
future Soviet reluctance would seem to vali
date Chinese arguments against relying on 
the Soviet nuclear deterrent and would add 
to the Soviet “credibility gap.”

Because the East European-Soviet issues

are related to the broader context of Sino- 
Soviet relations and because they are subject 
to Chinese exploitation, much to Soviet cha
grin, their resolution is dependent on more 
overriding issues in the Sino-Soviet dialogue. 
But this dispute seems further from resolution 
than ever.

Thus the time has long passed when the 
Soviets would help China increase her nuclear 
missile arsenal so that she could threaten the 
Soviets directly or advance her interests 
against better Soviet judgment; nor are the 
Soviets about to return territory to China, in 
part because this would encourage others to 
make similar claims (the 1969 clashes on the 
Sino-Soviet border vividly demonstrate the 
Soviet reaction to any Chinese border “ad
justment” ) ;  nor will the Soviets freely turn 
over to China whatever remains of their once 
preeminent role in the Communist world.

This compound of negatives makes it un
likely that the Soviets will make similar far- 
reaching concessions to East Europe. In the 
face of higher priorities and unfulfilled do
mestic needs, the Soviets will not provide 
economic aid or help East Europe’s economy 
become more productive and thereby give the 
East European states the economic where
withal for greater independence. Indeed, 
Soviet action in building pipe lines and 
power grids from the Soviet Union to East 
Europe in effect keeps the latter dependent 
on Soviets in more subtle ways than direct 
control via Soviet military forces in the area. 
Then, too, the Soviet Union is unlikely to 
provide East Europe with independent nu
clear capabilities because East Europe could 
use them to embroil the Soviets in internecine 
conflicts between treaty members trying to 
recover lands from each other (e.g., the cur
rently inflamed Hungarian-Rumanian dispute 

(C ontinued  on page 243)
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I
n  h is  address to the Supreme Soviet in 

June, 1968, Soviet Foreign Minister 
Andrei Gromyko imparted new mo

mentum to the long-deadlocked East-West 
arms control dialogue when he officially an

nounced that the Soviet Union was finally 
“ready for an exchange of opinion” with the 
United States on the question of limiting the 
further deployment of strategic offensive and 
defensive weapons.1 This disclosure marked 
a significant turning point in the traditional 
course of United States-Soviet strategic re
lations, for it suggested that Moscow had at 
long last come to recognize the permanence 
of mutual deterrence between the two super
powers and the futility of continuing the nu
clear arms race.*

In Washington, the Gromyko proposal 
brought forth an immediate wave of opti
mism. Leading newspapers heralded the 
move as a triumph of rationality in Soviet

*The author is a Research Staff Member on 
leave of absence from the Institute for Defense 
Analyses, Arlington, Virginia. Any views ex
pressed in this article are solely those of the author 
and should not be interpreted as necessarily re
flecting the official views of the Institute for De
fense Analyses or any cf its governmental or private 
research sponsors.

1 Report by Soviet Foreign Minister A. A. 
Gromyko, “On the International Situation and 
the Foreign Policy of the Soviet Union,” Pravda, 
June 28, 1968.

2 Peter Grose, “U.S. Encouraged by Soviet 
Stand,” The New York Times, June 28, 1968.

affairs and a major step toward stabilizing 
the nuclear balance of terror. State Depart
ment spokesmen were said to be “vastly en
couraged” by the Gromyko statement.* 1 2 And 
President Lyndon Johnson, while laboring 
under no illusions that the talks would be 
easy or that tangible results would be im
mediately forthcoming, promptly welcomed 
the Soviet gesture as a significant break
through in the quest for an end to the arms 
race.

This new spirit of hope was rudely shattered 
scarcely two months later, however, by the 
abrupt and unexpected Soviet invasion of 
Czechoslovakia. The Soviet move triggered 
an almost reflexive outpouring of moral in
dignation in the West, and raised new doubts 
about the prospects of accommodation with 
the Soviet Union. Although Soviet spokes
men hastened to label the intervention an 
internal bloc affair and privately urged that 
their nascent arms dialogue with the United 
States continue unimpaired, the incipient 
atmosphere of detente and cooperation which 
had begun to emerge after the Gromyko 
speech sustained a major setback. Plans for 
a meeting between President Johnson and 
Premier Aleksei Kosygin on the arms control 
issue were summarily cancelled by the United 
States as a result of the Czech crisis, and the 
opening of concrete negotiations at the diplo-
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matic level was then postponed indefinitely.’ 
In the intervening years since that eventful 

summer of 1968, a great deal has occurred in 
the realm of United States-Soviet strategic 
relations. On the American side of the equa
tion, the Nixon administration has system
atically recast both the parameters of the 
East-West arms dialogue which prevailed 
during the Johnson incumbency and the en
tire thrust of United States nuclear strategy 
and defense policy. In particular, the ad
ministration’s insistence on continuing the 
United States multiple warhead (MIRV) de
ployment program despite the Soviet Union’s 
manifest interest in arms limitation talks has 
fundamentally altered the original terms on 
which the United States-Soviet arms control 
discussions were to have been based and, 
many would argue, has substantially di
minished the prospects for any future offen
sive weapons limitation agreement.3 4 On the 
Soviet side, the curious inconsistency between 
Moscow’s professions of arms control interest 
and its continued deployment of strategic 
offensive missiles well beyond the static level 
of current United States ICBM strength has 
greatly galvanized United States fears of an 
incipient Soviet “first-strike” capability and 
has provoked a categorical American unwill
ingness to curtail projected United States 
weapons programs in the absence of any 
demonstrated Soviet disposition to do like
wise. In the process, of course, after a series 
of frustrating setbacks and false starts, both 
superpowers have finally succeeded in getting

3 See Benjamin Welles^ “U.S. Cool to New 
Soviet Bid on Nuclear Talks,” The New York 
Times, September 16, 1968.

4 MIRV is an acronym for “multiple indivi- 
dually-targetable re-entry vehicle,” a system which 
has the effect of multiplying the number of war
heads deliverable by a single booster to separate 
aiming points. The difficulty with this system is 
that once it is installed aboard operational ICBM’s, 
neither side will be able to verify the numerical 
warhead strength of the other by any means short 
of actual on-site inspection arrangements. Both 
the United States and the Soviet Union have been 
reluctant to submit to such arrangements.

5 For detailed discussions of this strategic force 
expansion see William W. Kaufmann, The Mc
Namara Strategy (New York: Harper and Row, 
1964), pp. 47-101, and Alain G. Enthoven and 
K. Wayne Smith, How Much Is Enough? Shaping 
the Defense Program, 1961-1969 (New York: 
Harper and Row, 1971), pp. 165-196.

their formal strategic arms limitation talks 
(SALT) underway. Yet the spirit of exuber
ant optimism which marked the initial ex
changes on the subject in July, 1968, has now 
clearly been replaced by a sense of mutual 
caution and distrust as the Soviets and Ameri
cans focus with growing apprehension on each 
other’s expanding strategic arsenals.

Under the circumstances, it is perhaps not 
surprising that the Nixon administration 
should feel distrustful of Soviet declarations 
and should suspect, as it deeply does, that 
Moscow may be using the arms control issue 
merely as a ruse to cover what many perceive 
to be a quest for “strategic superiority” over 
the United States. Nonetheless, as we shall 
attempt to show in the following discussion, 
a fair argument can be made (a) that the 
Soviet Union is genuinely interested in a 
strategic arms limitation accord; (b) that this 
interest stems neither from altruism nor from 
any abandonment of traditional Soviet na
tional interests but from a pragmatic belief 
that such an accord would advance Soviet 
economic and strategic objectives; and (c) 
that the recent Soviet ICBM buildup can be 
reasonably explained as a logical response to 
past and present United States strategic poli
cies. Since this last point is clearly the most 
vital to any balanced understanding of recent 
Soviet strategic behavior, we may perhaps 
best begin our analysis by turning to it first.

BACKGROUND OF CURRENT ISSUES
If any single characteristic could be as

cribed to American perceptions of the United 
States-Soviet strategic balance during the first 
half of the 1960’s, it would almost have to be 
expressed as an overarching sense of sublime 
self-confidence. The specter of the much- 
feared “missile gap” quietly evaporated 
shortly after President John F. Kennedy’s 
assumption of office, and the subsequent ex
pansion and diversification of the United 
States nuclear arsenal quickly erased any 
remaining doubts as to where the strategic 
balance lay.5 The United States had 
achieved an overwhelming numerical pre
ponderance over the Soviet Union in nu
clear missile strength, and there seemed no
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apparent Soviet interest in contesting that 
superiority.

Then came the Cuban crisis of October, 
1962, an event which the conventional wis
dom interpreted as a daring Soviet gamble 
to narrow the strategic asymmetry “on the 
cheap” by deploying medium-range ballistic 
missiles at the very doorstep of the United 
States.6 The resounding failure of the So
viets to achieve this presumed objective was 
almost universally attributed to Soviet Pre
mier Nikita Khrushchev’s intimidation by 
the threat posed by our nuclear superiority; 
thus the Cuban missile crisis quickly entered 
the idiom of American strategic thinking as 
an epochal watershed in the evolution of the 
nuclear age. Students of Soviet affairs and 
professional strategic analysts alike widely 
heralded that event both as proof of our 
incontrovertible strategic supremacy and, 
more significantly, as Moscow’s last gasp in 
the nuclear arms race.

On the first count, the dominant belief was 
concisely reflected in Raymond GarthofFs 
assertion that as a result of Khrushchev’s 
forced removal of the missiles from Cuba, 
“the American strategic superiority was 
doubly confirmed: his ploy proved his need 
for such . . . missiles, and its failure not only 
denied them but bore impressive witness to 
the American superiority that compelled him 
to capitulate.”7 On the second count, num
erous commentators thought that because of 
the Soviet Union’s mounting domestic eco
nomic pressures and its presumed lack of the 
resources necessary to underwrite a sustained

6 The most detailed and widely-cited presenta
tion of this interpretation is Arnold L. Horelick, 
“The Cuban Missile Crisis: An Analysis of Soviet 
Calculations and Behavior,” World Politics, Vol. 
XVI, No. 3 (April, 1964), pp. 363-389.

7 Raymond L. Garthoff, “MiEtary Power in 
Soviet Policy,” in John Erickson, ed., The Mili
tary-Technical Revolution: Its Impact on Strategy 
and Foreign Policy (New York: Frederick A. 
Praeger, 1966), p. 255. For a critique of this 
viewpoint, see Benjamin S. Lambeth, “Deterrence 
in the MIRV Era,” World Politics, Vol. XXIV, 
No. 2 (January, 1972), forthcoming.

8 Herbert S. Dineistein, The United States and 
the Soviet Union: Standoff oz Confrontation? 
(The RAND Corporation, P-3046, January, 1965), 
pp. 7, 10.

0 Interview with Secretary of Defense Robert S. 
McNamara, U.S. News and Worid Report, April 
12, 1965.

ICBM competition, Moscow had to consign 
itself to a permanent state of inferiority in 
the superpower relationship and accept the 
political strictures which that inferiority im
posed.

In a representative expression of this widely 
prevalent thesis, a noted United States expert 
on Soviet military affairs remarked that while 
“the Soviet Union would like to be the mili
tary equal or even the superior” of the United 
States, “the important question is not what 
the Soviet Union would like but what it can 
get.” Because of the towering obstacles 
which supposedly lay in the path of Moscow’s 
strategic ambitions, he went on to assert, “it 
seems likely that . . . the Soviet Union will 
continue to be second in military power to 
the United States.”8 The official euphoria 
which such perceptions engendered eventu
ally found its ultimate enshrinement in Sec
retary of Defense Robert McNamara’s con
fident proclamation in 1965 that the Soviet 
leaders “have decided that they have lost the 
quantitative race, and they are not seeking 
to engage us in that contest. There is no 
indication that the Soviets are seeking to de
velop a strategic nuclear force as large as 
ours.”9

By the middle of 1966, there began to 
appear increasing signs that these sanguine 
conclusions regarding the “permanence” of 
Soviet inferiority were considerably prema
ture. To be sure, in the aftermath of Mos
cow’s retreat in the Cuban missile crisis, 
Khrushchev did abandon—at least for the 
moment—the pursuit of nuclear arms compe
tition in favor of a policy of limited detente 
with the West. Yet the Leonid Brezhnev- 
Aleksei Kosygin coalition which overthrew 
him in 1964 seemed progressively to hold a 
different vision of the course which Soviet 
strategic policies should follow. The first 
indication of this evident departure was mani
fested in the Soviet Union’s deployment of a 
prototype ABM defense around Moscow. In 
short order, this ABM initiative was followed 
by renewed signs of activity in the realm of 
offensive missile deployment. Whether or 
not these developments suggested that Mos
cow was now aiming—contrary to McNa
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mara’s earlier disclaimer—“to develop a 
strategic nuclear force as large as ours,” they 
clearly indicated that the Soviet Union had 
embarked on a major campaign to improve 
its strategic position.

Today, largely as a result of the dramatic 
achievements of dial Soviet campaign, the 
pendulum of United States defense policy has 
swung full cycle from its former blithe com
placency to a new extreme of hyper-vigilance 
and almost obsessive concern. The con
temporary view of the official United States 
defense policy community holds that the 
Soviet Union is steadily advancing toward 
clear strategic supremacy over the United 
States and that this presumed effort threatens 
soon to leave us in a “second-rate strategic 
position” if we fail to offset it quickly with 
new force deployments of our own.10 11 With
out minimizing the admitted impressiveness 
of current Soviet strategic power, there are 
good reasons for severely questioning the 
validity of this notion. Perhaps the best way 
to begin presenting them is by examining the 
external pressures which have largely moti
vated and directed the recent trends in Soviet 
military policy.

The overall thrust of the Soviet Union’s 
recent force expansion cannot meaningfully

10 See William Beecher, “Laird Cites Peril if 
Soviet Presses Missile Buildup,” The New York 
Times, February 21,1970.

11 See Arnold L. Horelick and Myron Rush, Stra
tegic Power and Soviet Foreign Policy (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1966).

12 Interview with Marshal R. Ya. Malinovskii, 
Minister of Defense of the U.S.S.R., Pravda, 
January 25, 1962.

13 N.S. Khrushchev, Letter to President Ken
nedy, October 28, 1962, in Henry M. Pachter, 
Collision Course: The Cuban Missile Crisis and 
Coexistence (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 
1963), p. 218.

14 In a 1964 interview, the commander of the
Soviet strategic missile forces, Marshal N. I. Krylov, 
advanced the “sufficiency” formulation this way: 
“. . . our forces have SUCH A QUANTITY of 
nuclear warheads and SUCH A QUANTITY of 
missiles as to permit us . . .  to destroy any ag
gressor. . . .” “Always on the Alert,” Izvestia, 
February 23, 1964 (capitals in the original). In 
his excellent analysis of Soviet strategic policy 
during the late Khrushchev era, Thomas W. Wolfe 
has perceptively noted how Krylov’s “resort to 
capital letters illustrates the handicap under which 
Soviet marshals labor . . . when trying to hold up 
their end of the strategic dialogue.” Soviet 
Strategy at the Crossroads (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1964), p. 163.

be understood apart from the larger United 
States-Soviet strategic relationship within 
which it has unfolded. Like most other large 
powers, the Soviet Union conceives its mili
tary needs as direct consequences of its under
lying perceptions of threat and opportunity. 
Naturally, therefore, its leaders formulate 
their security policies with a careful eye on 
the activities and policies of their American 
adversary.

For years following its defeat in the Cuban 
missile episode of 1962, the Soviet Union was 
confronted with an almost relentless barrage 
of United States public rhetoric basking in 
the glow of our presumption to strategic su
periority. The hubris reflected in these self- 
confident proclamations could hardly have 
set well with a Soviet leadership which had 
long since come to expect for itself the special 
prerogatives and respect due a great power. 
Prior to the Cuban confrontation and before 
the strategic balance had become fully re
vealed to lie in the United States favor, the 
Soviets could easily enough invoke Western 
uncertainties about Soviet strength in support 
of their demands for deference from Wash
ington.11 “U.S. President John Kennedy 
once admitted,” Marshal Malinovskii could 
then remind the West, “that our strength is 
equal. This was a more or less correct ac
knowledgment, and it is high time that the 
American military leaders drew the appropri
ate conclusions.”12 13 When the unyielding 
American firmness during the 1962 missile 
crisis suggested a profound United States in
difference to that putative Soviet equality, 
however, Moscow' could do little more than 
voice melancholy wonderment at “how the 
admission of our equal military capabilities 
tallies with such unequal relations between 
our great states.”1* And once the East-West 
strategic asymmetry had become unmistaka
bly apparent, the inferior Soviets had to fall 
back on the bare alternative of asserting plain
tive claims to “sufficiency,” claims which both 
they and their adversary knew’ to be devoid 
of tangible substance.14 *

Beyond this severely damaged national 
amour-propre which the Soviet Union sus
tained as a result of its Cuban failure and of
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subsequent United States braggadocio about 
its nuclear superiority, other developments 
were making it increasingly imperative that 
Moscow take a second look at the adequacy 
of its strategic capabilities. For one thing, 
Communist China’s accession to nuclear 
status in late 1964 added a new potential 
threat to Soviet interests, and this break
through—especially within the context of the 
marked erosion which had come to beset the 
Sino-Soviet relationship—could only increase 
the long-term political strains in Moscow’s 
already creaky deterrent. For another thing, 
the United States had embarked on a full- 
scale bombing campaign against North Viet
nam, thereby directly affronting the Soviet 
Union’s avowed commitment to defend its 
socialist allies in Hanoi. Most irritating of 
all, however, in the eyes of Soviet planners 
the whole thrust of United States foreign 
and strategic policy projected an image of 
consummate militancy which could not be 
allowed to go on unchallenged. In the face 
of these perceived threats—not so much to 
the physical security of the Soviet Union it
self as to what one observer recently termed 
Moscow’s “virile self-image”16—soothing self
reassurances that all remained well quickly- 
lost their ability to console the Soviet leader
ship. The military professionals began to 
exert sustained pressures on their party su
periors to replace rhetoric with actions,16 and 
the stage was gradually set for a sweeping 
departure from the preestablished mold of 
Soviet strategic policy.

As best as we can reconstruct events, it 
seems that sometime shortly after the Brezh- 
nev-Kosygin regime consolidated its domestic 
political power base following its ouster of

16 Ralph K. White, Nobody Wanted War: Mis
perception in Vietnam and Other Wars (New 
York: Doubleday and Company, 1970), p. 335.

18 A detailed case study of this military campaign 
may be found in Benjamin S. Lambeth, The 
Politics of the Soviet Military Under Brezhnev ana 
Kosygin (unpublished M.A. thesis, Georgetown. 
University, June, 1968). See also Roman Kol- 
kowicz, The Dilemma of Superpower: Soviet Policy 
and Strategy in Transition (Institute for Defense 
Analyses, P-383, October, 1967).

17 For a knowledgeable and comprehensive ac
count of this policy shift, see Thomas W. Wolfe. 
Soviet Power and Europe, 1945-1970 (Baltimore: 
The Johns Hopkins Press, 1970), pp. 427-458.

Khrushchev, a decision was made by the 
Communist party to undertake an across- 
the-board revamping of Soviet military policy 
—in hardware, doctrine and objectives. In 
material terms, this policy shift entailed a 
combined program of (a) carrying through 
to initial operational status the ABM system 
which had been inaugurated during Khrush
chev’s tenure in office; (b) closing the gap in 
number of Soviet ICBM’s relative to the 
United States; and (c) shoring up the credi
bility of the Soviet retaliatory capacity 
through missile “hardening” and dispersal 
measures.

Conceptually, it also included a basic 
change in the Soviet strategic doctrinal ori
entation from a relatively rigid and static 
“minimum deterrence” mold to a more flexi
ble and dynamic global thrust.17 Its basic 
inspiration seemed to be a desire to impress 
on the United States once and for all that So
viet power and interest were to be taken seri
ously.

While there is no doubt that even the 
“inferior” Soviet nuclear capabilities which 
existed throughout the first half of the past 
decade were more than adequate to deter a 
calculated United States attack, those capa
bilities had to remain substantially devoid of 
any significant psychopolitical utility as long 
as the United States could talk as though it 
believed its own superiority provided the 
license for an interventionist foreign policy. 
If, on the other hand, the Soviets could some
how move to deny Washington the convenient 
prop afforded by the assumption of meaning
ful superiority, then they could perhaps man
age to acquire a more comfortable basis on 
which to demand a measure of equity from 
the West. Accordingly, it seems most likely 
that the principal purposes of the Soviet 
Union’s post-Khrushchev strategic arms 
buildup were (a) to erase the embarrassing 
image of “inferiority” which had been con
ferred on it by American strategic oratory 
and by the inescapable reality of the nuclear 
balance, and (b) to acquire the necessary 
additional military capabilities to present it
self as an undeniable equal to the United 
States in all significant aspects of combat
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power. At the present time, it appears that 
the Soviet leadership has met with consider
able success on both counts.18 *

Yet having attained “equality” with the 
United States, the Soviet Union continues to 
upgrade its strategic capabilities. Both its 
MIRV development program and its missile 
deployment rate seem to be going ahead with
out significant interruption.18 Does it follow 
then from this that Moscow seeks even more 
ambitious strategic goals, above and beyond 
nuclear parity? Many authoritative observers 
in this country have suggested that it indeed 
does. There is a fair presumptive argument 
to be made to the contrary, however, and to 
do so we must consider the Soviet Union’s 
attitudes toward the role of the SALT talks 
in its current national security scheme.

SALT IN SOVIET POUCY
Appeals for “disarmament” have, of course, 

been a standard refrain in the litany of Soviet 
foreign policy and diplomacy ever since the 
earliest years of the Soviet state. Yet despite 
this persistent verbal advocacy, throughout 
most of their history the Soviets have rarely 
been disposed to consider measures which 
would actually require them to limit or re
duce the size of their arsenal. Soviet dis
armament policy traditionally has been merely 
part and parcel of a larger political-propa
ganda effort to bolster the “peace-loving” 
image of the Soviet Union and to undermine 
the military challenge posed by its American 
adversary. Moscow’s repeated calls for “gen
eral and complete disarmament,” for ex
ample, safely voiced with the prior knowledge

18 For a detailed comparative breakdown of 
United States and Soviet military forces, see The 
Military Balance, 1971-1972 (London: Institute 
for Strategic Studies, 1971).

10 Deployment of the large and worrisome Soviet 
SS-9 booster, however, seems to have stabilized at 
around the 300 mark, far below the level needed 
to provide anything approaching an effective first- 
strike capability against U.S. land-based ICBM’s. 
See William Beecher, “Data Indicate Moscow is 
Slowing ICBM Deployment,” The New York 
Times, December 17, 1970.

20 For an excellent survey of these Soviet dis
armament proposals, see Malcolm Mackintosh and 
Harry T. Willetts, “Arms Control and the Soviet 
National Interest,” in Louis Henkin, ed.. Arms 
Control: Issues for the Public (Englewood Cliffs, 
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1961), pp. 141-173.

that they would be categorically rejected by 
the United States, have long sought to em
barrass the West by enabling the Soviets to 
pose a contrast between the avowed “reason
ableness” of the socialist camp and what the 
Soviets have maintained to be the militaristic 
character of United States imperialism. Sim
ilarly, when they have been offered, such 
Soviet gestures as proposals for abolishing nu
clear weapons, withdrawing troops from 
Europe, dismantling military' bases on foreign 
soil, halting nuclear-armed manned bomber 
patrols and the like have all been directed to
ward the largely self-serving goal of eliminat
ing certain perceived external threats to 
Soviet policy and security interests. They 
have shared the common feature of demand
ing, in effect, unilateral concessions from the 
United States with little or no significant 
Soviet reciprocity.20

Throughout the SALT negotiations, how
ever, the Soviets have espoused interest in 
arms control measures which, if implemented, 
would require tangible concessions on their 
own part as well as concessions from their 
American adversary. Moreover, this interest 
has been articulated in a declaratory tone, 
suggesting unprecedented seriousness of pur
pose on the part of those Soviet leaders re
sponsible for it. Finally, both the business
like negotiating approach displayed by the 
Soviet SALT delegation and the extreme 
caution that delegation has taken to avoid 
the sort of propagandists harangues char
acteristic of most previous Soviet disarma
ment rhetoric have seemed directly intended 
to underscore Moscow’s profession that it is 
honestly seeking a nuclear modus vivendi with 
the United States.

That this unprecedented Soviet arms con
trol seriousness should have emerged pre
cisely when the Soviet Union has reached a 
position of approximate military-strategic 
parity with the United States would seem 
even to the most casual oberver to be any
thing but coincidence. Indeed, it is most 
probable that Moscow’s achievement of this 
position has sufficiently satisfied the Soviet 
leaders so that they have a new perspective 
on the potential opportunities to be exploited
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through arms control negotiations. A long 
standing assumption of Western analyses of 
Soviet disarmament policy has been that the 
Soviet Union would oppose entertaining pro
posals for arms ‘'freezes” under conditions of 
manifest inferiority to the United States, 
since to do otherwise would be tantamount 
to conceding Soviet weakness before the 
enemy.21 Having finally attained nuclear 
parity with the United States, however, Mos
cow no longer remains constrained by this 
consideration ar.d can now afford to con
template the likely utility of some arms limita
tion accord which (a) stabilizes United States 
and Soviet strategic capabilities more or less 
at their present levels; (b) formally ratifies 
Soviet equality to the United States and, 
more important, explicit American acknowl
edgment of that equality before the rest of 
the world; (c) adequately provides for the 
continued security needs of the Soviet state; 
and (d) reduces the likelihood of a costly new 
round of arms competition with the West 
whose ultimate outcome might simply be to 
leave the Soviets worse off in the strategic 
balance than they ever were before.

A Pravda correspondent writing shortly 
after Foreign Minister Gromyko’s 1968 Su
preme Soviet speech all but directly admitted 
that such reasoning underlies Moscow’s SALT 
policy when he approvingly quoted a Wash
ington Post editorial to the effect that 

it is possible to maintain that one of those rare 
moments of history has come when both sides 
are ready to admit equality in the broadest sense 
and to view this as an initial position for reach
ing agreement concerning the freezing and sub
sequent reduction of arms. . . .  I t  is the pol
iticians’ task not to let this chance slip away.22

THE BALANCE SHEET
In the overview, the mere fact that the 

Soviet Union is engaging in SALT—some
thing it would never have done prior to hav

21 See, for example, Alexander Dallin et al., The
Soviet Union, Arms Control, and Disarmament 
(Columbia University: School of International
Affairs, 1964), p. 162.

22 G. Ratiani, ‘The Half-Year Mark,” Pravda, 
July 7, 1968. For a more recent example, see also 
Bernard Gwertzman “Brezhnev Bids U.S. Accept 
Principle of Parity in Arms,” The New York Times, 
June 12, 1971.

ing achieved its hard-won nuclear equality 
to the United States—seems in itself to be 
evidence that the Kremlin sees more than 
simple propaganda benefits to be gained from 
an East-West arms control dialogue. The 
Soviet leaders (at least for the moment) ap
pear reasonably persuaded that mutual de
terrence is here to stay and that the returns 
to be reaped from a stabilized nuclear balance 
promise to outweigh any advantages that 
might accrue from an unrestricted continua
tion of the arms race. To say that their in
terest in SALT is self-serving is hardly to deny 
that it remains genuine. They arc well aware 
that strategic arms production is an expen
sive proposition and, like decision-makers 
everywhere, they face constantly competing 
internal claims on the allocation of their 
scarce economic resources.

Among other things, a SALT agreement— 
whether comprehensive or merely limited— 
would release substantial amounts of those 
resources from military procurement pro
grams which could then possibly be chan
neled toward important domestic needs. 
Moreover, and perhaps even more important, 
the Soviet leadership might well find that a 
“super-stable” nuclear equilibrium growing 
out of SALT would open up new foreign pol
icy prospects at lower conflict thresholds 
which formerly were, and to a degree still 
remain, foreclosed by the threat of nuclear 
escalation.

There is a strong probability that the bitter 
(C ontinued on page 242)
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"In  brief, the Tw enty-Fourth Congress reflected, the caution and  
conservatism o f the present leadership; a measure of confidence about the 
economic problems at home; serious apprehension about dilemmas in 
world com m unism , and considerable hope that, as in  the recent past, the 
errors and disarray of the capitalist world w ould  provide the best propa
ganda for com m unism  at home and abroad.”

The Twenty-Fourth Soviet 
Party Congress

B y  A d a m  U l a m

Professor of Government, Harvard University

T
h e  24t h  c o n g ress  of the Soviet 
Communist party in 1971 predict
ably contained no surprises or rev
elations.* Ever since they took over from 
Nikita Khrushchev in 1964 the present rulers 

of the Soviet Union have tried to avoid any 
revelations or pyrotechnics in the style of their 
predecessor; they have also tended to sweep 
troublesome problems under the rug insofar 
as possible and if impossible to deal with 
them sotto voce, thus giving their own people 
and foreign observers no incentive to realize 
how serious some of them are and how they 
threaten the whole rationale of the Soviet 
system, if not the existence of the regime.

Khrushchev’s intermittent denunciations of 
Stalin, his acknowledgment of the seriousness 
of the Chinese problem, and his alternation 
of the most dire threats against the West with 
proposals of a virtual alliance with the 
United States (sometimes in the same speech) 
—all those pyrotechnics contributed to his 
losing favor with his colleagues and to his 
downfall. Brezhnev, Kosygin and Company 
have been determined not to repeat the same 
error, not to alarm or excite their own 
people unduly, not to give Washington and

* This article was originally prepared for The 
Washington Forum service of Bacon, Stevenson & 
Company.

Peking an insight into their fears or dissen
sions. The Congress’ intended effect was to 
suggest monolithic unity of the party, the 
harmony of national and social relations in 
the U.S.S.R., and the confidence of the rulers 
that all is well with world communism and 
that, while the imperialist camp headed by 
the United States is to be watched, the forces 
of history are clearly on the side of commu
nism and the U.S.S.R.

The 24th Congress was thus intentionally 
even duller than the 23rd had been in 1966. 
Then there was still some agitation over the 
backwash of the dismissal of Khrushchev and 
serious and voiced anxieties over United 
States policies in Vietnam and the sharp 
attacks on China. At the 24th Congress, on 
all those thorny subjects as well as on do
mestic ones, instructions to the speakers were 
obvious: don’t rock the boat, stress the hope
ful, positive aspect of things.

Still, by noting certain emphases and read
ing between the lines one may arrive at a 
realistic appraisal of the Soviet leaders’ real 
hopes and fears.

On foreign policy, one perceives certain 
progress in Soviet self-confidence insofar as 
the relations with and the condition of the 
capitalist camp are concerned. In 1966, there 
was still considerable nervousness about what
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the United States might do in Vietnam and 
what the U.S.S.R. might be called upon to 
do to avoid an American victory there. 
Certain foreign delegations, notably the North 
Vietnamese and die Cubans, implied then 
very strongly that the U.S.S.R. was not do
ing enough to help Hanoi and the Vietcong. 
In 1971, the Soviets viewed both the progress 
of the war and its effects on American society 
with cautious satisfaction. There was obvi
ously a strong hint to all speakers not to gloat 
excessively over internal problems in the 
United States and the increasing American 
difficulty in formulating a purposeful foreign 
policy in the midst of the rising tide of dis
sent and neo-isolationism. Still those inter
nal troubles are a source of great satisfaction 
to Moscow. They are the basis of cautious 
optimism that, in the worldwide rivalry with 
the United States, the U.S.S.R. has gained 
during the last five years and that the trend 
will continue. There is less reluctance to 
proclaim that Soviet help has been of decisive 
value in helping Hanoi and the Vietcong to 
hold out and that they are bound to prevail.

What main points do the Soviets hope to 
score against the faltering—as they see them 
—American policies? First, they hope to 
loosen, if not altogether to eliminate, the 
United States influence in Europe. Step by 
step, the West Europeans will grow fearful 
that the Americans will pull out and that they 
will seek a rapprochement with the U.S.S.R. 
Here the recent initiatives of the West Ger
man government were held to be a good 
augury. The Soviets call for a European 
security conference and hope to work toward 
a weakening and eventual demise of NATO. 
The hope or, from the Soviet point of view, 
fear of a real union of West Europe has di
minished considerably since 1966. Moscow 
now seeks different approaches to different 
Western states in order to loosen their ties to 
the United States. Great Britain is considered 
by them definitely on the downgrade eco
nomically and the British are regarded as 
disinclined to play any major part in inter
national relations.

The Franco-Soviet rapprochement initiated

by de Gaulle is viewed hopefully. Beyond 
the virtual neutralization of West Europe 
(admittedly not tomorrow or the day after 
tomorrow) the Soviets see profitable eco
nomic ties with it. President Aleksei Kosygin 
drew a vista of vast projects of collaboration: 
a united electric grid, collaboration in trans
portation networks, and so forth. West Eu
rope hopefully would become an economic 
ally of the U.S.S.R. and would provide help 
to enable the Soviet Union to improve its 
somewhat unsatisfactory current rate of eco
nomic growth.

In the early 1970’s, the Soviets hope to 
work towards these goals cautiously and pa
tiently, avoiding a major confrontation. 
There was still a hint in the 24th Congress 
that if the situation should become unex
pectedly propitious for such a move, Berlin 
might be used again as the means of pressure 
on West Germany and the West in general.

Another area where the Soviets view their 
prospects with unconcealed satisfaction is 
Latin America. Five years ago there was a 
considerable division in Communist ranks 
over the tactics to be pursued there. The 
Soviets viewed with dissatisfaction Cuban 
Premier Fidel Castro’s attempts to dominate 
revolutionary movements in other Latin 
countries and with alarm Chinese efforts to 
horn in and turn local Communist parties 
against Moscow. Since then, there has evi
dently been some sort of agreement among 
various Communist groups to work together, 
or at least not to get in each other’s way 
while fighting for power. The Chilean model 
is held by the Soviets to be of great promise 
for many other countries: coalidons with 
other left and anti-American forces are to 
work patiently and, up to a point, through 
legal means to achieve power. (Some quali
fications and doubts on this score will be 
mentioned below.) Bolivia and Peru were 
also mentioned favorably at the congress as 
being within “the wave of the future”—i.e., 
of emancipation from the United States and 
as taking first steps toward a Communist- 
dominated Popular Front type of regime.

The area of confrontation with the United 
States over which the Soviets are more appre
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hensive is of course the Middle East. Here 
they would like to avoid another Israeli- 
Arab war, to give their Arab friends proof 
that they can help them (return at least some 
territories wrested away by Israel in 1967) 
and at the same time to keep a degree of ten
sion so that the Arab regimes will continue 
their dependence on Moscow. They are 
nervous about all sorts of possibilities and 
their own overcommitment, but give no evi
dence of being alarmed or fearful of losing 
control over the situation.

Insofar as direct relations with the United 
States are concerned, the Soviets seek a mod
est ddtente. They no longer envisage a vir
tual division of the world between the two 
such as Nikita Khrushchev evidently contem
plated at times between 1957 and 1962 and 
of which he was plainly accused by Peking. 
The Soviets are aware of the still tremendous 
power of the United States; hence they do 
not wish to push too rudely. But they feel 
that this power has been so unintelligently 
managed that, barring a catastrophe or a 
drastic change in the situation in the United 
States or in their own relations with China, 
they should not be afraid of nudging us all 
over the world. They want some limitations 
on nuclear arms and are hopeful of establish
ing nuclear parity with the United States 
soon. Such parity, they feel, would be of 
psychological advantage to them since they 
enjoy much greater maneuverability in for
eign policy than does the United States They 
do not appear hopeful of really decisive steps 
in nuclear disarmament in the immediate 
future, and Brezhnev’s proposal for a con
ference of all nuclear powers is clearly a 
propaganda gambit (which does not mean 
necessarily that it should not be picked up).

In brief, like cautious rentiers, the Soviets 
propose to act prudently and clip coupons, 
so to speak, gathering the rewards of their 
improving position in the world. What do 
they get out of it? Well, this satisfactory 
world picture is a great selling point of the 
Soviet system primarily to their own people, 
and it obscures serious and mounting inter
nal problems both within the U.S.S.R. and 
in the Communist bloc. Although the So

viet citizen’s daily life does not improve as 
rapidly as he would like, although the new 
generation which does not remember Stalin is 
beginning to chafe under a repressive bureau
cratic and oligarchical government, the argu
ment can always be made that Soviet com
munism is slowly but surely winning the 
worldwide competition, that the vaunted 
freedoms and affluence of the United States 
have brought American society to the brink 
of anarchy, that for all their grievances the 
Soviet people should be grateful that they 
live in a state whose voice must be heard on 
every world problem and where there is law 
and order. This reassures the citizen also 
about his fear of Communist China, and 
makes him less prone to wonder whether the 
spread of communism is of any advantage to 
him or to the Soviet Union.

THE PROBLEM OF CHINA
The situation within the Communist camp 

is the main cause of worry to the ruling 
hierarchy. The biggest and ineluctable prob
lem is, of course, China. For reasons just 
stated, the Soviets put a relatively cheerful 
appearance on the present state of the dispute. 
There has been some amelioration of ten
sions since 1969, when fighting erupted on 
the Sino-Soviet frontier. But the huge and 
overwhelming problem remains. The Chi
nese continue to demand that the Soviets in 
effect subjugate their foreign policy to them, 
that they engage in confrontations with the 
United States. They have announced pub
licly their claim to vast areas of Soviet Asia; 
they still seek to control various foreign Com
munist parties. At the same time, the specter 
of United States-Chincse rapprochement 
haunts the Kremlin just as a Soviet-United 
States rapprochement remains the number 
one fear of Peking.

On this front, to be sure, the Soviets have 
scored some modest successes: many Com
munist parties sympathetic to Peking in 1966 
have been brought back within the Soviet 
sphere, largely due to the antics of the Cul
tural Revolution. For the moment, the So
viets hope to paper over the difficulties. But 
they will not give in to the main Chinese
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demands. “We shall not sacrifice national 
interests of the Soviet state,” Brezhnev said, 
in an unmistakable reference which brought 
loud cheers from the 24th Congress. And 
the delegate from the Soviet Far Eastern 
province broke through official restraint when 
he exclaimed: “all those who want to seize 
Soviet land from wherever they may come 
will be dealt a crushing blow.”

But to admit the full seriousness of the 
Chinese problem and the grim prospects for 
the future when an industrialized China will 
have a full nuclear arsenal is a virtual impos
sibility for the present rulers. What good is 
communism, the average Soviet citizen might 
ask, if the greatest potential threat to the 
Soviet state comes not from the capitalists. 
Zionists or imperialists, but from another 
Communist state and largely because it is 
Communist?

The present leaders appear for the mc- 
ment to be resigned to wait for some internal 
developments in China which might relieve 
if not basically “solve” the situation. Such 
might be Mao’s death and a new leadership 
which would be more friendly. Very likely, 
in secret the Soviets hope for a prolonged 
period of internal turmoil, perhaps a civil 
war, which might enable the U.S.S.R. to 
throw its influence into the balance. It is 
not out of the question that the relations 
between the U.S.S.R. and China might again 
take a drastic turn for the worse, although 
both sides are mindful of the fearful risks of 
a full-scale war. One has to keep in mind 
such developments as a possible conflict be
tween India (which is clearly favored by 
Russia as a counterweight to China in Asia) 
and the virtual Chinese protege, Pakistan.

But apart from China, the international 
situation of communism is also full of grow
ing dilemmas for the Kremlin. The Soviet 
intervention in Czechoslovakia in 1968 looks 
from the current (Soviet) perspective like a 
qualified success, and it was implicitly as
serted at the congress that a similar situation 
in a satellite would bring a similar response. 
But would the Soviets intervene if they knew 
that it would mean (as it did not in 1968) 
the necessity of overcoming armed resistance?

What if the situation of 1968 recurred but in 
more than one Communist state at the same 
time? There were indications at the con
gress that the lesson of 1968 is wearing off 
insofar as some East European states are 
concerned.

Rumania’s President Nicolae Ceausescu 
was emphatic in stressing his country’s re
solve to conduct a fairly independent and 
sovereign foreign policy. “Our party is 
against any interference into internal affairs 
of other parties.” Each party, each Commu
nist country, has the right to work out its own 
destiny. And the task of running a Commu
nist empire is beginning to be costly to tire 
Soviets rather than being (as it was under 
Stalin) a source of profit. The U.S.S.R. re
cently had to provide considerable economic 
help to Poland to tide the Polish Communists 
over in their very serious difficulties. Situa
tions like those in Poland in December, 1970, 
are likely to recur.

THE INTERNATIONAL MOVEMENT
In the non-Communist world, individual 

parties are also asserting more independence 
vis-^-vis Moscow. The representative of the 
Italian Communists was emphatic that his 
party views several international problems 
differently from the Soviet comrades. The 
Soviets may try to bolster the faltering inter
national unity of the Communist movement 
through some new props, such as a formal 
organization somewhat on the model of the 
old Comintern. But the old monolithic pat
tern cannot be restored. Even when it comes 
to such ostensible successes as Latin America 
prospects still remain somewhat troublesome. 
There was some indication that a coalition of 
left parties such as is currently in power in 
Chile might not necessarily be stable. The 
Congress listened to representatives of both 
the Communist and the Socialist parties of 
Chile. The latter was unique among foreign 
speakers in not condemning American poli
cies in Vietnam and in general sounded very 
different from his Communist colleague. The 
Chile model thus holds dangers as well as 
opportunities from the Soviet point of view. 
And while the Soviets now are fairly con
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fident of exploiting left-wing Communist and 
semi-anarchist movements throughout the 
world and using them to their own purpose, 
clashes and dissonances still persist. The 
Brazilian party’s spokesman complained of 
the “splitting” and “adventurist” tactics of 
some left-wing groups in his country. And 
at least in public the Soviets have condemned 
the recent uprising in Ceylon and probably 
see it as inspired by pro-Chinese elements. 
Any satisfaction over the predicaments of the 
United States is thus tempered by a realiza
tion of the troublesome problems and possi
bilities within the world Communist move
ment.

On the domestic front, the regime faces a 
variety of challenges. The recent rate of eco
nomic growth, although creditable (probably 
on the order of 4-5 per cent), has been con
siderably lower than it was in the 1950’s. 
One no longer hears confident claims of 
catching up with and overcoming the United 
States when it comes to various categories of 
consumers’ goods. The projections of eco
nomic growth to 1975 are on a fairly modest 
but realistic scale. The production of steel 
is to rise from 116 million tons for 1971 to 
over 142 million tons. It is proposed to in
crease the annual production of automobiles 
from about 340,000 currently to over one mil
lion. The regime promises; but one ought 
to keep in mind that such promises were made 
before, that the emphasis in the current five 
year plan will now shift to consumers’ goods.

There is evidently some hope that the 
comer has been turned on the Soviet econ
omy’s most troublesome sector, i.e., agricul
ture. The policy of increased material incen
tives to the peasants is to be continued and 
strengthened. In 1975, the average remuner
ation of the collective farm’s peasant is to be 
about two-thirds that of the industrial worker, 
and presumably his earnings from his private 
plot should bring him up to parity with the 
city dweller.

The need for a greater stress on consum
ers’ goods, for an improvement in their qual
ity, was heard in practically every dignitary’s 
speech. With all the qualifications men
tioned above, and keeping in mind official

warnings that a change in the international 
situation may affect the picture, the fact re
mains that the leadership is committed more 
than ever before to improving the standard 
of living and the quality of goods and ser
vices. On paper at least, and for the first 
time, the annual increase in the output of 
consumer goods is to outstrip that of pro
ducer goods. Special family allowances are 
to be introduced for low income families. 
Collective farm families are to be encouraged 
to expand their private plots slightly and to 
build private family houses, something which 
was often discouraged or prohibited in the 
past.

What if the regime cannot deliver on its 
pledges? Or what if a series of bad harvests 
again play havoc with Soviet agriculture as 
they did in the early I960’s? The recent 
example of Poland suggests that such a situa
tion might trigger an internal crisis and lead 
to a change in the highest leadership. The 
U.S.S.R., needless to say. is not Poland; its 
rulers are much more firmly seated in the 
saddle; the machinery of repression is much 
stronger and would probably not allow an 
eruption of workers’ revolts such as occurred 
in Poland in December, 1970. But in their 
cautious frame of mind, the Soviet leaders 
most likely consider the Polish events a warn
ing.

With regard to the social problems bedevil
ing the country, the delegates again observed 
restraint and discretion. Little mention was 
made, as compared with 1966, of troubles 
with dissent in literature and the arts. Prac
tically no reference was made to the Jewish 
problem at home. The nationality problem, 
potentially the most dangerous, was men
tioned only obliquely through references to 
the “unbreakable union” of the nations of 

(C ontinued on page 242)
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“Assuming no sudden, sizable defense expenditures and the ability  
o f the consum er lobby to keep  the “m etal eaters” in check, a m odest but 
real im provem ent in the Soviet p eop le ’s m aterial w ellbeing may be  
expected  in the course o f the next five years.”

Soviet Man in the Ninth Plan
By J an  S. P rybyla

Professor of Economics, The Pennsylvania State University

HOSE ASPECTS OF THE LATEST Soviet
long-term plan which are likely to af
fect the Soviet citizens’ standard of 

living in the years to come are of considerable 
interest. The Ninth Plan was made public 
on February 4, 1971, in the form of draft di
rectives, 30 months after these were scheduled 
to appear, and was approved by the party’s 
24th Congress (itself a year overdue) in 
March-April, 1971. The plan covers the 
years 1971-1975.

“The main task of the Five-Year Plan,” say 
the directives, “is to ensure a considerable up
swing in the material and cultural standards 
of the people. . . ,’!1 This has been the main 
task of all previous long-term plans, but it has 
not always materialized.

In  order to make headway in the stated 
direction, a number of steps will have to be 
taken in defiance of powerful lobbies and en
trenched habits.

First and most important, the economy will 1

1 Directives of the 24th Congress of the CPSU 
for the Five-Year Economic Development Plan of 
the USSR for 1971-1975 (henceforth referred to 
as Directives), in: Reprints from the Soviet Press 
(RSP ), Vol. XII, Nos., 6-7, (April 2, 1971), p. 10. 
The other key documents are: Report of the 
CPSU Central Committee to the 24th Congress 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union de
livered by Leonid Brezhnev (March 30, 1971), in: 
RSP yol. XII, Nos, 9-10 (May 14 1971), and 
Directives of the 24th Congress of the CPSU for 
the Five-Year Economic Development Plan of the 
USSR for 1971-1975: A Report by Alexei Kosygin 
(April 6, 1971), in: RSP, Vol. XII, Nos., 11-12 
(June 11, 1971). (Henceforth referred to as 
Brezhnev Report and Kosygin Report respectively.)

have to produce more and better consumer 
goods and services, and to distribute them 
more efficiently and equitably than it has 
done, so that personal consumption levels can 
be raised. At the same time, it may be 
thought desirable to improve communal con
sumption (for example, the availability and 
quality of medical care, schooling and so on).

Second, the rate of growth of consumer 
goods output has to be stepped up relative to 
the rate of growth of producers’ goods out
put. At its peak (1960) the share of con
sumer goods in total industrial output was 
only 27.5 per cent.

Third, the money incomes of citizens must 
be raised; the gap between urban and rural 
incomes must be narrowed; and the prices of 
consumer goods and services must remain 
relatively stable. The first and third steps 
complement each other: an increase in money 
incomes will not mean much if either the 
prices of consumer goods rise significantly, or 
if prices are kept stable but the goods are not 
there in quantifies and qualities needed to 
satisfy the demand for them. (This has been 
the normal situation in the Soviet Union for 
years. In all but Marxist-Leninist societies it 
goes by the name of suppressed inflation.)

Finally, given the tight overall labor supply 
situation in the country (a fact which does 
not rule out pockets of frictional, seasonal, 
regional and technological unemployment), 
the success of the drive to raise living stan
dards will hinge on significant increases in
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labor productivity. This, in turn, brings up 
the question of methods of economic manage
ment which, however, cannot be discussed 
within the limits of this article.

CONSUMER GOODS SUPPLY
In terms of quantity, the plan proposes to 

increase the output of clothing, footwear and 
other consumer goods (light industry prod
ucts) by 35 to 40 per cent. Production of 
food, meat, milk, and fish is to rise by 33 to 35 
per cent. The output of articles of everyday 
use and household appliances (consumer dur
ables) will rise by 80 per cent. Commodity 
sales are to climb by 42 per cent, and the 
volume of paid services by 47 per cent.

These percentages boggle the mind, but the 
following comments may be of help. Take 
textiles as an example. The target for 1975 
is 10.5 to 11.0 billion square meters. This 
compares with former Premier Nikita Khrush
chev’s target for 1970 of 13.6 billion square 
meters, and his projection for 1980 (presumed 
entry into full communism) of 20 to 22 billion 
square meters. In other words, the target set 
for the Eighth Plan (1966-1970) will not be 
reached in 1975 (the end of the Ninth Plan), 
by which time the population will have been 
larger by several millions. Or consider con
sumer services: their volume is to be doubled 
by 1975 (and trebled in the countryside).

However, the base from which the jump is

2 Keith Bush, “Consumption in 1971-75,” Radio 
Liberty Dispatch (RLD ), (February 19, 1971), de
rived from Planovoye khozyaistvo, No. 4 (1970), p. 
67, and Narkhoz (the Soviet statistical yearbook) 
for 1967, p. 11. At the end of 1970, for every 
1,000 Soviet families, 70 had a radio-phonograph 
or radio, 50 had a television set, and 52 a washing 
machine and a sewing machine. One out of two 
urban families owned a refrigerator. Pravda 
(June 6, 1971), p. 4.

3 Pravda (May 6, 1971), p. 3. In Leningrad 
in 1970, almost 2 million rubles’ worth of school 
uniforms produced in the city went unsold. The 
local clothing mills’ association suggested that in 
1971 the production of the unwanted school uni
forms be cut by 100,000 units. However, this sug
gestion was “not backed” by the Russian Republic 
Ministry of Light Industry, and so in 1971 there 
was no cut in production. Pravda (May 21, 
1971), p. 2. At the official exchange rate 1 ruble 
= $1.10. Given the comparatively high Soviet state 
retail prices for many consumer items, this ex
change rate does not enable anyone to make sense 
of the purchasing powers of the two currencies in 
a comparative sense. The black market rate for 
the dollar is said to be 2-1 rubles.

to be made is very modest. In 1970, the per 
capita value of consumer services in the 
U.S.S.R. was about 17 rubles, equivalent to 
eight shampoos and sets. In the countryside 
it was 1.70 rubles, enough for four haircuts.2 
Moreover, there are many years to go before 
the end of the plan is reached. In the past, 
revisions of plan targets have frequently been 
made in response to changing conditions (e.g., 
national emergencies). These factors must 
be kept in mind when evaluating the proposed 
increases in the supply of consumer goods and 
services. But one should not, because of that, 
dismiss the plan as a fraud. The projected 
increases appear to be more realistic than they 
were in the past, especially under the volatile 
Khrushchev. Taking the plan as a whole, 
die projected rates of growth of most indices 
are below those actually attained during the 
preceecing (Eighth) plan. At the end of the 
Ninth Plan (barring sudden rises in defense 
outlays) the Soviet consumer will be better off 
than he has ever been before; but he will still 
have a long way to go before he reaches per
sonal consumption levels comparable to those 
now in existence in a number of East Euro
pean countries, while West European con
sumption standards will remain out of reach.

All this, of course, says nothing about the 
quality of consumer goods and services or 
about their distribution. Quality, assortment 
and distribution problems have dogged the 
Soviet economy for decades and, given the 
renewed bureaucratic zeal with which they 
are being tackled, no real improvement may 
be expected in the next five years. For ex
ample, instead of handling consumer demand 
studies in ways suggested by the aborted re
form of 1966-1968, the leaders in Moscow 
have set up an All-Union Research Institute 
for the Study of the Population’s Demand for 
Consumer Goods and the Conditions of 
Trade, without any executive powers. The 
Institute has so far completed over 200 re
search projects but, as they say in informed 
circles, “industry does not react.”3 The re
searchers found, for example, that “the assort
ment of washing machines is clearly out of 
step with demand” ; yet inventories of unsold 
washing machines continue to pile up. The
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reasons for the unsatisfactory quality of con
sumer goods and services in the Soviet Union 
are too complex to discuss fairly in the limited 
space here, but in a general way they are 
traceable to problems inherent in the Soviet 
administrative system of central planning and 
to incentive problems at the enterprise level.

One is tempted to speculate on the com
parative rates of growth in consumer goods 
output and in consumer expectations. It is 
reasonable to suppose that beyond a certain 
point there comes into being an accelerator 
effect on consumer expectations, and that this 
effect works not just in the direction of quan
tity, but on the need for better quality, ready 
availability and assortment. The expecta
tions accelerator has also a political dimen
sion: frustrated, it explodes in, say, Gdansk 
riots, Prague reforms, or Novocherkassk 
strikes. In Russia, the brake on the rate at 
which consumer expectations rise is made up 
of two parts citizen patience (acquired over 
the centuries) and one part state censorship 
on the demonstration effect filtering in from 
abroad. Nowadays both are showing signs of 
wear. Assuming these speculations to be sub
stantially correct, the planners will have to 
jog much harder just to stand still in the esti
mation of Soviet consumers.

The Ninth Plan proposes to extend and im
prove a number of communally consumed 
services, especially to complete the introduc
tion of universal secondary education, to train 
about nine million specialists, including ex
perts in the fields of science and technology, 
to give attention to vocational and technical 
training, to modernize curricula, to bring 
closer the standards of rural medical services 
to those in the towns, and to bring the num
ber of hospital beds up to 3 million units.

Much excitement has been caused among 
Western commentators by the announcement 
that in the course of the plan the output of 
consumer goods is to grow faster than the out
put of producer goods. Together with the 
continuing stress on agriculture, this repre- *

* Keith Bush, RLD (April 8, 1971). Brezhnev 
Report informs us that today “as much as 42 per 
cent of [the output of the defense industry! is used 
for civilian purposes.” (p. 54.) This includes 
pots and pans. Izvestia (May 22, 1971), p. 1.

sents an important departure from Stalinist 
and post-Stalin priorities; in fact, this is the 
first such departure since the beginning of 
forced industrialization in the late 1920’s. 
From 1971 through 1975, the gross output of 
industries A (broadly producer goods) is to 
grow by 41-45 per cent (it rose by 50 per cent 
during the previous five-year period), while 
the output of industries B (broadly consumer 
goods) is to grow by 44-48 per cent (it rose 
by 49 per cent during 1966-1970). This ap
parent change in the structure of Soviet in
dustrial production is interesting, but hardly 
enough to cause such a stir in the West.

First, the growth rates projected for group 
B industries are only slightly higher than those 
planned for group A. In fact, should B 
group’s output actually grow at the lower pro
jected rate (44 per cent) while A group’s out
put actually increases at the higher rate pro
jected for it (45 per cent), nothing will have 
happened to change the old structure of pro
duction. Second, group B in 1970 contrib
uted only 26.2 per cent of total industrial out
put, so that even with the maximum projected 
rate of output of group B, at the end of the 
plan producer goods will still vastly exceed 
consumer goods in the total volume of indus
trial output (73.3 per cent, compared with 
73.8 per cent in 1970—a structural change of 
0.5 per cent in five years).

Third, there is much talk about the con
tribution to consumer goods production pres
ently being made and to be made in the 
future by heavy industry. In fact, the dis
crepancy between the projected increase of 
44-48 per cent for B group’s output and the 
lower rates of increase scheduled for the light 
and food industries must in part be explained 
by the expected stepped-up contribution of 
heavy industry to the consumer durables 
(television sets, refrigerators, automobiles, 
washing machines and so on). During the 
plan, heavy industrial capacity devoted to the 
manufacture of consumer durables Is to rise 
by 50 per cent. (It was 11.5 per cent of total 
heavy industry capacity in 1968; 40 per cent 
in the United States).4 Fourth, the plan is 
reticent about the precise distribution of in
vestment resources among industries. What
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is known is that light industry is scheduled to 
receive 8.7 billion rubles, or nearly twice as 
much as in the Eighth Plan, and that almost 
14 billion rubles are to be allotted to the food, 
meat, dairy and fishing industries. These are 
generous increases. However, as Party Chair
man Leonid Brezhnev reminded his listeners 
at the 24th Congress:

this [change in relative growth rates] does not 
invalidate our general policy oriented on the 
accelerated development of the production of 
means of production. . . .5

Average earnings of workers and employees 
in the public (state) sector are scheduled to 
rise by between 20 and 22 per cent during the 
plan period (as compared with a 26 per cent 
rise during 1966-1970 and a 20 per cent rise 
during 1961-1965). Average earnings of 
collective farmers are to be increased by 30- 
35 per cent (compared with a 42 per cent in
crease during 1966-1970). Together with 
cash payments out of social consumption 
funds (social security, welfare benefits) the 
population’s cash incomes are expected to in
crease by 40 per cent in the course of the plan. 
Per capita real incomes in the economy as a 
whole are scheduled to rise by about 30 per 
cent (compared with 32 per cent in 1966- 
1970, and 20 per cent in 1961-1965). More 
significantly, these measures will narrow the 
gap between urban and rural (especially col
lective farm) living standards. The true ef
fect will, however, depend on the degree to 
which the consumer goods industries fulfill 
the quantitative and qualitative targets as
signed to them, and on the ability of the trade 
network to distribute the goods. These are 
big problems in the Soviet system. In addi
tion, state retail* prices will have to be kept 
relatively stable. (The plan proposes to en
sure the stability of state retail prices for con
sumer goods and effect price reductions for 
some types of products as stocks accumu
late.)6 But, as we have seen, to keep state 
retail prices frozen is in itself not enough: the

5 Brezhnev Report, p. 53.
6 Ibid., pp. 61-62.
7 Labor productivity in industry during the plan 

is to rise by 36-40 per cent, with 87-90 per cent 
of the total increment of production obtained from 
this source. Directives, p. 17.

goods have to be there in the right quantities, 
qualities and assortments.

One provision of the plan deserves special 
mention in connection with the proposed in
creases in incomes. During Stalin’s rule, 
forced savings were regularly extracted from 
the citizens by means of compulsory state 
bond issues. By 1957, the national debt un
der this heading was 26 billion rubles. In 
1952, compulsory bond purchases represented 
5.4 per cent of the average wages and salaries 
in the non-agricultural social sector. In 1958, 
the practice of bonding people without their 
consent was stopped. The government prom
ised that this way of mopping up inflation 
would not be resumed in the future. The 
bond holders were also informed that as of 
1958 no further interest would be paid on the 
outstanding bonds, and that the principal 
would be repaid between 1977 and 1997. 
The plan, in the best style of chancellors of 
the exchequer at election time, brings forward 
the initial repayment date to 1974. How
ever, the interest forfeiture clause still stands, 
if only by implication.

LABOR PRODUCTIVITY

The impression one gains from reading the 
plan is that its fulfillment is made contingent 
on sharp increases in the productivity of labor. 
Thus, the emphasis is on intensive rather than 
extensive methods of production; the applica
tion of technical and managerial science to 
the productive process is to bring about this 
effect. In 1971 alone, growth in labor pro
ductivity is expected to account for 87 per 
cent of the increase in industrial output (91 
per cent of the increase in construction work, 
and 100 per cent of the projected increase in 
railway freight shipments).7 In 1971, too, 
the scheduled rise in agricultural output is to 
be achieved with a concurrent decrease of 
about one quarter of a million people em
ployed in agriculture.

The emphasis on labor productivity gains 
is understandable in view of the increasingly 
tight labor supply situation in the Soviet 
Union. In part, the labor shortage is demo
graphic. Since 1961, the U.S.S.R. has exper
ienced a continual decline in the absolute
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number of births. In 1969, live births were 
only 77 per cent of the 1960 figure.8 In part 
the labor supply problem is institutional. 
Many subsidiary operations in industry—even 
more so in collective agriculture—are still 
highly labor-intensive. The agricultural sec
tor employs about one-third of the total Soviet 
work force; it is among the most highly sub
sidized in the world; and with all that, it pro
duces relatively poor quality products at high 
prices. The existing planning and manage
rial systems in industry encourage the hoard
ing by managers of unreported labor resources 
as a precaution against sudden and unpredict
able changes in targets and input supplies. 
Everybody knows about it, and there is much 
talk about “releasing hidden reserves.” But 
the reserves remain hidden and the one re
form (1966-1968) which conceivably could 
have released them is for the present in limbo.

WELFARE MEASURES
Visual impressions gained by the more en

terprising Western travelers in the Soviet 
Union are obliquely confirmed by the welfare 
provisions of the Ninth Plan. The U.S.S.R. 
has a poverty problem, only it is not called 
that in the literature. The term is “under
provisioning” {maloobespechennost) , and the 
plan proposes to eliminate the reality behind 
the euphemism. Most of the measures are 
designed to alleviate the problem among the 
lower-paid workeis and office employees in 
the public (state) sector of the economy and 
among public sector retirees. The attack is 
to be three-pronged: an increase in the legal 
minimum wage, a reduction in unskilled 
manual labor through extensive mechaniza
tion and automation (which implies equip
ping with higher skills those whose jobs disap
pear), and the introduction of an improve
ment in welfare benefits.

8 V. Guseinov and V. Korchagin, “Questions of 
Labor Resources,” Voprosy ekonomiki, No. 2 
(February, 1971), pp. 45-51.

9 There have been three increases in the mini
mum public sector wage since 1957. Khrushchev 
had promised to introduce a minimum wage of 50- 
60 rubles per month by 1965.

10 See Keith Bush, RLD, June 25, 1970, and 
March 30, 1971.

11 Ibid., (June 25, 1970).
12 Kosygin Report, pp. 65-66.

Since January 1, 1968, the minimum wage 
paid to workers and office employees in the 
public sector has been 60 rubles per month.9 
The Soviets have never said outright how 
many people were earning that (or less) be
fore 1968, but indirect evidence points to 
about 10 million workers, out of an industrial 
labor force of some 30 million at the end of 
1967. In the whole public economy, the pro
portion of workers on the minimum wage is 
certainly more than one-third of the labor 
force.10 11 In 1965, the Moscow Scientific Re
search Institute on Labor estimated that the 
consumer budget which would permit a fam
ily of four (husband, wife, boy of 13, girl of 
7 or 8) to live in conditions of “minimum 
material wellbeing,” would have had to be 
206 rubles per month, that is, 51.5 rubles per 
head (in 1965 prices). Assuming that most 
of those who at that time earned 60 rubles or 
less per month were married with dependent 
children, it is reasonable to conclude that a 
substantial number of Soviet workers and em
ployees lived below the poverty line.11 Surely 
some relief was gained from the cultivation of 
small private family plots; nonetheless, the 
situation was far from satisfactory.

The plan proposes to raise the minimum 
wage to 70 rubles per month by 1975, to abol
ish the income tax on monthly earnings below 
70 rubles, and to reduce the tax on monthly 
earnings of less than 90 rubles. (At present, 
the tax is 2.85 rubles on a gross monthly wage 
of 70 rubles, unless the wage-earner has four 
or more dependents, when the tax is 2 rubles.) 
Khruschev’s promise to do away with the in
come tax altogether by October, 1965, is no 
longer mentioned. The process of raising 
minimum wages was to begin in 1971 (for 
railway workers and employees), and was to 
be completed in 1974-1975. From President 
Aleksei Kosygin’s report on the plan, it would 
appear that the greater number of those 
affected will benefit from the measure only 
in the last two years of the plan.12

To maintain incentive wage differentials, 
the increase in minimum wages is to be ac
companied by upward adjustments in wage 
rates for middle-bracket workers and em
ployees. The average gross monthly income
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of workers and employees in the public sector, 
which was 122 rubles in 1970, is to climb to 
146-149 rubles by 1975.

All these measures taken together are said 
to affect some 90 million working people. As 
of September 1, 1972, it is proposed to raise 
the salaries of schoolteachers and medical per
sonnel simultaneously throughout the country 
by an average of about 20 per cent, and wages 
of teachers in preschool institutions by a “still 
higher” percentage. As of that date, too, the 
scholarship grants of students in higher educa
tional institutions are to be raised by an aver
age of 25 per cent, and those of technical 
school students by an average of 50 per cent. 
Zonal wage differentials in the far north and 
equivalent areas are to be hiked to attract 
labor into these regions.

Since 1965, most collective farms (kol- 
khozy) have introduced guaranteed wages to 
their members for work actually done, the 
rates of pay for the jobs being based on state 
farm (sovkhoz) rates for equivalent work. 
Although the parity was not perfect, the dif
ference between sovkhoz and kolkhoz pay for 
comparable skills and labor inputs was small.13 
By the end of 1970, almost 95 per cent of So
viet collective farms were run on the guaran
teed monthly wage system, and the old Stalin
ist work-day (trudoden) method of remun
eration (which made the farmer a residual 
claimant on the farm’s net income) had vir
tually disappeared. Since 1965, money wage 
payments have become the first charge on the 
income of the fann after direct production ex
penditures (e.g., amortization, seed fund, 
feed, fertilizer, fuel, repairs), but before pay
ment of taxes, deductions for fixed and work
ing capital, and cultural expenditures. In- 
kind payments to collective farmers have also 
become a priority charge on farm income. 
They are made after replenishment of the 
seed fund and after fulfillment of the state 
procurement quotas, but before deductions 
for livestock feed and reserve funds.

13 One reason for the continuing difference be
tween kolkhoz and sovkhoz members’ earnings for 
equivalent skills and labor input is that the average 
number of work-days per year put in by collective 
farmers is below that put in by state farm workers.

14 See Izvestia (May 26, 1971), p. 3.

Although the plan only proposes to increase 
the minimum wage of public sector workers 
and employees (i.e., not that of collective 
fanners), it is clear that the differential be
tween the average earnings of urban workers 
and employees, on the one hand, and collec
tive farmers, on the other, will be further re
duced in the period 1971-1975. In 1970, 
the guaranteed remuneration to collective 
farmers was 42 per cent above 1965; during 
1971-1975 the average earnings of collective 
farmers are scheduled tc rise by 30-35 per 
cent, while the average earnings of workers 
and employees in the public sector are 
planned to rise by 20-22 per cent.

This narrowing of the earnings gap between 
the city and collective agriculture may not by 
itself be enough to induce young technicians 
to move into rural areas where their skills are 
sorely needed but where the social amenities 
of employment and the availability and va
riety of consumer goods are well below those 
found in the cities.14

RETAINING THE DISPLACED
Low-paid, unskilled, manual jobs are to be 

gradually eliminated by mechanization and 
automation. This is a tall order in the pres
ent dual condition of the Soviet economy, 
where mechanization and automation are 
uneven and unintegrated. But it may be 
presumed that progress in that direction will 
be made over the next five years. If this hap
pens, the question arises: what do you do 
with all those charming ladies who today sell 
kvas on the sidewalks, sweep the streets, re
pair the roads, and climb up and down lad
ders on construction sites? Since there is no 
unemployment compensation in the Soviet 
Union (unemployment was decreed ended by 
Stalin in the 1930’s and has not been recog
nized since) and, moreover, since joblessness 
is frowned on socially and legally as a mani
festation of “hooligan parasitism,” what does 
one do with, say, 10 million people whose 
means of livelihood is supplanted by ma
chines?

The answer, of course, is that one teaches 
them to perform skilled jobs, some of which, 
no doubt, the new machines create. This is
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easier said than done. One of the reasons 
why the workers offered low skills to begin 
with was presumably the real difficulty of 
teaching them higher skills. The Soviet 
Union is just not equipped right now for such 
a massive rehabilitation effort, and the plan 
does not spell out how the authorities intend 
to go about it.

At a level somewhat above the minimum 
wage, the solution may be a little easier. It 
has been tried at the Shchekino Chemical 
Combine where, according to reports, the 
volume of output rose 90 per cent in 30 
months while the number of workers fell by 
1,000. One Soviet source says that “the 
overwhelming majority of those freed re
mained at work [in the combine], but in new 
capacities.”15 But there were surely some 
who were fired. Pravda (October 1, 1968) 
admitted that “considerable problems arose 
from the relocation of labor. . . . Not every 
redundant worker could be transferred to 
another, new position.”

Before February 27, 1970, the only ma
chinery available to handle the problem 
consisted of (a) consultation between the em
ployer and the plant trade union representa
tive about alternative employment—this con
sultation taking place before dismissal, and 
(b) the rather patchy services provided by a 
network of placement offices under the State 
Committe for the Utilization of Labor Re
sources. (There exist also de facto employ
ment exchanges run by various state organs, 
including municipal governments.) Retrain
ing was, and apparently remains, the respon
sibility of the employing enterprise before 
termination of employment.

A Resolution of the U.S.S.R. Council of 
Ministers dated February 27, 1970, added a

16 Sovietskaia Eitoniia (September 18, 1968). 
Out of 700 workers released during the first year 
of operation, 170 were engineers and technicians. 
The total workforce of the combine has not been 
revealed.

™ 7 W  (April 3, 1968).
it In 1970, the total amount of housing space 

(a concept more generous than that of living 
space) rose, according to official reports, to 11 
square meters per urban resident. Almost all new 
housing space ia recent years, according to the 
same report, has been used for single family occu
pancy, while in 1957 only 30 per cent was so used. 
Pravda (June 6, 1971), p. 2.

few sorely needed facilities: thus, “for per
sonnel released as a result of improvement in 
the administrative aparatus, average earnings 
and uninterrupted work records” were thence
forth to be maintained for a period not ex
ceeding three months, while the affected per
sonnel were being retrained in production 
occupations. Before this decree, severance 
pay covered only two weeks’ pay, while the 
average time spent in finding a new job was 
about one month.16 “When released per
sonnel are transferred to other parts of the 
country, state and Party agencies are in
structed [by the Resolution] to grant them 
and their families housing space and priority 
accommodation in preschool institutions.” 
New apartment construction during the plan 
is to reach 565-575 million square meters of 
housing space (this is not the same as actual 
living space) compared with 518 million 
square meters added during the Eighth Plan 
(1966-1970), and new schools for 8.1 million 
pupils are to be built. The number of places 
in preschool institutions is to rise by 2.5 mil
lion. All this will help, but it is not commen
surate with the size of the problem created 
by the backlog in housing space (in 1970 
urban per capita “living space” in the 
U.S.S.R. was 7.2 square meters, that is, 1.8 
square meters below the minimum sanitary 
norm laid down in 1922), and by the plan’s 
stated intent to machine the unskilled out of 
their menial jobs (some 600,000 workers in 
the construction industry alone, by 1972).17 
The apparent decision to continue and ex
tend the Shchekino experiment will add to 
the problem.

Sooner or later, the Soviets will have to 
come to terms with the reality of frictional, 
technological and regional unemployment in 
a dynamic economy, and to take steps which 
will lessen the painful impact of moderniza
tion on the Soviet Union’s less privileged 
citizens.

The most striking innovation is the intro
duction of a family allowance for those fami
lies (collective farmers included) whose ag
gregate per capita income does not exceed 
50 rubles per month. The main beneficiaries 
are likely to be families with only one wage-
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earner (the average Soviet family has 1.6 
wage-earners). Two important caveats 
should be noted: (i) the allowance will be in
troduced only in 1974, and (ii) the per capita 
income is “aggregate,” i.e., it includes “all 
types of income” (sovokupny dokhod). Un
fortunately for many potential beneficiaries 
who could easily use a supplement to their 
monthly earnings, the notion of sovokupny 
dokhod (which might conceivably include 
estimated sums for paid vacations, subsidized 
housing, transfer payments, construction of 
schools, hospitals, and other facilities, as well 
as cash and in-kind income from private plots 
and livestock holdings) will tend to put most 
of them outside the provisions of the new 
allowance.

Soviet workers are entitled to various wel
fare benefits, including old age and disability 
pensions, compensation for sickness, preg
nancy and childbirth, funeral benefits, pen
sions for survivors and war invalids’ pensions. 
They are also entitled to free medical treat
ment and care, paid vacations and primary 
and secondary education. The plan promises 
to improve and extend the system of old age 
and disability pensions, raise the pensions of 
servicemen’s families and workers who have 
lost their breadwinner, and increase the pen
sions of war invalids by an average of 33 per 
cent. Paid leaves of absence to attend sick 
children are to be lengthened, the allowances 
being equal to those paid for temporary dis
ability. Paid leaves with full earnings for 
pregnancy and childbirth will be established 
for all working women, regardless of length 
of service. Allowances for meals in hospitals 
and in urban vocation schools are to be raised.

Perhaps the most interesting aspect of the 
measures is the attempt to bring the collec
tive farmers nearer to urban workers and em
ployees with respect to old age and disability 
pensions. Collective farmers were included 
in the state’s welfare scheme for the first time 
in 1964, but until 1971 the procedures for 
calculating their old age and disability bene
fits were more restrictive than those applying 
to public sector workers and employees (espe
cially with regard to length of service and 
qualifying age), and the rates of pensions

applicable to collective farmers were sub
stantially lower than those applying to public 
sector workers and employees. In this, as in 
other respects, there is to be further con
vergence (shlizhene) between the two groups 
of citizens during the next five years. In fact, 
it would be legitimate to infer from the many 
measures taken since 1964 to narrow the gap 
between urban and collective farm conditions 
that the kolkhozy v/ill eventually cease to exist 
as a peculiar institution in everything but 
name.

The minimum old age pension for public 
sector workers and employees has been, since 
July 1, 1971, 45 rubles per month, and the 
maximum remains at 120 rubles per month, 
as before. The minimum old age pension for 
collective fanners has been, since the same 
date, 20 rubles a month, with a maximum of 
120 rubles. (Until 1969, the minimum old 
age pension for a collective farmer with one 
dependent was only 12 rubles a month.) 
Minimum pensions for families of collective 
farmers who have lost their breadwinner 
have been raised as of July 1, 1971, to 30 
rubles per month (where three or more fam
ily members are unable to work), to 20 rubles 
per month (where two are unable to work), 
and to 16 rubles per month (where one is 
unable to work). At the same time (July 1, 
1971), the procedures used for calculating 
old age pensions established for public sector 
personnel in 1956 have been extended to col
lective farmers. The collective farmers’ dis
ability pensions have also been raised in 
1971. They now range from 16 rubles to 35 
rubles per month for work injury or occupa
tional disease, and from 20 to 30 rubles a 
month for general disease.

(Continued on page 242)
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"As persuasive as the argum ents fo r  continued collective control may 
b e , . . .  the evidence points to a personal pow er struggle . . .  and to the grad
ual em ergence o f  Brezhnev in first p lace.”

Collective or Personal Rule 
in the U. S. S. R. ?

B y  D a v id  T .  C a t t e l l

Professor of Political Science, University of California at Los Angeles

I
s t h e  p o w e r  strug gle  for a successor to 
Nikita Khrushchev in the last act? Is 
the doctrine of collective rule about to 

be filed away again? Is Party Secretary 
Leonid Brezhnev emerging as the new per
sonal ruler of the Soviet empire? Collective 
rule by an oligarchy of Soviet leaders has 
lasted six years, much longer than usual. Or 
has the situation changed in spite of Brezh
nev and is oligarchy becoming institutional
ized? Is it now accepted that the complex 
Soviet society and economy cannot be suc
cessfully run according to the whims of 
one man? Did Khrushchev’s “hare-brained 
schemes” show the folly and dangers of per
sonal rule?

Beginning with Brezhnev, the contenders 
for power are 64 years or older. The only 
young contender, Aleksander Shelepin, who 
is 52, seems to have been effectively removed 
from the struggle. What kind of long term 
stability can an old leader provide? As per
suasive as the arguments for continued collec
tive rule may be, however, the evidence points 
to a personal power struggle (although at a 
less dramatic pace than previously) and to 
the gradual emergence of Brezhnev in first

1 Khrushchev Remembers was published in the 
West, and a dispute immediately arose as to its 
authenticity. Khrushchev issued a statement deny
ing he had sent any memoirs abroad for publica
tion (Pravda and Izvestia, November 17, 1970). 
Most authorities feel that the memoirs are at least 
partially authentic but have probably been cut and 
tampered with by the K.G.B.

2 See also the article by Adam Ulam in this issue.

place. The recently published Khrushchev 
memoirs, genuine or contrived by the K.G.B., 
revealed little that was new but again em
phasized how personal intrigues dominate the 
life of the Soviet court.1

As in a Byzantine court, the scheming of 
the last couple of years in the Kremlin has 
been hidden as much as possible from the 
public eye. During the last year even the 
second echelon of the hierarchy, represented 
by the Central Committee of the party, is 
being kept out of the contest. After the em
barrassing uncertainties during the December, 
1969, and July, 1970, plenums of the Central 
Committee, when the lack of unanimity in 
the Politbureau became the subject of debate, 
the more recent meetings of the Central Com
mittee have been curtailed to a few hours 
duration. The 24th Congress, delayed until 
the end of March and early April, 1971, 
was also carefully planned as a model of con
trol and unanimity.1 2

The evidence of Brezhnev’s bid for per
sonal rule has been the rise of his cult of per
sonality, his predominant power in the party 
and the party’s growing ascendency over the 
bureaucracy. Brezhnev began by assuming 
the title of General Secretary rather than 
First Secretary of the Party in 1966. He 
packed the Party Secretariat with his sup
porters and tried to raise the Secretariat to 
a position coequal with the Politbureau. 
Thus, following in the steps of his predeces
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sors, he has tried to gain control of the party 
as the key jxditical institution. At the same 
time, Brezhnev’s name is openly being pushed 
to the forefront in every way by his followers. 
The publication of his collected speeches and 
articles in August, 1970, was greeted with a 
fanfare in all the leading journals and news
papers. At celebrations such as the fiftieth 
anniversaries of the Azerbaijan and Ar
menian Republics and at the various con
gresses and plenums of the Communist part
ies throughout the Soviet empire, Brezhnev’s 
speeches are given great prominence, broad
cast and published nationwide.

Thus, in the last two years, Brezhnev has 
managed to launch himself publicly as the 
primary leader, not just the first among equals 
in the Politbureau. But despite a two-year 
campaign, the evidence would indicate that 
his bid within the Politbureau has not yet 
succeeded; he still does not have absolute 
control; and he has yet to try to purge his 
opponents from that body. The confusion in 
announcing a postponement of the Party 
Congress during the July, 1970, Plenum of 
the Central Committee just a few' days after 
Brezhnev had promised that the Congress 
would meet in 1970, and the long delay until 
February, 1971, in publishing the goals of the 
ninth five year plan (1971-1975) seem to 
indicate continued disagreement at the top 
level. There is nothing radical in the nature 
of the targets or the organization of the new 
five year plan to explain why it was an
nounced many months late.

It is also clear that Brezhnev has not been 
able to pack the party cadres with his own 
men, at least until the meeting of the 24th 
Party Congress. Surveying the shifts of im
portant party secretaries at the republic and 
provincial level during the last year, it appears 
that in Kazakhstan, which has been in dis
pute, Brezhnev’s position has been strength
ened but not completely secured. He also 
seems to have lost out in Leningrad, long a 
crucial and vital party center. Furthermore, 
his position in the second largest republic, the 
Ukraine, seems in doubt. His shutting off 
of the Central Committee from the debates 
and giving it only formal power may be a

further indication that his control is not yet 
secure. The advances he made at the 24th 
Party Congress by adding his supporters to 
the Central Committee and Politbureau and 
advancing the control of the party over the 
government apparatus has still to show its 
effect. A tentative appraisal suggests that he 
may still be just short of his goal.

The composition and structure of the 
opposing factions in the Politbureau and their 
support in the second echelons of the party 
and government are not clear. The leaders 
of the opposition appear to be President 
Nikolai Podgorny and Mikhail Suslov. It 
has been rumored that Premier Aleksei Ko
sygin would like to retire from politics. There 
is also some evidence that the opposition may 
fluctuate, depending on the issue, and may 
be able to prevent Brezhnev from acting on 
his own on certain issues.

Although personal rivalry dominates the 
power struggle and will determine the out
come, some policy and ideological issues also 
seem to be in dispute. It is not always clear 
which faction supports which position, but 
knowing this relationship is perhaps not so 
important as understanding the nature of 
the issues and the range of differences, since 
positions taken by leaders during the power 
struggle are purely tactical. Regardless of 
which faction they head or support, none of 
the old men in the Politbureau has shown 
any desire to stray far from traditional policies 
and all, at least at the moment, agree to re
sist a return of a powerful secret police.

AREAS OF DISAGREEMENT

Four major areas of disagreement have 
come to the surface: (1) Should the party 
play an increasing role in the control and 
direction of the economy and society? As 
traditionally conceived, the party is supposed 
to issue overall directives to all parts of 
Soviet life and to check on their fulfilment, 
but it is not intended to administer directly 
either the economy or government. Its only 
direct administrative task is in the area of 
political indoctrination. For tactical reasons 
of power and out of fear of the growing gov
ernment and economic hierarchy, Brezhnev,
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like Stalin and Khrushchev before him, is 
pushing for direct party interference in all 
affairs. Obviously Podgorny, Kosygin and 
others not predominantly associated with the 
party apparatus are resisting this. For the 
moment, Brezhnev seems to have made sig
nificant gains by upgrading the technical 
qualifications of the party cadres and expand
ing the party rules.

(2) Will the transition to communism 
bring about a fundamental shift in the social 
structure in the direction of an “all people’s 
state” as advocated by Khrushchev? The 
implications of this issue could be radical 
indeed and, in fact, the intellectual under
ground in the Soviet Union favors going as 
far in the direction of a real democracy as 
an “all people’s state” would suggest. But as 
a force in numbers or influence the under
ground is too weak to affect the debate, except 
adversely, i.e., those who oppose any restruc
turing of society point to the demands of the 
underground and the experience in Czecho
slovakia in 1968 as the horrible example. 
Within the party “establishment” the debate 
is very much more restricted. Most of the 
debate is theoretical, but it does affect the 
practical issues of expanded mass organiza
tions, limited autonomy for economic enter
prises and greater stress on local government. 
On the theoretical level, against the more con
servative party journals, the party newspaper, 
Pravda, apparently led by Podgorny in the 
Politbureau, supports the immediate intro
duction of some Communist-type features in 
the system. On the practical issues, at least, 
Brezhnev seems to be the arbitrator, although 
his compromises seem to have favored the 
conservative side. The mass public organs 
stressed by Khruchchev are still given lip ser
vice, but have significandy declined in prac
tice. There has also been a conscious effort 
to increase the power and resources of local 
governments as purveyors to the masses. But 
the great economic reform beginning in 1965, 
which among other things was to advance the 
autonomy of enterprises, has been sabotaged 
by die bureaucracy, and the economy is in
creasingly run by decrees from Moscow. 
Even the idea of a new consdtution seems to

have been shelved indefinitely, despite the 
appointment of a new constitutional com
mission after Khrushchev’s ouster in De
cember, 1966.

(3) Should the traditional emphasis on 
capital development and defense be shifted 
in favor of consumer-oriented production? 
This is an old issue, the current debate for 
which began in the power struggle after 
Stalin’s death. In the last few years, neither 
side has won more than modest advances. In 
spite of the rhetoric about the great con
sumer advances to be expected in the ninth 
five year plan, a careful study of the goals 
and cautious pledges indicates that only a 
minor shift in favor of the consumer can be 
expected. Furthermore, if previous practice 
is any indication, these promises will be sacri
ficed to meet any crisis.

(4) Closely associated with increasing con
sumer production is the question as to how 
the population can be mobilized to strengthen 
its active support of the system and improve 
labor discipline. On the one hand, the sup
porters of greater consumer output argue that 
the primary answer is material incentives. 
On the other hand, the conservatives, who 
seem to include Brezhnev, argue for indoc
trination, increased discipline of the popula
tion and perhaps even greater repression. The 
conservative position has tended to dominate 
over the last two or three years. With the 
strong emphasis on law and order, the police 
and legal system has been brought back under 
tight central control. In September, 1970, 
the Ministry of Justice (abolished by Khrush
chev in 1956) was restored.

The legal and extra-legal campaign against 
deviant intellectuals and artists continues to 
mount. While the sterility of Soviet writing 
and literary criticism is deplored (Pravda, 
June 15, 1971), ideological control is tight
ened. All liberals have been removed as 
editors, and only a few moderates keep the 
literary scene from being completely domi
nated by the rigidly orthodox. Even after 
Alexander Solzhenitsyn’s removal from the 
writers’ union, he has continued to be the 
focus of bitter attack, although he is rarely 
mentioned by name. The press did, how
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ever, confine itself to short denunciations in 
December, 1970, when Solzhenitsyn received 
the Nobel Peace Prize (Pravda, December 
17). The writers’ congress in June-July, 
1971, was without debate and was dominated 
by the ideologues condemning the deviants 
and praising guidance by the party. In a 
new campaign, the regime has extended its 
criticism to scientific institutes for their 
ideological laxness, and the party has been 
ordered to tighten its surveillance of their 
activities.

Next to ideological laxness, the regime 
seems to regard alcoholism as a major cause 
of poor labor discipline and hooliganism. 
The press is full of editorials on the subject 
and suggestions on ways to curb it. In prac
tice, however, the regime has moved cau
tiously, reducing slightly the availability of 
vodka and increasing the social and legal 
pressure against alcoholics.

Other facets of the crusade for better labor 
discipline include condemnation of the 
chicanery and illegal methods used by many 
parents and students to get students into 
institutes of higher learning. In contrast, the 
propaganda stresses, the true Soviet man loves 
all kinds of work, including technical and 
manual labor. Looking to the future, the 
campaign deplores the decline of the Soviet 
birthrate and presses for an increase in the 
size of urban families. This issue is likely to 
become increasingly important. Finally, as 
part of the program of developing discipline 
and in order to please the military, the re
gime has placed new emphasis on military 
training as part of the curriculum at all 
levels of schooling.

For all the disagreement and seriousness 
of the issues, the solutions proposed by fac
tions in the Kremlin amount to nothing more 
than tinkering with the organizational struc
ture. The Kremlin has avoided real reforms, 
such as a flexible pricing system to make the 
incentive system work or increased rents for 
housing to provide the income necessary for 
improving domestic services and better quality

3 On November 4, 1970, Sakharov and two other 
physicists announced the formation of a Human 
Rights Committee.

housing. At the beginning of 1965 the eco
nomic reforms seemed to indicate a small 
step toward fundamental reform, but they 
have been effectively sabotaged. No serious 
efforts have been made since.

It is not surprising that the clianges which 
have been made by the collective leadership 
have often been minor and vacillating. The 
need to compromise does not make for clear, 
decisive policies. This is perhaps the major 
argument being used for a return to personal 
rule. The Communist leadership has a deep 
fear of indecisiveness. Certainly a resolution 
of the power struggle could resolve the di
vision of resources among consumer goods, 
capital development and defense. However, 
an analysis of some of the wavering and un
settled policies suggests causes other than a 
divided leadership. Take, for example, the 
policy of curtailing dissent while refraining 
from using all the police powers of the state. 
While many opposition intellectuals have been 
condemned to work camps and insane 
asylums, other well known dissenters like 
Solzhenitsyn, the musician Mstislov Rostrop
ovich, the biologist Zhores A. Medvedev and 
the physicist and academician Andrei 
Sakharov have thus far escaped.3 The under
ground press (samizdat) also continues to 
flourish and regularly publishes a newsletter 
(The Chronicle). There is also the ambiv
alent treatment of Jews: persecuting and dis
criminating against them for their alleged 
support of international Zionism, and yet 
backing down in response to international 
pressure by commuting the death sentences 
of Jewish hijackers and allowing more and 
more Jews to emigrate to Israel.

The dilemma presented by these policies 
seems not to arise from the power struggle 
alone. In each case, the basis for not using 
maximum force seems to come from fear that 
the mobilization of such authority could only 
be effected by expanding the role of the 
secret police and might give rise to a new 
reign of terror. From the underground there 
is already evidence that the K.G.B. has been 
expanding its files.

The campaign for greater labor discipline 
without drastically increasing the penalties
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for violating discipline also illustrates the 
timidity of the regime. In this case, there 
is not only the danger of encouraging the 
secret police, but the fear of a mass reaction. 
The lesson of the widespread riots of the 
Polish workers in December, 1970, against 
unpopular restrictions and price increases 
has undoubtedly been taken to heart.

Hesitation in solving the needs for educa
tional reform and the pusillanimous attitude 
toward allowing industrial managers and 
scientists more autonomy point up still an
other dilemma. It is widely recognized that 
managers need to make more decisions as 
production becomes mere complex and that 
the Soviet Union needs a broader, more crea
tive educational system in place of the rote, 
narrowly technical training of today. But 
logic seems to give way to fear—based on 
experience in East Europe-—that any relaxa
tion of strict controls and any encouragement 
of individual creativity may get out of control 
and be dangerous.

Finally, there is one set of vacillating poli
cies which cannot easily be explained by the 
fears of the leadership or their differences. 
In the past five years, two organizational 
changes at the lowest level of the party have 
been suggested. First, it was proposed (and 
seemingly accepted) several years ago that 
the system of political agitators directed by 
the party be turned into a system of politin- 
formators. Traditionally, agitators were re
cruited as much as possible from the masses 
and through seminars and handbooks were 
trained to inform, mobilize and report on a 
small group of fellow workers. But with the 
higher level of education of the masses it was 
felt that they needed poEtical informants with 
more comprehensive training. The new 
politinformators, as a result, are more care
fully trained and generally specialize in one 
area of politics. They work together in teams 
with a much larger group of citizens.

The second reform, cf more recent origin, 
proposed that the bureau elected by the 
members to head the primary organization 
of the party be enlarged from 9-15 members 
to as many as 50, depending on the size of 
the primary organization. Both reforms were

apparently being implemented, but in the last 
two years there have been growing signs of 
disagreement and even of retreat. If Brezh
nev is in complete control of the party appa
ratus, why this uncertainty? Is it because of 
Brezhnev’s own indecision, the resistance of 
the lower echelons of the party, or opposition 
by Brezhnev’s rivals, who still are able to 
exercise some influence in the party?

Vacillation is usually a symptom of weak
ness, but in the short run the indecisiveness 
and the hesitancy to change characteristic of 
current Soviet internal policies may not be 
signs of weakness. The cautiousness of the 
Kremlin leadership must be analyzed against 
the background of the continued growth of 
the Soviet economy. Except for an occasional 
bad crop year as in 1969, overall production 
has grown at a respectable, if not a spectacu
lar rate; real wages and living standards 
have continued their slow advance; and the 
defense of the country has not been sacri
ficed. There are no signs of real mass dis
content and the last two good years of harvest 
should help ease food supplies again. The 
intellectual dissidents are only an annoyance.

Thus wariness about change during a 
stable, prosperous period is not sufficient 
evidence that the system cannot respond to 
a real threat. In fact, a serious threat from 
any quarter might resolve most of the dif
ferences, doubts and even tire competition for 
personal leadership in the Kremlin. As long 
as the system of central authority is still intact 
the road to quick mobilization is available to 
meet a crisis. But in the long run, resistance 
to change and uncertainty could bring weak
ness. And short of a crisis, reforms are not 
likely under the present leaders, individually 
or collectively, and will have to wait for a 
new generation of leaders.

David T. Cattell is acting director of the In
ternational Securities Studies Project at 
U.C.L.A. A frequent visitor to East Europe 
and the Soviet Union, Mr. Cattell was an 
exchange professor at the University of Lenin
grad in 1962. His most recent book is 
Leningrad: A Case Study of Soviet Urban 
Government (New York: Praeger, 1968).
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Soviet Statement on Disarmament
On Ju n e 11, 1971, the Soviet Communist party’s General Secretary, 

L eon id  Brezhnev, spoke to an election m eeting  in Moscow about Soviet 
foreign policy. Excerpts from  his rem arks about disarmament fo llow :

The struggle for disarmament is a difficult mat
ter. Here, just as in many other problems of 
foreign policy, one comes up against the stubborn 
resistance of the imperialist forces. Nevertheless, 
we regard the proposals put forward by the 24th 
Congress of the C.P.S.U. not as propaganda slogans 
but as slogans of action.

A positive outcome [of the Soviet-American 
strategic arms limitation talks] would answer, in 
our opinion, the interests of the peoples of both 
countries.

The decisive factor for the success of these 
talks is strict observance of the principle of equal 
security for both sides, renunciation of attempts to 
secure any unilateral advantages at the expense of 
the other side. It is to be hoped, therefore, that 
the United States administration will also take a 
constructive stand.

[The desirability of] the principle of equal se
curity is recognized in words by Washington, too. 
Actually, however, the American side simply can
not make itself carry [this principle] into life con
sistently. In the United States for example, hue 
and cry are raised time and again about the Soviet 
defense programs—particularly on the eve of adopt
ing a new military budget in Washington.

The measures we take to strengthen our defenses 
are depicted at the same time as something well 
nigh treachery, a direct threat to the success of 
the talks.

But on what grounds, we are entitled to ask, has 
Washington to expect from us renunciation of the 
already adopted programs when the United States 
administration itself, during the period of the talks, 
has taken several very big decisions on building up 
its strategic forces?

It is high time to discard this double yardstick, 
double standard, in appraising one's own actions 
and the actions of the other side.

And this applies not only to missiles. The 
United States propaganda machinery has launched 
a wide campaign concerning the Soviet navy. 
Washington, you see, sees a threat in that our war
ships appear in the Mediterranean, the Indian 
Ocean, and other seas.

But at the same time, United States politicians 
consider it normal and natural for their Sixth 
Fleet to be constantly present in the Mediterranean, 
hard by the side of the Soviet Union, as it were, 
and for the Seventh Fleet to be stationed off the 
coasts of China and Indochina.

We have never thought and do not think now 
that it is an ideal situation when the navies of 
great powers are sailing for a long time at the 
other end of the world, away from their native 
coasts. We are ready to solve this problem, but 
to make an equal bargain, as they say.

The Soviet Union is ready to discuss any pro
posals on the basis of such principles. We, for 
our part, advanced a series of initiatives at the 
[24th Party] Congress—for banning all types of 
weapons of mass destruction, for curtailing the mili
tary budgets of states, for full termination of nu
clear weapons tests.

We also proposed to convene a conference of 
five nuclear powers—the Soviet Union, the Chinese 
People’s Republic, the United States, Britain and 
France.

We are awaiting a reply to these proposals. The 
world public is also waiting for it.

[The Soviet proposal to reduce armed forces and 
armaments in Europe] is a big and independent 
question. The practical results on the way to its 
solution would be of great importance for a detente 
and lasting peace on the European continent. We 
may note with satisfaction that the Soviet Union’s 
view on this question has met with certain interest 
in most of the Western countries. The recent 
NATO session in Lisbon also had to take up this 
question

However wc have not yet received a clear an
swer. We are repeatedly asked whether our pro
posal involves only foreign armed forces or covers 
"-he national armed forces as well? We would like 
to reply thus: we are prepared to discuss both the 
one and the other. On our part we reiterate once 
again that wc are ready to give this important com
plex of questions due attention. It goes without 
saying that we shall act in close contact with our 
allies.
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M O S C O W  A N D  T H E  M ISSILE 
R A C E

(iContinued from  page 221)

memory of Vietnam and the growing pres
sure of domestic social priorities will increas
ingly circumscribe the United States’ future 
willingness (or ability) to maintain encum
bering international commitments. Thus it 
is altogether possible that the combination of 
American preoccupation with problems at 
home and a world free of any imminent dan
ger of nuclear war will offer the Soviets signi
ficant new inroads through which to expand 
their influence and presence. Indeed, post- 
Khrushchev improvements in Soviet naval 
and conventional theater-force capabilities 
and Moscow’s increasing political-military 
involvement in the Middle East both suggest 
that the Soviet Union has already come to 
discover many of the advantages to be gained 
from its recent accession to full-fledged super
power status.23

23 For further commentary, see Thomas W. 
Wolfe, The Soviet Quest for More Globally Mobile 
Military Power (The RAND Corporation, RM- 
5554-PR, December 1967).

S O V IE T  M A N  IN  T H E  N I N T H  
P L A N

(C ontinued from  page 234)

The Ninth Plan’s provisions to ensure 
higher standards of living for Soviet citizens 
appear to be realistic. However, numerous 
institutional obstacles will have to be over
come if intentions are to be translated into 
effective action. The effort to bring the col
lective farmers into the Soviet community 
on a footing comparable to that enjoyed by 
state sector workers and employees is to be 
continued. Assuming no sudden, sizable de
fense expenditures and the ability of the con
sumer lobby to keep the “metal eaters” in 
check, a modest but real improvement in the 
Soviet people’s material wellbeing may be 
expected in the course of the next five years. 
This does not mean, however, that by 1975 
the Soviet Union will turn the comer, so to 
speak, and become a consumer society.

The Ninth Plan is consumer-oriented in a 
discreet, puritanical way; it most certainly is 
not a Magna Charta of consumerism. Per
sonal consumption will probably suffer, as it 
has in the past, from shoddy quality and 
erratic deliveries, given the plan’s renewed 
flirtation with bureaucratic remedies for eco
nomic problems. The reform spirit of the 
late 1960’s is dead, and administrative, direc
tive planning from the center once again rides 
high. Soviet society will retain its swaddling 
character; there is nothing much wrong with 
that provided the swaddling does not stifle 
personal initiative at the grassroots.18 One 
cannot, alas, escape the impression that the 
bureaucrats will see to it that any manifesta
tion of centrally unapproved economic pa
triotism is promptly and thoroughly extin
guished.

18 “State discipline at all links of the national 
economy shall be consolidated in every way.” Di
rectives, p. 75. “Discipline shall be strengthened 
and every industrial and office worker shall bear 
greater responsibility for his own work.” Ibid., 
p. 47.

T H E  T W E N T Y -F O U R T H  P A R T Y  
C O N G R E S S

(C ontinued from  page 226) 
the U.S.S.R. The elevation to full member
ship in the Politburo of yet another Ukrain
ian and of a Central Asian is also a way of 
acknowledging the potential seriousness of 
the nationality problem in the U.S.S.R., 
where the majority of the population is for 
the first time of non-Great Russian national
ity1 and where other nations, especially the 
Turkic ones, are reproducing at a much faster 
rate than the Russians.

The regime obviously does not propose to 
embark on any campaign of liberalization 
such as was intermittently attempted by 
Khrushchev. It is convinced that its course 
since 1965 has been correct: i.e., to discour
age excessive discussion about the bad old 
times (Stalin), to repress what it considers 
undesirable new currents in literature and

1 The latest Soviet census puts the Great Russians 
at 53 per cent of the population, but it is the 
general feeling of demographers that this is a 
weighted figure and that the true figure is under 
50 per cent.
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the arts but at the same time to do so with
out lapsing into extreme repression and in
timidation it la Stalin. The present ruling 
group is old; the Politburo’s average age must 
be about 60, and the newcomers to the high
est party councils are people who have been 
around in high bureaucratic positions for 
years. Their motto seems to be “don’t trust 
men under fifty” and one of the youngest and 
most energetic members of the Politburo, 
Alexander Shelepin, was dropped in standing 
in the list of its members as read to the Con
gress (die listing as given in die press on die 
other hand followed Leonid Brezhnev’s name 
in alphabetical order). Judging from the 
speeches, one cannot see Brezhnev’s position 
as comparable to Khrushchev’s at the height 
of his power (1957-1962) not to mention 
Stalin’s. Some speakers were more fulsome 
in their praises of the Secretary General than 
others, but an important due is found in the 
fact that a few Politburo members did not 
speak at the Congress at all and thus took no 
ostentatious part in endorsing policies laid 
down by Brezhnev.

As usual, the effect which the leadership 
tries to promote is one of monolithic unity, 
but one suspects that this is not the case and 
that on a number of issues (China, how far 
to favor a consumer economy, how vigorously 
to repress intellectual dissent) there are con
siderable differences of opinion. The cur
rent leadership team is a fairly closed oli
garchy, and the four top leaders (Leonid 
Brezhnev, Aleksei Kosygin, Nikolai Podgomy, 
Mikhail Suslov) are at or above the age of 
retirement for American businessmen and 
professors. Hence some vigorous jockeying 
for position must be going on both in and at 
the level just below the Politburo. One 
ought to be ready, therefore, for some changes 
in the leadership fairly soon, certainly within 
the next two or three years.

In brief, the 24th Congress reflected the 
caution and conservatism of the present lead
ership; a measure of confidence about the 
economic problems at home; serious appre
hension about dilemmas in world commu
nism; and considerable hope that, as in the 
recent past, the errors and disarray of the

capitalist world would provide the best propa
ganda for communism at home and abroad.

S O V IE T  T U T E L A G E  IN  
E A S T  E U R O P E

(■C o n tin u ed  fro m  page 209)

to seek “revenge,” that conventional warfare 
in Europe is barely if at all conceivable, that 
the ideological foundations of Soviet-East 
European relations have long been compro
mised already—if these assumptions are 
valid, then Soviet policy in East Europe is 
based on confusing if not flimsy assumptions. 
Put simply, the Soviet Union is holding on to 
East Europe because it is accustomed to 
doing so and because neither the West nor 
China is interested as yet in backing East 
Europe vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. With
out profound outside support, East Europe 
—divided into relatively weak nation-states— 
is incapable of obtaining more leeway from 
its powerful neighbor.

The future of Soviet-East European rela
tions thus depends on the future of Germany 
and of Peking-Moscow and Peking-Washing- 
ton developments. The international sys
tem is entering a new phase of great power 
maneuverings, the outcome of which will 
have considerable bearing on whether or not 
the Soviet Union will be compelled to re
define the meaning and significance of its 
interests in East Europe.

S IN O -S O V IE T  R E L A T IO N S
(C ontinued from  page 214)

over Transylvania). Even worse, East Ger
many might try to advance her interests 
against West Germany, an attempt which 
could match the United States against the 
Soviet Union.

In the near future, the Soviet Union is 
also unlikely to give up any territory it 
seized from East Europe because of the So
viet estimate of its buffer value even in the 
nuclear age, although this could change with 
any Soviet reexamination of East Europe’s 
worth if a limited war in Europe appears 
unlikely or infeasible. But the Soviet Union’s
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refusal to surrender its East European lands 
is equally unlikely for political reasons. If 
the Soviets should return any East European 
territory they have occupied since the war, 
they would unravel their position in the east 
by giving China a concrete excuse to renew 
her claims against the Soviet Union. The 
Soviets are thus locked in on both the east 
and west against any territorial concessions 
either to their Communist neighbors or others, 
such as Japan’s claim to the Northern Is
lands. Lastly, the Soviets are unlikely to 
loosen whatever political control they still 
exercise in East Europe voluntarily since any 
additional freedom to develop East Europe’s 
own road to socialism would encourage others 
to resist Soviet influence and would specifi
cally encourage China further to challenge 
the Soviets. In effect, Soviet concessions to 
East Europe might be interpreted as indicat
ing that the Soviet Union was bowing out of 
the running for leadership of the Communist 
world, something it may yet be forced to do 
under pressure of uncontrollable nationalism 
in East Europe and elsewhere. The Soviets 
are still good Marxists in the sense that they 
have demonstrated on many occasions the 
validity of a Marxist postulation that no rul
ing class gives up its power voluntarily.

Consequently, in view of China’s challenge 
in the east, the cost of current inertia and 
maintaining the status quo in East Europe is 
less than the cost of initiating a dynamic So
viet policy in East Europe; by making con
cessions and initiating change, the Soviets 
would generate uncertainties they are unwill
ing to face. Therefore the Soviets face a 
paradox: they have less and less to gain from 
overwhelmingly dominating East Europe and 
yet their resistance to changing the status quo 
in East Europe is increased by the negative 
imperatives of the Sino-Soviet dispute.

In a word, Soviet resistance to change in 
East Europe is, in large measure, a reflection 
of the Sino-Soviet dispute. And as the dis
pute has deepened, it has led the Soviets to 
the current dual-track policy in Europe. 
Thus the Soviet Union deals with West Ger
many in a conciliatory manner, as a way of 
disarming the threat in the West and of

forestalling Sino-German collusion; at the 
same time it deals harshly with East Europe 
(as reflected in the 1968 Czech invasion) in 
order to secure the Soviet buffer zone in the 
west while facing a hostile China in the east. 
The current conciliator)' policy toward West 
Germany is an updated variant of the tradi
tional Soviet solution of a two-front threat. 
Before World War II the Soviet Union, 
fighting the Japanese in the east, signed a 
non-aggression pact with Nazi Germany in 
1939. Then, after defeating the Japanese 
(and in order to ready themselves to meet 
the Hitler attack in June, 1541), the Soviets 
signed a neutrality pact with Japan earlier 
that year.

In sum, the Soviet political position vis-a- 
vis China today is in many ways weaker than 
it was earlier, given the new flexibility dis
played by China towards the United States, 
East Europe and others. At the earlier 
stages of this new policy, the Soviets were 
driven to consider the use of force against 
China to compensate for their eroding po
litical position, much as they were forced to 
consider (and actually used force) in the 
Czech case in 1968 despite the political costs 
they incurred as a result of the invasion.

In the Chinese case, Soviet thinking on us
ing military force to make up for political 
weakness was reflected in the Soviet trial 
balloons in the summer of 1969, designed to 
elicit Western reaction tc the possible Soviet 
use of force against China. This seemed a 
credible possibility at the time, given the So
viet armed action against Czechoslovakia only 
a year earlier. Indeed it may have moti
vated the Chinese to initiate and speed up 
the current flexibility in their foreign policy.

However, in 1969, the Soviets restrained 
themselves from using force and opted in
stead for the political and diplomatic ap
proach of dealing with West Germany and 
the United States on issues such as SALT 
and Berlin in order to mitiga-e the challenges 
on other flanks and to prevent the “collusion” 
of these rivals with China. The Soviets have 
tried, unsuccessfully so far, to engage Japan 
in a similar context. The unanswered key 
question for the Soviet leadership is compli
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cated. Let us suppose that no satisfactory 
modus vivendi is worked out with the United 
States, Germany or Japan, and that the So
viets are confronted by growing Chinese nu
clear missile capabilities which reduce the So
viet military margin and put the Soviet 
population and military centers under the 
nuclear gun. Suppose further that this is 
accompanied by active challenges on the 
Sino-Soviet border and successful Chinese 
diplomacy of “encircling” the Soviet Union, 
including widening the “Second Front” in 
Europe. Then would the Soviets feel com
pelled to employ their one, still clear advan
tage in strategic military capabilities? Such 
a question apparently was on the Soviet policy 
agenda in 1969 and it could come up again. 
It was not acted on in 1969, with some of the 
Soviet military having grave reservations 
about any lightly taken decision on the “ad
venturist” use of force against the Chinese. 
But it might not be voted down if the Chin
ese doggedly pursue their challenge in the 
far more grim politico-military context de
scribed above.

For the Soviets may then perceive the 
threat from China to be greater than it 
might be in fact, at least as it might appear 
to outside observers. (It should be recalled 
that no outside observers believed that the 
“spring” developments of 1968 in Czecho
slovakia called for Soviet use of force; yet the 
Soviet perceptions of danger to Soviet inter
ests were obviously far different, as the Czechs 
learned to their sorrow.) The extreme So
viet perception (but one not so extreme as to 
be ruled out) of a possible need ultimately to 
deal with China by force is what has made 
China the number one problem in Soviet 
foreign policy today.

S O V IE T  -A M E R IC A N  R E L A T IO N S
(Continued from  page 197)

A modest entry in the Middle East oil industry 
and visits of Soviet naval units to the Indian 
Ocean and the Persian Gulf attest to it 
further.

THE FAR EAST
At the center of the Asian equation is

China, a great power by virtue of her size and 
her nuclear capability. And next to China is 
Japan, possessing economic strength which 
makes her potentially a great power indeed. 
In the days when Japan was a ward of the 
United States and China was a junior ally 
of the U.S.S.R., the theory of the bipolar 
world bore some relation to the realities of 
power politics in Asia. Now the Soviet Union 
and China wage their own cold war. Most 
important, they face each other in armed 
hostility along the longest land frontier in 
the world.

In this situation, it is noteworthy that the 
Soviet Union’s detente policy in Europe 
helped it to concentrate massive military 
forces on the Chinese border, to compel China 
to negotiate on frontier disputes under threat 
of war (as it did in 1969), and to keep that 
pressure on indefinitely. China, for her 
part, could not feel secure when she faced 
military threats from the Russians in the 
north and from the Americans in the south; 
thus, when it was clear to Peking that the 
Americans were leaving Vietnam, the United 
States became eligible as a counterweight to 
the enemy in the north and to a resurgent 
Japan. It was also true that the United 
States would be in a far more favorable posi
tion in dealing with either of the other points 
of the triangle if it were in normal contact, 
able to negotiate and find common interests, 
with the other. The American decision to 
accept Communist China as a reality of in
ternational life was overdue. The announce
ment of the President’s visit was an extra 
flourish which gave added emphasis to the 
new shape of an old game called balance of 
power.

In other parts of Asia, American and 
Soviet policies are in conflict but not in the 
old sense of a two-sided cold war. The 
Soviet Union would like to see a weakening 
of the United States’ ties with Japan, but 
Japan is no third-world vacuum. The So
viets have had little leverage either in the 
economic deals they have offered or in the 
activities of the Japanese Communist party.

In Vietnam, the United States and the 
U.S.S.R. have fueled opposite sides of the
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war, but it is instructive that in the past few 
years the United States has found itself 
appealing for Moscow’s help in persuading 
Hanoi to give acceptable terms for with
drawal. Moscow did not have that kind of 
influence in Hanoi, and what influence the 
Soviet leadership had it wished to expend for 
itself in its rivalry with China. It was also 
useful to have the war drag on to drain 
American attention and resources from other 
places and to feed the fires of isolationism. 
And the United States, which in seeking a 
way out of Vietnam has been concerned with 
many factors, may have been least concerned 
over advantages for the Soviet Union.

Again, in South Asia, the pattern has been 
shifting. Since the India-Pakistan war of 
1965 the Soviet Union and the United States 
have had nearly parallel policies, trying to 
keep some standing with both sides and to 
discourage a renewal of the war. But China 
is also in the picture as a friend of Pakistan 
and as a potential enemy of India. The 
United States chose not to undertake large- 
scale arming of India, and the Soviet Union 
became the major supplier, gaining corre
spondingly in influence. When the crisis over 
East Pakistan burst into violence in the spring 
of 1971, these trends were intensified. China 
expressed her support of the Pakistan govern
ment. The United States lost influence in 
India because it refused to condemn Pakistan 
and cut off aid. The Soviet Union sacrificed 
its position in Pakistan in order to seize the 
opportunity to become the principal patron 
and supporter of India, a position made for
mal and projected for 20 years by a treaty 
signed on August 9, 1971.

THE UNCERTAIN FUTURE
Was this step, coming soon after the Soviet- 

Egyptian 15-year treaty of May 27, the sign 
of a new Soviet approach? It called to mind 
an earlier Soviet proposal for a collective 
security system of Asian states including the 
U.S.S.R. and presumably aimed against 
China and the United States.8

8 Hemen Ray, “Soviet Diplomacy in Asia,” Prob
lems of Communism, March/April, 1970, pp. 
46-49.

Great uncertainties exist in both countries 
regarding the future of their relations. The 
United States has not found a substitute for 
its 20-year policy of containing Soviet power. 
The Nixon administration’s “doctrine” and 
the various changes it has made are a part 
of the search for a new policy. In the Soviet 
Union, the leadership is also burdened by the 
past and groping toward tire future.

Both sides now appear to accept the general 
proposition that war on the grand scale is not 
a rational proposition. Both know that the 
use of force on a lesser scale cannot be ruled 
out. They also know they have a common 
interest in keeping violence within safe 
bounds, but they have not had the statesman
ship to find sure ways of doing so.

The Soviet Union, despite the security in
herent in its strength, is capable of violent 
action. It is troubled by the old nightmare of 
encirclement, now in a new capitalist-Com- 
munist form. Within the “world socialist 
system,” so central to its view of the future, 
its former unchallenged dominance has been 
beset by sectarians of the right (Yugoslavia) 
and of the left (China). A military move 
against either, with all its dangers to world 
peace, cannot be excluded. The new Soviet 
role of global power may bring involvements 
which come to be seen as vital interests, a 
situation combining inflexibility with a high 
risk of war. Nor is it impossible that the 
United States, if it sees itself being pushed by 
the Soviets out of areas deemed of vital im
portance, will resort to force on the ground of 
“better now than later.”

Working in the other direction is the 
tendency in both countries to see their direct 
confrontation as receding from the central 
place in their respective foreign policies. 
China and Japan and perhaps a united West 
Europe are coming on the stage as major 
actors. Countries of the third world have 
proved to be beyond control by outside 
powers, or not worth fighting about. Finally, 
with the passage of time the problems change. 
The difficulty is that the Soviet Union and 
the United States, being largely self-contained 
and parochial societies, may be the last to 
recognize the change.



THE MONTH IN REVIEW

A C U R R E N T  H IS T O R Y  chronology covering the most im portant 
events o f August, 1971, to provide a day-by-day summary o f world affairs.

INTERNATIONAL 
Berlin Crisis
Aug. 23—The ambassadors of the U.S., 

Britain, France and the U.S.S.R. reach 
agreement on the text of a draft treaty on 
the future of West Berlin; die treaty must 
be approved by the 4 governments. It is 
reported that the agreement includes pro
visions regulating access to West Berlin 
and periodic visits by Wes- Berliners to 
East Berlin and East Germany.

Council for Mutual Economic 
Assistance (Comecon)
Aug. 7—The Comecon plan for greater eco

nomic integration of East Europe, adopted 
10 days ago, is published by the member 
states.

Disarmament
Aug. 3—The 7th session in the talks on the 

limitation of strategic arms (SALT) is held 
by U.S. and Soviet delegations in Helsinki.

Aug. 5—The U.S. and the Soviet Union pre
sent the text of a draft treaty to ban bio
logical weapons to a 25-nation Disarma
ment Conference meeting in Geneva.

European Economic Community 
(Common Market)
Aug. 24—Speaking to a special council ses

sion of the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade, Rolf Dahrendorf, the leading 
trade official of the Common Market, con
demns U.S. President Richard Nixon’s 
imposition of a 10 per cent import surtax; 
he warns that the E.E.G. may exercise its 
right, under the Gatt rules, to claim repa
rations for any trading damages.

Federation of Arab Republics
(See also Jordan; Syria)

Aug. 18—The heads of state of Syria, Libya 
and the U.A.R., meeting in Damascus to 
approve a constitution for the Federation 
of Arab Republics, discuss the crisis in 
Jordan.

Aug. 20—The 3 Arab heads of state sign the 
constitution of the new federation, which 
they say is committed to Arab socialism 
and the liberation of Arab territory cap
tured by Israel.

Middle East Crisis
(See also Jordan; Syria)

Aug. 5—Joseph J. Sisco, the U.S. Assistant 
Secretary of State for Near Eastern and 
South Asian Affairs, concludes a week of 
discussions with Israeli leaders on the re
opening of the Suez Canal.

Aug. 9—A Lebanese Army spokesman re
ports that Israeli forces drove 4 miles into 
Lebanon today and attacked Palestinian 
guerrilla bases.

Aug. 13—U.S. State Department spokesman 
Robert J. McCloskey says that the depart
ment has called on Israel and the U.A.R. 
to avoid any action, including the setting 
of deadlines, which might threaten the 
cease-fire which has prevailed along the 
Suez Canal for the past year.

Monetary Crisis
(See also Israel; U.S., Economy)

Aug. 13—Central banks in Europe and Ja
pan are forced to buy substantial amounts 
of U.S. dollars to maintain the U.S. dollar 
at its official minimum rate in their respec
tive countries. The West German mark, the

247
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Canadian dollar and the Dutch guilder, 
which are “floating” in international mar
kets, all increase in value in relation to the 
U.S. dollar.

Aug. 17—As a result of U.S. President 
Richard Nixon’s suspension of the U.S. 
pledge to convert foreign dollar holdings 
into gold, all foreign exchange markets, 
with the exception of that of Japan, close; 
gold trading in the free market is sus
pended except in Hong Kong, where the 
price rises from $44.33 an ounce to $45.51.

Aug. 23—Volume is light as European foreign 
exchange markets reopen; the U.S. dollar 
depreciates slightly in relation to European 
currencies. In Japan, authorities remain 
firm in their decision not to revalue the 
yen; the Bank of Japan maintains the 
official rate of 360 yen to the U.S. dollar.

Aug. 27—Japanese Finance Minister Mikio 
Mizuta announces that the yen will be 
allowed to float within unspecified limits 
in relation to the U.S. dollar.

Aug. 31—In relation to the U.S. dollar the 
British pound sterling drops from its August 
27 value of $2.4535 to $2.4690 on the 
London foreign exchange. In Tokyo, the 
yen drops to 339 to the U.S. dollar from the 
old par value of 360.

North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO)

(See also Malta)

Aug. 20—In Brussels, NATO headquarters 
announce that the Mediterranean naval 
headquarters will be moved from Malta to 
Naples.

South Pacific Forum
Aug. 7—A communique is issued at the con

clusion of a 3-day meeting of representa
tives of Australia and New Zealand and the 
heads of government of independent Fiji, 
Western Samoa, Tonga and Nauru, and 
the self-governing Cook Islands. The es
tablishment of the forum, a permanent 
organization which will convene annually, 
is announced.

United Nations
Aug. 3—At a meeting in Geneva of the 

United Nations Committee on the Peaceful 
Uses of the Seabed, John R. Stevenson, a 
U.S. State Department legal expert, pro
poses that the breadth of coastal territorial 
waters be extended to 12 miles.

Aug. 9—U.S. Secretary of State William 
Rogers and LhN. Secretary General U 
Thant confer on ways to aid destitute East 
Pakistanis. Rogers presents a check for 
$1 million in U.S. aid to Thant for such 
work in East Pakistan.

W ar in Indochina
Aug. 1—The U.S. command announces that 

it is pulling back 7 more army units, cutting 
U.S. troop strength in Vietnam by 2,990.

Aug. 14— The South Vietnamese command 
reports that yesterday, for the 2d day, 
enemy forces shelled 8 South Vietnamese 
positions just south of the demilitarized 
zone of Vietnam; U.S. B-52 bombers con
ducted attacks on suspected North Viet
namese positions in the area.

Aug. 16—At a news conference in New York 
during a 19-day visit to the U.S., Sisowath 
Sirik Matak, the Acting Premier of Cam
bodia, says that his government will ask 
South Vietnam to withdraw its forces from 
Cambodia by June, 1972.

Aug. 17—A spokesman for the U.S. command 
acknowledges that U.S. B-52’s have been 
conducting raids over the southern half of 
the DMZ “over a period of the last several 
months.”

Aug. 18—The Prime Ministers of Australia 
and New Zealand announce that their 
combat forces will be withdrawn from 
South Vietnam in the next few months. 
Australia has about 6,000 troops in Viet
nam, and New Zealand has about 264 men.

Aug. 19—1The U.S. command reports that a 
task force of the Seventh Fleet in the Gulf 
of Tonkin has been striking North Viet
namese positions in the southern half of 
the DMZ for the past 6 days.

South Vietnamese troops, supported by
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U.S. B-52’s, battle enemy forces near the 
DMZ.

Aug. 25—Following an alert yesterday by the 
U.S. command which warned of high 
enemy activity in the next few days, enemy 
forces shell allied installations in Vietnam.

Aug. 30—A South Vietnamese spokesman re
ports 51 enemy attacks during the 24-hour 
period preceding yesterday’s election of a 
new lower house for the South Vietnamese 
legislature. The attacks were aimed pri
marily at military targets in the northern 
provinces.

AUSTRALIA
(See Inti, War in Indochina)

BAHREIN
Aug. 14—Sheik Isa bin Sulman al-Khalifa, 

the ruler of Bahrein, issues a decree de
claring his country to be independent and 
sovereign; the declaration nullifies a series 
of treaties with Britain beginning in 1820.

BOLIVIA
Aug. 19—The government of President Juan 

Jose Torres Gonzales, a leftist, declares a 
state of revolutionary emergency after an 
anti-government demonstration resulted in 
fighting.

Aug. 20—Rightist army rebels declare Gen
eral Hugo Banzer Suarez to be President of 
Bolivia; fighting continues. Bands of 
armed workers, students, miners and peas
ants support Torres. Radio stations con
trolled by the rebels say that military 
commanders of 6 of Bolivia’s 9 provinces 
are supporting the rebels.

Aug. 22—Heavy fighting ends after Torres 
and his supporters flee; Colonel Hugo 
Banzer Suarez, principal organizer of the 
revolution, assumes the presidency in ac
cord with a decision by the military high 
command.

Aug. 23—Leftist students, holdouts against 
the new government, are bombarded by 
army and air force units at the University 
of San Andres; 8 persons are killed.

Aug. 26—Torres and 31 other Bolivians who

had sought asylum in the Peruvian Embassy- 
fly to Peru.

CAMBODIA
(See Inti, War in Indochina; U.S., Foreign

Policy)

CHAD
Aug. 27—According to a radio broadcast 

from Fort-Lamy, an attempted coup 
against the government of President 
Francois Tombalbaye has failed; Foreign 
Minister Baba Hassane announces that 
Chad has severed diplomatic relations with 
Libya, which is accused of conspiracy in 
the plot.

CHILE
(See also Colombia)

Aug. 16—Cuban Foreign Minister Raul Roa, 
accompanied by a military delegation, 
arrives for a 1-week official visit.

Aug. 30—Workers seize 2 companies; a U.S. 
company is a major stockholder in 1 of the 
companies. Socialist labor leaders threaten 
to seize the telephone company, 70 per cent 
of which is owned by the International 
Telephone and Telegraph Company of the 
U.S.

CHINA, PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF 
(Communist)

(See Turkey; U.S., Foreign Policy)
Aug. 1—The New York Times reports that 

the Chief of the General Staff of the Army 
has called for the withdrawal of U.S. troops 
from Taiwan, Indochina, Korea, Japan 
and the Philippines.

Aug. 21—Hsinhua publishes a Foreign Minis
try statement rejecting the idea of “two 
Chinas” in the United Nations.

CHINA, REPUBLIC OF 
(Nationalist)

(See Turkey; U.S., Foreign Policy)

COLOMBIA
Aug. 28—After a 3-day visit to Ecuador,
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Chilean President Salvador Allende 
Gossens arrives in Bogota for a 5-day visit 
to Colombia; he is greeted by President 
Misael Pastrana Borrero.

EIRE
(See also United Kingdom, Northern

Ireland)
Aug. 23—Prime Minister Jack Lynch and 

16 members of the opposition in Northern 
Ireland’s Parliament meet in Dublin. They 
announce a campaign using nonviolent 
civil disobedience to achieve the unifica
tion of Ireland.

FRANCE
Aug. 14— The Defense Ministry announces 

the explosion of the 5th in the current series 
of French nuclear tests.

GERMANY, DEMOCRATIC 
REPUBLIC OF (East)

Aug. 19—The East German press agency an
nounces that Soviet Foreign Minister 
Andrei Gromyko is in East Berlin and has 
met with Erich Honecker, the East Ger
man Communist party leader.

GREECE
Aug. 26—Premier George Papadopoulos 

names a new Cabinet.

INDIA
(See also Pakistan)

Aug. 9—In New Delhi, Soviet Foreign Minis
ter Andrei A. Gromyko and Indian Foreign 
Minister Swaran Singh sign a 20-year 
treaty of peace, friendship and cooperation 
which must now be ratified by the legisla
tive bodies of the 2 countries. According 
to The New York Times, Indian officials 
are interpreting the treaty as meaning that 
the Soviet Union will come to India’s de
fense in the event of an attack by Pakistan.

INDONESIA
Aug. 7—Partial results of last month’s elec

tion are announced; the government-

backed Sekber Golkar party won 227 of 
the 351 contested seats in the House of 
Representatives.

ISRAEL
(See also Inti, Middle East; U.S., Economy)
Aug. 22—Finance Minister Pinhas Sapir an

nounces the devaluation of the Israeli 
pound from 3.50 to 4.20 to the U.S. dollar; 
severe price controls are also announced.

Aug. 30—The Israeli defense forces radio 
station reports that the military government 
has stopped evacuating Arab refugees from 
camps in the Gaza strip. Those already 
removed represent about 6 per cent of the 
refugees of the 1948 Arab-Israeli war living 
in the strip.

JAPAN
(See Inti, Monetary Crisis)

JORDAN
Aug. 1—At a news conference, Premier 

Muammar el-Qaddafi reports that a recent 
meeting to discuss Jordan’s treatment of 
Palestinian commandos (attended by rep
resentatives from the U.A.R., Syria, Yemen 
and Southern Yemen, and Yasir Arafat, 
leader of the Palestine Liberation Orga
nization) adopted “secret resolutions” for 
dealing with Jordanian suppression of 
Palestinian guerrillas.

Aug. 12—Following reported border clashes 
between Syria and Jordan, Syria severs 
diplomatic relations with Jordan. A gov
ernment statement accuses Jordan of en
gaging in a policy which is inconsistent 
with the “joint Arab confrontation against 
the common enemy,” Israel. Jordanian 
planes are also barred from Syrian air
space.

Aug. 14— It is reported that King Hussein 
has demanded an end to political and eco
nomic pressures against his government by 
other Arab countries as a condition of a 
solution to differences between Jordan and 
the Palestinian commandos.

Aug. 19—The Presidents of the U.A.R., 
Libya and Syria hold secret talks in Da
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mascus with Yasir Arafat, the leader of 
the Palestinian guerrillas, concerning re
lations with Jcrdan.

LAOS
(See also Inti, War in Indochina)

Aug. 4— In an interview, Acting Defense 
Minister Sisouk Na Champassak says that 
he has reduced corruption in the army to 
a reasonable level; it is reported that com
mand changes will break up the excessive 
control of the military commanders of the 
country’s 5 command regions.

Aug. 13—The National Assembly passes 
legislation prohibiting the cultivation, sale, 
consumption and transportation of opium 
derivatives.

LEBANON
Aug. 28—The Communist newspaper, Al- 

Nidaa, reports tliat under a 5-year, $52.7- 
million defense plan approved by Parlia
ment on August 26, Lebanon will purchase 
arms from the Soviet Union.

LIBYA
(See Inti, Fede'ation of Arab Republics;

Jordan)

MALTA
(See also Inti, NATO )

Aug. 16—Speaking in the House of Repre
sentatives, Prime Minister Dom Mintoff 
confirms that he has informed the secre
tariat of NATO that he is terminating 
arrangements with the alliance.

MAURITANIA
Aug. 9—Incomplete returns in yesterday’s 

election indicate that Moktar Ould Dad- 
dah has been elected to his 3d 5-year term 
as President by a majority of more than 
99 per cent.

MOROCCO
Aug. 4— In a broadcast, King Ilassan II an

nounces that he has dismissed his Cabinet 
and promises to rid the country of corrup
tion.

Aug. 6—King Hassan II names a new govern

ment of 15 independents; Mohammed 
Karim Laurani, former Minister of Fi
nance, is the new Premier.

NEPAL
Aug. 29—King Mahendra reappoints Kirti 

Nidhi Bista (who resigned on August 26) 
as Prime Minister for the 3d time.

PAKISTAN
(See also India)

Aug. 4—Fourteen Pakistani diplomats,
attached to the embassy in Washington, 
D.C., or to the U.N. mission, resign from 
their posts; all 14 are Bengalis and are 
protesting “crimes against humanity” in 
East Pakistan by the government of Pres
ident Agha Mohammad Yahya Khan.

Aug. 5—The Pakistani government charges 
that 100,000 people have died since March 
1, 1971, in a “reign of terror unleashed by 
the Awami League.” The Awami League, 
now banned, pressed for autonomy and 
then independence for East Pakistan.

Aug. 7—A government announcement says 
that 88 members of the banned Awami 
League who were elected to the National 
Assembly will retain their seats; 79 other 
Awami League members who were elected 
to the Assembly will be given the oppor
tunity to clear themselves of charges against 
them.

Aug. 9—The Martial Law Administrator’s 
office announces that Sheik Mujibur 
Rahman, leader of the Awami League, will 
be tried by a special military court for 
“waging war against Pakistan” and other 
offenses.

Aug. 18—A government spokesman reports 
that the secret trial of Sheik Mujibur 
Rahman began on August 11.

PHILIPPINES
Aug. 21—At a rally of the opposition Liberal 

party, explosives thrown by terrorists kill 
10 persons and injure 66; among the 
wounded are all 8 of the party’s senatorial 
candidates in the November elections.

Aug. 23—President Ferdinand Marcos an
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nounces that 9 suspected Communist con
spirators have been arrested in connection 
with the bombing at the Liberal party 
rally.

RUMANIA
(See U.S.S.R.)

SOUTH AFRICA
Aug. 13—U.S. Representative Charles C. 

Diggs, Jr. (D., Mich.), Chairman of the 
House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on 
Africa and a Negro, and the other members 
of his committee continue their tour of 
South Africa.

Aug. 16—President H. Kamuzu Banda of 
Malawi arrives in South Africa for a state 
visit; it is the first state visit by a black 
ruler to South Africa.

Aug. 19—President Banda confers with Prime 
Minister John Vorster.

SUDAN
Aug. 2—Sudanese officials say that the 

counselor of the Soviet Embassy and the 
Bulgarian Ambassador have been ordered 
to leave the Sudan; the officials report 
that the 2 had been in touch with Sudanese 
Communists who have been charged with 
plotting last month’s unsuccessful leftist 
coup.

Aug. 3—4 Cabinet members who are former 
Communists are dismissed. A Soviet Em
bassy spokesman says that 1,800 Soviet ad
visers have been ordered to remain in their 
homes.

Aug. 7—The government announces that 700 
more persons identified as members of the 
Communist party have been arrested.

SYRIA
(See Inti, Federation of Arab Republics;

Jordan)

TURKEY
Aug. 5—A Foreign Ministry spokesman an

nounces that Turkey has recognized Com
munist China and is severing diplomatic 
relations with the Taiwan government.

UGANDA
Aug. 24—President Idi Amin says that Tan

zanian forces, led by Chinese officers, have 
crossed the border into Uganda; fighting 
ensues. A Tanzanian official charges that 
Uganda began the attack and denies that 
Tanzanian forces are led by Chinese.

Aug. 25—An Ugandan official says that his 
country’s troops have driven 10 miles into 
Tanzania.

Aug. 27—The Uganda government an
nounces a renewal of fighting along the 
Ugandan-Tanzanian border.

U.S.S.R.
(See also India)

Aug. 2—A communique issued at the con
clusion of a 1-day meeting attended by 
all of the top leaders of the Soviet-bloc 
countries except Rumania expresses grave 
alarm over the anti-Communist campaign 
in the Sudan and calls for greater unity 
in the socialist community.

Aug. 13—The U.S.S.R. ratifies the 20-year 
friendship treaty with India.

An article in the weekly Novoye Vremya 
attacks Rumania’s refusal to join the rest 
of the Warsaw Pact nations in condemning 
Communist China’s policies.

Aug. 26—A group of 6 non-Communist 
Israelis, all critics of their government, 
arrive in Moscow at the invitation of the 
U.S.S.R. to discuss Soviet-Israeli relations.

U.A.R.
(See also Inti, Federation of Arab Republics, 

Middle East)
Aug. 5—According to The New York Times, 

President Anwar el-Sadat has told the 
Soviet Union that the U.A.R. will con
tinue to resist communism in the Arab 
world.

UNITED KINGDOM 
Great Britain
Aug. 6—Following a meeting yesterday be

tween Prime Minister Edward Heath and 
Brian Faulkner, the Prime Minister of
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Northern Ireland, the British government 
announces that it will increase the number 
of troops in Northern Ireland by 1,800 men.

Aug. 19—Prime Minister Heath replies to a 
telegram from John Lynch, the Prime 
Minister of the Irish Republic, and asserts 
that there must not be interference in the 
affairs of the United Kingdom. The 
Lynch telegram warned that unless Britain 
gave up trying to find “military solutions” 
to the problems in Northern Ireland, the 
Irish Republic would support the “policy 
of passive resistance” by the opposition.

Northern Ireland
Aug. 9—The government invokes emergency 

powers of preventive detention; more than 
300 men are seized by police and the British 
army. It is reported that members of the 
Irish Republican Army are the main targets 
of the detention policy. Fierce rioting by 
Roman Catholics follows.

Aug. 11—Violence continues; at least 21 
civilians and 2 British soldiers have died in 
the past 3 days as a result of the rioting.

Aug. 13—Prime Minister Brian Faulkner 
accuses the Irish Republican government 
of tacit support of the outlawed Irish Re
publican Army and of seeking to over
throw the Protestant-dominated govern
ment of Northern Ireland.

Aug. 14—British troops, seeking to prevent 
terrorist infiltration and the continuing flow 
of arms from the Irish Republic, move 
toward the border separating Northern 
Ireland and the Irish Republic.

Aug. 24—Prime Minister Faulkner asserts 
that the government of Northern Ireland 
will stand firm against attempts to unify 
the 2 Irelands.

UNITED STATES 
Civil Rights
Aug. 3—In a White House statement issued 

today, President Richard Nixon directs 
Attorney General John Mitchell and Secre
tary of Health, Education and Welfare 
Elliot Richardson to work with individual 
school districts to hold busing of school

children to the minimum required by law. 
Nixon reaffirms his opposition to busing 
“school-children to achieve a racial bal
ance.” The President disavows a plan for 
the part-time desegregation of public 
schools in Austin, Texas, by relying on 
heavy busing to achieve racial balance. On 
April 20, 1971, the Supreme Court upheld 
the use of busing to achieve school deseg
regation and eliminate dual systems of edu
cation.

Aug. 6—12 Black Panthers are found not 
guilty of attempting to murder 5 New 
Orleans policemen in a shootout on Sep
tember 15, 1970. The trial was conducted 
by a Negro judge, and 10 of the 12 jurors 
were Negroes.

Aug. 9—A 3-judge federal court in Buffalo 
rules unconstitutional a New York State 
law establishing a 1-year residency require
ment for welfare recipients because it vio
lates the equal protection clause of the 14th 
Amendment.

Aug. 11—White House press secretary Ronald 
L. Ziegler says that the President has in
formed the Justice Department and HEW 
that school busing to achieve racial balance 
should not exceed the minimum required 
by law. Ziegler warns that those who are 
not responsive to the President’s directives 
“will find themselves involved in other 
assignments or quite possibly in assignments 
other than the Federal Government.”

Alabama Governor George Wallace 
sends a telegram to President Nixon urging 
him to ask the federal courts to outlaw 
busing for desegregation purposes.

The United States Civil Rights Com
mission says that President Nixon’s policy 
of minimum busing for integration pur
poses will undermine efforts to desegregate 
schools.

Aug. 13—Governor Wallace orders an Ala
bama school board to disregard federal 
court orders and reopen a predominantly 
Negro school under a freedom-of-choice 
plan. He challenges the President to issue 
orders to halt busing nationwide.

Aug. 18—The Justice Department files a 
brief with Associate Supreme Court Justice
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Hugo Black supporting the Corpus Christi, 
Texas, school board’s request for a stay of 
a federal court order to integrate the school 
district; the plan calls for massive busing 
of students.

Aug. 20—Attorney General Mitchell rejects 
a plan for reapportioning Louisiana’s legis
lative districts on the ground that the plan 
would discriminate against Negroes.

Aug. 30—As most of the public schools in the 
South open, many of them on a desegre
gated basis for the first time, no major in
cidents are reported.

According to The New York Times, an 
official report by a 15-member human re
lations team has been presented to the Air 
Force Training Command; the report 
charges widespread discrimination at Air 
Force training bases.

Economy
(See also Inti, Monetary Crisis; U.S., Labor)

Aug. 2—Four major steel companies follow 
the action of the United States Steel Cor
poration which announced price increases 
to take effect on a staggered schedule be
tween August 5 and December 1. The 
increases cover nearly all types of steel 
products and will raise prices an average 
of 8 per cent

Aug. 6—The Labor Department reports that 
the unemployment rate for July was 5.8 
per cent after allowing for seasonal ad
justment.

Aug. 15—President Nixon announces a major 
overhaul of his economic policies in a na
tionwide television and radio broadcast. 
He orders a 90-day freeze on wages and 
prices and establishes a Cost of Living 
Council to administer the freeze and to 
recommend methods of stabilization to 
follow the freeze; he says that the U.S. 
will no longer convert foreign-held dollars 
into gold; he announces a 10 per cent sur
charge on all imports except those that are 
not subject to duties and those that are 
limited by quotas; he reduces federal spend
ing for the current fiscal year by $4.7 bil
lion; he asks Congress to repeal the 7 per

cent automobile excise tax and to establish 
a 1-year investment tax credit of 10 per 
cent.

Aug. 16—The General Motors Corporation 
rescinds the price increases, planned for 
1972 cars, that were announced on August 
5.

Aug. 18—Speaking in Ohio, President Nixon 
says that the international elements of his 
new economic policy are designed to result 
in a revaluation of the world’s currencies.

Aug. 23—Following a ruling by the State 
Attorney General that he does not have the 
authority to set aside the President’s wage 
freeze, Texas Governor Preston Smith (D.) 
agrees to defer the scheduled pay increases 
for state employees.

The President’s Cost of Living Council 
rules that insurance companies may in
crease premiums if the increases were an
nounced before August 15.

Aug. 26—In New York City, the Chemical 
Bank, the 6th largest bank in the U.S., an
nounces a reduction of about 1 per cent 
on consumer loans and one-half per cent 
for mortgages, in voluntary support of 
President Nixon’s economic program. The 
freeze does not apply to interest rates.

Aug. 28—The executive director of the Cost 
of Living Council announces new guide
lines for prices and wages that fluctuate 
seasonally; provisions are made under the 
guidelines for adjustments during the 
freeze period for such wages, prices and 
rents.

Foreign Policy
(See also Inti, U.N., War in Indochina)

Aug. 2—Secretary of State William Rogers 
announces that the U.S. supports the seat
ing of Communist China in the United Na
tions but that it continues to oppose the 
expulsion of the Taiwan-based government 
of Nationalist China.

A staff report prepared for the Senate 
Foreign Relations subcommittee on foreign 
commitments is made public. The report 
reveals that the Central Intelligence Agency 
maintains a 30,000-man “irregular” army 
which is now fighting throughout most of
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Laos. The force is supplemented by Thai 
“volunteers” who are paid by the C.I.A.

Aug. 4— In a news conference, President 
Richard Nixon cautions against expecting 
an immediate detente with China or an end 
to the Vietnam war as a result of his trip 
to China. He says that the U.S. should 
step up aid to Pakistan and India (where 
millions of East Pakistanis have taken 
refuge) rather than apply pressure to 
Pakistan to aid the victims in East Pakis
tan. He states that the U.S. will remain 
neutral in the upcoming elections in South 
Vietnam.

Aug. 5— In a 219-to-140 vote, the House 
approves and sends to the President a bill 
which would give him discretion in approv
ing trade with specific Communist coun
tries through Export-Import Bank financ
ing of U.S. exports.

Aug. 6—Senator J. W. Fulbright (D., Ark.), 
chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, indicates that the committee 
intends to proceed with its effort to cut 
off funds for the foreign military assistance 
program if the Defense Department docs 
not provide the committee with the cur
rent 5-year plan for military assistance. 
Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird says 
that the department has no such plan.

Aug. 9—The Commerce Department reveals 
that 2 licenses have been granted for the 
shipment of $162 million worth of equip
ment for a truck-manufacturing complex 
in the U.S.S.R.

Aug. 10—Lieutenant General Sisowath Sirik 
Matak, Acting Premier of Cambodia, con
fers with President Nixon at the White 
House.

Aug. 18—The Controller General of the U.S. 
rules that funding of foreign military aid 
will cease on September 1 if the Defense 
Department does not comply with the 
request of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee.

Aug. 31—President Nixon, invoking execu
tive privilege, refuses to disclose to the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee the 
Defense Department’s 5-year plan for mili
tary assistance.

A State Department spokesman an
nounces that the U.S. has extended recog
nition to the new military government of 
Bolivia.

A State Department spokesman reports 
that the U.S. has been advised that Cuba 
wants to terminate the U.S.-financed air 
lift that brings refugees from Cuba to the 
U.S.

Government
(See also U.S., Economy, Foreign Policy)

Aug. 3—In a 46- to 44-vote, the Senate passes 
and sends to the President an appropria
tions bill that provides $4.1 billion for the 
Commerce, State and Justice Departments; 
included is $450,000 for the Subversive 
Activities Control Board.

Aug. 6—Before Congress begins a 1-month 
recess, the Senate passes and sends to the 
President a $29-billion bill to finance the 
Departments of Health, Education and 
Welfare, and Labor, and a bill appropriat
ing $1 billion to finance emergency public 
service jobs. The Senate also approves 
legislation to continue financing, at present 
levels, departments for which regular 
appropriations bills have not yet been 
passed.

George P. Shultz, director of the Office 
of Management and Budget, issues a bul
letin directing departments to limit pro
motion of government workers to cut costs 
and set standards for private industry.

Visiting a nursing home in New Hamp
shire, President Nixon announces a series 
of steps using federal funds for supervising 
and improving conditions in nursing homes 
around the nadon.

Aug. 9—President Nixon signs the Emergency 
Employment Act of 1971 which provides 
$1 billion for public service jobs. He also 
signs legislation permitting the government 
to guarantee $250 million in bank loans to 
corporations whose failure would seriously 
impair the economy; the entire amount is 
expected to go to the Lockheed Aircraft 
Corporation.

Aug. 17—Speaking at a Knights of Columbus 
meeting in New York, President Nixon
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urges support for his new economic pro
gram; he says that Roman Catholics can 
count on his support to prevent the clos
ing of financially troubled parochial schools.

Labor
(See also U.S., Economy)

Aug. 1—The United Steelworkers of America 
approves a new 3-year contract which calls 
for average wage increases of somewhat 
more than 30 per cent; a threatened strike 
is called off.

Aug. 2—1'he rail strike ends when the United 
Transportation Union and the railroads 
reach an agreement which calls for a 42 
per cent wage increase over a 42-month 
period; the agreement also includes work 
rule changes and submission of disputes to 
binding arbitration.

Aug. 18—Leonard Woodcock, president of 
the United Automobile Workers, says that 
the union will file suit to test the govern
ment’s right to make unions give up wage 
increases that are scheduled to go into 
effect during the 90-day freeze.

Harry Bridges, president of the Interna- 
national Longshoremen’s and Warehouse
men’s Union, says that the union will con
tinue its strike of West Coast docks despite 
government requests to halt strikes during 
the 90-day freeze period.

Aug. 19—George Meany, president of the 
A.F.L.-C.I.O., says that his labor organiza
tion will refuse to cooperate in the wage- 
price freeze.

Aug. 25—Woodcock says that the U.A.W. 
will try to “accommodate” itself to the 90- 
day freeze, even though it is opposed to 
Nixon’s economic program.

Aug. 26—In Washington, D.C., lawyers rep
resenting affiliates of the A.F.L.-C.I.O. 
meet to discuss ways to combat the Pres
ident’s 90-day wage and price freeze; 
according to The New York Times, the 
union lawyers are “cautious” about initiat
ing a large-scale court attack to test the 
validity of the freeze.

Military
Aug. 16—Secretary of the Army Robert

Froehlke says that as an initial step in the 
50,000-man troop reduction called for in 
pending Selective Service legislation, the 
Army will begin releasing 43,000 men up 
to 4 months early.

Aug. 20—The commander of the Third 
Army orders the life sentence of First 
Lieutenant William Calley, Jr., reduced to 
20 years. In March, 1971, Calley was 
found guilty of having murdered 22 civil
ians in Mylai, South Vietnam, in 1968.

Politics
(See also U.S., Civil Rights)

Aug. 5—Alabama Governor George Wallace 
says that he has decided to run for the 
presidency in 1972.

Aug. 11—Mayor John V. Lindsay of New 
York switches his political allegiance from 
the Republican to the Democratic party.

Supreme Court
Aug. 31—In an opinion in which he refused 

to stay enforcement of a lower court ruling 
ordering busing to achieve racial balance in 
a school system in North Carolina, Chief 
Justice Warren Burger says that lower court 
judges must not interpret the Supreme 
Court opinion to mean that racial balance 
is required in every school.

VIETNAM, REPUBLIC OF 
(South)

Aug. 20—General Duong Van Minh with
draws as a presidential candidate; he 
charges that the elections are rigged; his 
withdrawal leaves President Nguyen Van 
Thieu as the only candidate in the elections 
scheduled for October 3, 1971.

Aug. 21—Reversing an earlier ruling, the 
Supreme Court agrees to permit Vice 
President Nguyen Cao Ky’s name to appear 
on the ballot in the presidential elections.

Aug. 23—Ky announces that he will not run 
for the presidency.

Aug. 30—Early returns from yesterday’s elec
tion for a new lower house of the legislature 
indicate some gains for anti-government 
candidates; President Thieu is expected to 
maintain his majority in the lower house.
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