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This thesis is about the Soviet doctrine used to justify

or threaten military intervention since 1945. This
interventionist doctrine achieved greater currency in 1968
in the form of the "Brezhnev Doctrine". This doctrine,

generally associated with the 1968 Soviet invasion of
czechoslovakia, stipulated that Moscow reserved the right to
intervene militarily or otherwise if developments in any
given socialist country inflicted damage on socialism within
that country or the basic interests of other socialist
states. The ideological justification for the Soviet
invasion was assumed by many observers to have been a
quickly engineered reaction to the crisis, rather than a
long-standing doctrine. This thesis suggests, however, that
the "Brezhnev Doctrine" was not an original formula, but a
newer version of a previous doctrine.

The thesis traces the origins of the "Brezhnev Doctrine".
It examines four crises in Soviet-East European relations

for evidence of the doctrine. The thesis looks at how the
effectiveness of the doctrine as a tool of Soviet foreign
policy began to decline in the mid-1970s. while the
doctrine appeared to be extended to the Third World -
Afghanistan 1979 - and was "self-administered* by an East
European country - Poland 1981 - it proved far less

successful than in the past 1in suppressing opposition.
Finally, the thesis examines the demise of the doctrine
under Mikhail Gorbachev.

The conclusions drawn by this thesis are: that the Soviet
interventionist doctrine was not a new phenomenon; that it
contained political, ideological, and military components;
and, that it served a number of functions within the
soclalist community.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Proletarian internationalism is the
subordination of the interests of the
proletarian struggle in one country to the
interests of the struggle on a world scale.l

- Lenin, II World Congress of Comintern (1920)

when external and internal forces hostile
to socialism try to turn the development of a
given socialist country in the direction of
restoration of the capitalist system, when a
threat arises to the cause of socialism in
that country - a threat to the security of the
socialist commonwealth as a whole - this is no
longer merely a problem for that country's
people, but a common problem, the concern of
all socialist countries.?

- L. I. Brezhnev, Fifth Congress of the Polish
United Worker's Party (November 1968)

Limitations upon state sovereignty have been an
ever-present feature in international relations.

Through such devices as hegemonic arrangements and

1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol.31 (Moscow: Progress,
1977), p.148.
2 Pravda, 13 November 1968.




military interventions, one state can dictate or
restrict another state's freedom of maneuver. At
the 1820 Congress of Troppau, for instance, the
major powers pledged to intervene on behalf of any
European monarch who was threatened by 1liberal

revolution:

when political changes, brought about by
illegal [without royal approval] means,
produce dangers to other countries by reason
of proximity, and when the Allied Powers can
act effectively as regards these conditions,
they shall, in order to bring back those
countries to their allegiances, employ, first,
amicable means, and then coercion.3

Although  there have  been many  types of
limitations upon sovereignty in the past, and also
in the post-1945 world, this thesis will concern
itself with the Soviet doctrine used to justify or
threaten military intervention from 1945 to 1989.
This interventionist doctrine achieved currency in
1968 in the form of the "Brezhnev Doctrine". This
doctrine, generally associated with the 1968 Soviet
invasion of Czechoslovakia, stipulated that Moscow
reserved the right to intervene militarily or

otherwise if developments in any given socialist

3 Quoted in K. J. Holsti, International Politics: A
Framework for Analysis (New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1972),
p.300.




country inflicted damage on socialism within that
country or to the basic interests of other socialist
states. The "Brezhnev Doctrine® remained a tenet of
Soviet foreign policy until its decline, which was
particularly evident in the years 1986-89.

In the minds of many people, the doctrine was
elaborated in two major articles by 8. Kovalev in
Pravda, "On Peaceful and Nonpeaceful
Counterrevolution® (11 September 1968) and
"Sovereignty and Internationalist Obligations of
Socialist Countries* (26 September 1968). It was,
however, only after Leonid Brezhnev's speech in
November 1968, in which he reiterated the main
points that Kovalev made, that the term "Brezhnev
Doctrine" came to be widely used in the West. The
ideological justification for the Soviet invasion
was assumed by many observers to have been a quickly
engineered reaction to the crisis rather than a
long-standing policy. This thesis suggests,
however, that the “Brezhnev Doctrine" was not an
original formula but a newer version of a previous
doctrine. Although this line of thought has been
called the "Brezhnev Doctrine®, for the purpose of
this study the overall doctrine will be called the

"Soviet interventionist doctrine".



I. Definition of Terms

In this thesis and in much public debate, the
Soviet practice or ideas of interventionism was seen
as a challenge to the principles of sovereignty and
nonintervention on which the international legal
system is based. Although the concept of
sovereignty 1is frequently mentioned, it 1is an
ambiguous term that has led to many efforts of
definition. I do not intend to give the definitive
meaning, but to wuse the classic conception of
sovereignty: the state 1is viewed as the supreme
authority, i.e. sovereign, within a certain
territory and a particular segment of the human
population, and with no legal authority above it.%
It is "the supreme political characteristic" or "the
central legal formula" of international society.?>
States assert both internal sovereignty (supremacy
over all other authorities within that territory and

population) as well as external sovereignty

4 See Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The
Struggle for Power and Peace (New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
1978), pp.318-19; and Hedley Bull, The Anarchical Society: A
Study of Order in World Politics (London: Macmillan, 1977),
PPp.8-9.

5 Joseph Frankel, International Relations (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1969), p.10.




(independence from outside authorities).®

In theory, each state is free to manage its own
affairs internally and externally at 1its own
discretion. In reality, however, state sovereignty
is not absolute and can be either restricted
voluntarily or by external forces.’ States are
subject to formal limitations by other states in the
form of treaty provisions or rules of international
law; however, these restrictions are not imposed by
others but are voluntarily consented to by states
who view them as actual expressions of sovereignty.8
States, therefore, do not view sovereignty in terms
of complete freedom of action, but see themselves as
decision-making centers, responsible for a
particular territory and population, and enjoying
the benefits of international society. Al though
state sovereignty may be restricted, it is not
meaningless and does serve an important function in
international relations.

Sovereignty can at times appear to be

6 Ibid.

7 Iran, for example, voluntarily permitted the presence of
Soviet and British military forces on its territory during
the Second World War.

The economic sanctions imposed on Cuban in 1960 by the
United States, on the other hand, were an example of a
constraint on Cuban sovereignty.

8 See Morton A. Kaplan and Nicholas deB. Katzenbach, The
Political Foundations of Internatiocnal Law (New York: John
Wiley, 1961), pp.135-37.




incompatible with international law, to which all
states are to submit their absolute authority.
International law can be defined as "a body of rules
which binds states and other agents in world
politice in their relations with one another and is
considered to have the status of law."? The rules
and regulations of international law help define,
delineate, and protect state sovereignty as well as
facilitating and adding a degree of predictability
to international relations.

In addition, unlike its domestic or municipal
counterpart, international law operates without a
superior central authority: it is, therefore, seen
as a law between states, not above them. In
general, states recognize and, for the most part,
observe the regulations of international law.
Violations may occur, but always with some form of
justification, whether: by questioning the
legitimacy of the rule; by declaring self-
preservation superior to that rule; or by claiming
that one rule has precedence over another. 10
Therefore, while states might violate certain
provisions of international law they still attempt

to justify their actions in legal terms.

9 Bull, op. cit., p.127.
10 See J. L. Brierly, The Outlook for International Law
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1544), pp.1-11.




The Soviet role in Eastern Europe and other
similar global arrangements have been termed as
hegemonic relationships. In general, a "hegemony"
can be described as the preponderant influence by
one great power over the 1lesser powers in a
particular area or constellation. Force or the
threat of force can be used, but it is not "habitual
and uninhibited"; rather *"occasional and
reluctant®.1l The application of force is used only
in extreme situations when the benefits outweigh the
political costs. Violation of the lesser power's
rights of sovereignty, equality, and independence
may occur, but is justified by some specific
overriding principle. 12

A hegemonic power exerts control over its
particular "sphere of influence*, an area in which
its predominance is acknowledged (such as the United
States in Latin America or the Soviet Union 1in
Eastern Europe). The local government is normally
left undisturbed unless the interests of the hegemon
are threatened.l3 Hegemonic relationships exist not
only in East-West relations, but also between states

in the Third world.1l4

11 Bull, op. cit., pp.215-16.
12 Ibid.

13 See F. S. Northedge, The International Political System
(London: Faber and Faber, 1976), p.217.

14 With decolonization, for example, several post-colonial




When the vital concerns of a hegemon are
challenged, military intervention is one option
available to the dominant power. Military
intervention, in the traditional international legal
sense, can be defined as “forcible interference,
short of declaring war, by any one or more powers in
the affairs of another power."15 It takes place
"when troops are dispatched to keep order or to
support a revolution in a foreign state, or when
military aid is given to a government whose internal
position is insecure or which is in conflict with a
neighboring state."16 Military intervention can
occur in either the internal or external affairs of
a country, can be either direct or indirect, can be
opposed to or 1in support of a government (by
invitation), open or clandestine, and offensive or
defensive. It can also be forcible or non-forcible,
although the core of this type of intervention is
forcible (There are non-forcible military
interventions, but they are not addressed in this
thesis) .

Interventions have been justified in various

states have become hegemonic - such as India toward Bhutan
or Sri Lanka.

15 Martin Wwight, Power Politics (London: Penguin, 1978),
p.191.

16 R. J. Vincent, Nonintervention and International Order
(New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1974), p.9.




ways, whether in political, military, economic o
ideclogical terms. In general, interventions have
been viewed by other states as being legally and
morally wrong since they violate the sovereign
state's right to ites sphere of jurisdiction. K.dJ.
Holsti and Hedley Bull argue, however, that
intervention has not only been a ubiquitous feature
of modern international relations but has sometimes
also justifiable.l” In addition, through such
concepts as the Monroe Doctrine and the Soviet
interventionist doctrine, great powers have appealed
*to an overriding moral or historical principle
claiming a higher 1legitimacy than that of
international law."18 Whatever the motive, reason
or justification for intervention, the question as
to the morality and legality of such a measure still

remains:

The principle that states should never
intervene in the domestic affairs of other
states follows readily from the 1legalist
paradigm and less readily and more
ambiguously, from those conceptions of 1life
and liberty that wunderlie the paradigm and
make it plausible.

17 See Holsti, op. cit., Pp.300; Hedley Bull (ed),
Intervention in World Politics (Oxford: Clarendon, 1984),
pPp.2-3.

18 Philip Windsor, *"Superpower Intervention," in Bull,
Intervention, op. cit., pp.54-55.
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Intervention is not defined as a criminal

activity, and though the practice of

intervening often threatens the territorial

integrity and political independence of

invaded states, it can sometimes by justified
and always has to be justified.1?

II. Issues Raised by the 8S8oviet Interventionist

Doctrine

Of the many questions and issues raised by the
Soviet interventionist doctrine regarding Soviet
intra-bloc and international relations, the
following are the particular ones on which this

thesis mainly focuses:

1. What were the origins of the Soviet
interventionist doctrine and how did its meaning or
characteristics evolve or change from 1945 to 19897

2. Military intervention was justified in largely
ideoclogical terms, but how large a role did security
play in decision-making? Did security interests
dictate greater concern for events in
Czechoslovakia, for example, than in Hungary or

Romania? Was socialism or the Soviet Union being

19 Michael Walzer, Just and Unjust Wars: A Moral Argument
with Historical Illustration (London: Pelican, 1980), p.86.




protected? For example, in the case of
Czechéslovakia 1968, was military intervention the
result of a disruption in the security of the bloc
or the protection of the working class and
soclalism?

3. What were the 1limits of deviation permissible
within the bloc? How much of a departure from
orthodox socialist models could be tolerated without
the doctrine being involved and military
intervention considered?

4. What functions did the "Brezhnev Doctrine" serve
during the various crises in Soviet-East European
relations? Was 1t used as a signaling device
warning a bloc country of ite "transgression" as
well as an ex post facto theoretical justification?
Was 1t a tool for wuniting bloc interest and
mobilizing support? Did it clarify Moscow's
"ground rules" of behavior? Was it a "weapon" of
last resort?

5. Which countries were considered part of the
"socialist commonwealth"? Did it, for example,
include Yugoslavia, China, or Cuba-?

6. What was the impact of the Soviet interventionist
doctrine on East-West relations, on Eastern Europe,
and on other communist and non-communist movements?

7. Was the doctrine essentially legal or political?

Was a serious effort made to relate the Soviet

11



doctrine to international legal norms on
intervention? Or did the doctrine relativize
international norms, and privilege the presentation
of the socialist system as in some sense

hierarchically superior to them? Moreover, did the

doctrine's multilateral approcach  increase its
legality?
8. What were the similarities and differences

between the Soviet doctrine and other comparable
pronouncements, including the Monroe Doctrine and
statements made by France regarding its involvements
in Africa since decolonization?

9. What changes led to the decline and, ultimately,
the demise of the Soviet interventionist doctrine

undeyr Gorbachev?

There are, 1in addition, many other questions yet
to be addressed about the doctrine. Did it, for
example, really reflect ideoclogical strength or
weakness? Was there any evidence of Soviet

"copying" from other doctrines?

III. Outline of Approach

I approach these and other questions raised by



the Soviet interventionist doctrine by first
examining the theoretical and practical aspects of
hegemonic relations in general, and then
specifically French interests in Africa as well as
US concerns in Latin America. The purpose of this
part of the study is to provide a comparison of
other dominant/subordinate state relations with that
of the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe.

Second, the origins of the ®"Brezhnev Doctrine*
are examined. The ideological roots of the doctrine
are traced from Lenin's notion of proletarian
internationalism (which defined relations between
socialist parties) through Stalin's concept of
socialist internationalism (which described
relations between socialist states) to Khrushchev's
attempts at a ‘"socialist commonwealth". The
historical origins of the Soviet interventionist
doctrine, rooted in Soviet security concerns and the
Stalinist model of socialism imposed on Eastern

Europe after the Second World War, are also

analyzed.

Third, four crises in Soviet-East European
relations - East Germany 1953, Poland and Hungary
1956, and Czechoslovakia 1968 - are analyzed for

evidence of the 8Soviet interventionist doctrine.
During these various crises, certain policies and

practices associated with the doctrine can be found

13



in the form of public speeches, visits by Soviet
delegates, newspaper articles (often authored under
pseudonyms), military maneuvers, the terminology
used in official speeches and publications, and, of
course, the direct use of force. wWhile Soviet
troops, for example, were used to quell the East
German Uprising, there were few examples of
doctrinal statements. The Polish October, on the
other hand, is instructive as a case where the
Soviet interventionist doctrine was used to warn and
deter against deviation, but where no military
invasion was undertaken. In both Hungary and
Czechoslovakia various aspects of the doctrine were
used - as a threat, as a method of unifying bloc
interest, and, wultimately, actual force. In
addition, comparisons and contrastse will be made
between the various crises.

Fourth, this thesis traces the beginnings of the
decline of the Soviet interventionist doctrine in
the 1970s. While Brezhnev sought greater cohesion
within the bloc, a number of factors - such as the
Helsinki process, the impact of détente, and the
global economic recession - undermined Soviet
influence in the region. Although the doctrine
appeared to be extended to the Third Wworld -
Afghanistan - and was self-administered by an East

European country - Poland - the doctrine proved far

14



less successful than in the past 1in suppressing
opposition. 1In addition, the Afghan crisis provides
an example of Soviet interventionism in a socialist
country outside of the East European bloc.

Finally, the demise of the "Brezhnev Doctrine" in
the 1980s is examined. The various factors which
undermined Soviet influence in the region - Moscow's
inability to "win" in Afghanistan, the difficulty of
*normalization" in Poland, the ideological
challenges to the primacy of the Soviet Union and
fundamental premises of Communist rule from the
"Eurocommunists" and other autonomous parties in the
West, as well as from dissident groups within
Eastern Europe - will be addressed. Also analyzed
will be the impact on the Soviet bloc of the debate
within the USSR on the legitimacy of socialism as a
pelicy. Gorbachev's policy toward the region will
be traced from one of moderation to <crisis
management and, ultimately, the denunciation of the

*"Brezhnev Doctrine® in 1989.

IV. Focus and Methodology

This thesis focuses mainly on the field of

international relations, not Sovietology. It is a

15



study of a public doctrine and examines both the
private and public rationale for Soviet policy in
Eastern Europe. The thesis examines the Soviet
interventionist doctrine and how it related to the
development of Soviet policy in Eastern Europe,
This thesis does not examine the general policy of
the Soviet Union to the socialist bloc. Moreover,
it does not evaluate in detail certain aspects of
Soviet policy, such as the economic burdens or
benefits of "empire".

The thesis is not an exercise in re-
interpretation of East European crises except for
the doctrinal thread which runs through them all: to
distinguish elements of the interventionist
doctrine, if possible, within each. I am aware that
the Soviet interventionist doctrine was not applied
to every crisis that occurred in the region. In
addition, no attempt is being made to establish the
principal authorship of the doctrine at each given
time.

When referring to "Eastern Europe" the main
countries being addressed are Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Hungary, and Poland:
reference is also made to the other East European

states. The reaction of other communist countries -

16
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China, for example - are treated only briefly.20 1n
addition, while the debate centered around Soviet
perceptions versus Western perceptions of
international law is interesting, it i1is extensive
and can only be addressed in this work
superficially.

Although there are various methods by which to
achieve a proper understanding of this subject, I
have chosen to pursue a historical approach. This
involves, for example, tracing the evolution of the
doctrine in a largely chronological fashion,
examining the context in which it operated and the
functions it served, outlining the main responses to
it by different states, and comparing it to other
similar doctrines.

As this thesis 1is an account of a public
doctrine, I have relied mainly on secondary sources.
My research is based on official public statements,
whether written or oral, newspaper and journal
articles, books, memoirs, transcripts of broadcasts,
and historical accounts of events whether published

in the East or West. Not being a Russian speaker, I

20 With the events of 1989, the term "Eastern Europe" has
often been replaced by phrases such as "Central Europe" or
*East Central Europe®". Although these expressions are not
new, they have come into vogue much more since 1989. For
the purposes of this study, however, I prefer to use the
pre-1990 term "Eastern Europe".



have used sources either written or translated into
the English language, such as those provided by the
United States Foreign Broadcast Information Service
(FBIS) . In addition, I have utilized material
written in the Polish language. I have made an
effort to employ references depicting Western,
Soviet, and East European views and approaches
toward the sequence of events. I have incorporated
material which has appeared since the events of
Autumn 1989, but inevitably there will be further
revelations which may shed new light on the subject

of this thesis.

18
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CHAPTER ITI

HEGEMONIC RELATIONSHIPS

Relations between the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe in
the postwar period had been considered by many observers as
an example of a hegemonic system. Before discussing the
role of the USSR in the region, it is first necessary to
define what is meant exactly by a "hegemonic relationship",
and what such an arrangement entails. Specifically, this
chapter will address three different dquestions about
hegemonic systems:

(i) Hegemonic relationships are seen as part of
*international order" and "international society". What 1is
meant by this?

(ii) There are many terms and expressions used to
describe hegemonic relationships. What are they and what do
they mean?

(iii) Is a hegemonic relationship based solely on the
dominance of one state over others, or is there a certain

degree of "push and pull" in such a system?
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I. Hegemonic Relationships, International Order, and

International S8ociety

When discussing the hegemonic activities of states, the

focus of debate inevitably centers around the impact that

their actions will have on the international order. But
what is meant by “"order" and “international order"
specifically?

Order, in an elementary sense, denotes "regular,

methodical or harmonious arrangement in the position of the
things contained in any space or area or composing any group
or body."l Hedley Bull has likened order to a row of books
on a shelf as opposed to a heap of books on the floor, which
can be considered disorder.2 1In social life, order is not
composed of Jjust any pattern in the relations of human
individuals or groups, but one that leads to a particular
result or arrangement that promotes certain goals or values.
International order can be described as "a pattern or
disposition of international activity that sustains those
goals of the society of states that are elementary, primary
or universal": the “elementary®™ goal 1is that of the

preservation of the system and society of states as a whole;

1 Oxford Englieh Dictionary, Vol.X, 2nd ed. (1989).
2 Bull, Anarchical Society, op. cit., p.3.
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the "primary" is that of maintaining the independence or
external sovereignty of individual states; and the
"universal" is the goal of peace - the absence of war among
member states as the normal condition of international
society.3

An international society exists when "a group of states,
conscious of certain common interests and common values,
form a society in the sense that they conceive themselves to
be bound by a common set of rules in their relations with
one another, and share in the working of common
institutions."? It differs from an "international system"
which is formed when a plurality of sovereign states have
sufficient contact between them, and sufficient impact on
one another's decisions, to cause them to behave as parts of
a whole.>

Throughout the history of the modern state system there
have been three competing traditions of thought regarding
the basic character of international society: Hobbesian,
Kantian and Grotian. The Hobbesian, or realist school,
views international relations as essentially the struggle of
states for power. State relations take place in a state of
nature which is a state of war. States are in a condition
of war not because they are always fighting, but that over a

period of time they have a known disposition to fight. Bull

3 For details, see ibid, pp.16-19.

4 Ibid, p.13.

5 Hedley Bull, lecture given at the Examination Schools,
Oxford University on 25 January 1985.
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argues in "Hobbes and the International Anarchy" that war in
this sense is inherent in states which are not dissuaded by
the power of other states; peace, which in this case is the
lack of a disposition to fight, is beyond their reach.®

In this state of war, the behavior of sovereign states,
although circumscribed by considerations of prudence, are
not limited by rules or law or morality. As Hobbes wrote in

Leviathan: "The notions of right and wrong, justice and

injustice, have there no place."’ Although states are in a
state of nature or war, there are certain measures which can
be taken to avoid conflict: to seek peace while, at the same
time, defending themselves if peace is elusive; and, to
sacrifice a certain degree of freedom by entering into
agreements in which others will accept comparable sacrifices
of their liberty.®8

The Kantian or universalist tradition, on the other hand,
sees 1international society as a potential community of
mankind. Replacing conflict is the notion of transnational
social bonds, linking citizens of different states together.
Conflicts of interest can still be found among the ruling
elites, but these are only superficial and could be overcome

if properly understood. Similarly, the moral imperatives of

6 Hedley Bull, *Hobbes and the International Anarchy,"
Social Research, Vol.48, No.4, pp.717-38; at p.721.

7 See Sir William Molesworth (ed), The English Works of
Thomas Hobbes of Malmesbury, Vol.3 (London: J. Bohn, 1836-
45), p.115.

8 Bull, "Hobbes," op. cit., p.729.
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the community of mankind are primary over the reality of
international politics and deserve the highest priority.
The rules that sustain coexistence and social intercourse
among states should be ignored if required by the
imperatives of a higher morality.?

In the midst of the two schoole lies the Grotian or
internationalist tradition, which is the most applicable to
today's interpretation of international society. Hugo

Grotius, in De Jure Belli ac Pacis, described international

politics in terme of a society of states or international
society. States are not, as Hobbes argued, in a permanent

state of war, but are limited in their conflicts by common

rules and 1institutions. Unlike Kant, Grotius viewed
sovereigns or  states as the principal actors in
international politicse. 1In global politics there is neither

complete conflict of interests between states nor total
identity; rather, a mixture of both. States are bound not
only by rules of prudence and expediency, but also by the
imperatives of morality and law. Neither conflict nor
community are the norm of behavior; rather, coexistence and

cooperation. 10

9 Bull, Anarchical Society, op. cit., pp.24-26.
10 Ibid.




II. Hegemonic Relationships, Spheres of Influence and

Military Intervention

There are many terms used to describe hegemonic
relationships. Words such as spheres of influence, buffer
zones, spheres of interest, and military intervention raise

many definitional difficulties, particularly as they are not

always accepted as 1legally meaningful terms. A brief
examination of these various expressions, therefore, 1is
necessary.

Spheres of Influence

A hegemonic relationship is one in which a dominant power
exercises influence, or at most indirect and informal rule,
over one or several subordinate states.ll In such an
arrangement, the dominant power “resorts to force and the
threat of force, but this 1s not habitual and uninhibited,
but occasional and reluctant". The hegemon prefers to rely
upon instruments "other than the direct use or threat of

force; and will employ the 1latter only in situations of

11 See James R. Kurth, "Economic Change and State
Development, " in Jan F. Triska (ed), Dominant Powers and
Subordinate States: The United States in Latin America and
the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe (Durham: Duke University
Press, 1986), p.87.
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extremity and with a sense that in doing so it is incurring
a political cost". According to Bull, the influencing power
is ready to vioclate the righte of sovereignty, equality, and
independence enjoyed by lesser states: however, it does not
disregard these rights. The dominant power recognizes that
they might exist, and justifies their violation by appeals
to some specific overriding principle.l2 such a principle
could involve protection of "socialist internationalism" or
the promotion of *democracy".

A sphere of influence 1is, in Paul Keal's words, "a
determinate region within which a single external power
exerts a predominant influence, which limits the
independence or freedom of action of political entities
within it."13 sSuch a region can be either a single state, a
group of adjacent states, or an ocean with island and/or
littoral states. Although most spheres of influence have an
identifiable geographic focus (such as the Caribbean for the
United States), their precise borders may be less clear.
Thus, there have at times been ambiguities as to whether
Yugoslavia was, or was not, 1in the Soviet sphere of
influence. States not in a sphere of influence might be
either free of constraints or 1in areas of superpower

competition where it is not clear which party predominates,

12 Hedley Bull, "World Order and the Super Powers," in
Carsten Holbraad (ed), Super Powers and World Order (New
York: St. Martin's, 1979), pp.148-495.

13 Paul Keal, Unspoken Rules and Superpower Dominance
(London: Macmillan, 1983), p.15.




26

a so-called "grey area".

The influencing power is definéd as "external" in that the
influenced states do not fall within its national
boundaries, and indeed sometimes are far removed. By
"predominant influence" it is meant that the influencing
power prevails both over the entities in the region and
against the influence of other comparable powers, sometimes
to the point of exclusivity.14 In practice, however,
exclusion is not absolute as state relations are complex,
varied, and difficult or undesirable to control completely.
The degree of influence on the lesser powers varies from
direct action, such as military intervention, to more subtle
forms, such as a "gentleman's agreement" .15

Spheres of influence differ from a "dependence", which is
an external reliance of one state on another that connotes
an exploitative symbiotic relationship.l® They also differ
from outright annexation, which involves: the extension of
the territorial boundaries of the dominant state; and the
complete incorporation of the territory into the greater
power's political and legal system, which extinguishes its

previous legal status. In addition, spheres of influence

14 See G. W. Rutherford, "Spheres of Influence: An Aspect of
Semi-Suzerainty,* American Journal of International Law,
Vol.XX, No.2 (1926), pp.300-25.

15 Keal, op. cit., pp.15-16.

16 For an examination of "dependency" theory see Tony Smith,
*The Underdevelopment of Development Literature: The Case of
Dependency Theory," World Politics, Vol.XXXI, No.2 (January
1979), pp.247-88.
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can be distinguished from colonial systems, which frequently
consist of indirect rule or suzerainty, operating through
indigenous rulers and institutions, and are often of long
standing. 17

The concept of spheres of influence 1is sometimes
expressed in what have come to be considered the synonymous
terms of "spheres of action", "zones of influence", "spheres
of preponderance®", and “spheres of responsibility".18
"Spheres of influence", however, should not be confused with
other related, but different concepts. The term "“sphere of
interest", for example, 1is often used in the place of
"sphere of influence® in order to "soften" the connotation.
In his 1907 Romanes lecture, for example, Lord Curzon
asserted that a "Sphere of influence is a less developed
form than a Protectorate, but it is more developed than a
Sphere of Interest".19 This implies that there can be
"interest" without "influence", but once "influence" 1is
present the term "interest" becomes redundant.

A "buffer zone" has been described by Martin Wight as "an
area occupied by a weaker Power or Powers between two or
more stronger Powers" in which it is in “the vital interest

cof each stronger Power to prevent the other from

17 Kurth, op. cit., p.87. For a history of the concept of
spheres of influence, see Keal, op. cit., pp.16-26.

18 For a description of how these terms have evolved and why
they are considered synonymous, see ibid, pp.19-24.

19 G. N. Curzon, Frontiers: The Romanes Lecture, 1907
(London: Clarendon, 1907), p.42.
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controlling. "20 Although buffer zones sometimes coincide
with spheres of influence, they need not always be aligned
with a great power. They can be neutral and independent
and, therefore, not necessarily a sphere of influence: for
instance, the Anglo-French declaration of 15 January 1896
established that Siam would fall under neither French nor

British spheres of influence.

A final related - but distinct - term from "spheres of
influence" is "spheres of restraint*. It may be regarded as
an area in which no one power is predominant. In these

areas, the nature and extent of superpower involvement is
unclear and, therefore, the freedom of action of each state
is somewhat restricted for fear of coming into conflict.21
There are various methods by which a region comes to be
regarded as being in the sphere of influence of a particular
power, whether by unilateral declaration, mutual agreement,
or tacit wunderstanding. The most notable example of a
unilateral declaration is the 1823 Monroe Doctrine. The
United Statees asserted 1its predominance in the Western
Hemisphere by claiming that any external (such as European)
designs on Latin America would be perceived as a threat to
the peace and safety of not only the region, but also to the
US. A declaration, however, does not always guarantee that
a particular region is seen by other states as within that

state's sphere of influence. In addition, by the mid-20th

20 Wight, Power Politics, op. cit., pp.50-51.
21 See Keal, op. cit., pp.27-28.
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century such pronouncements were no longer considered
morally or legally acceptable.

In previous eras there were formal, mutual agreements
regarding spheres of influence. M. F. Lindley distinguished
three main types of such arrangements during the late 19th
and early 20th centuries: agreements between colonizing
powers themselves; agreements 1in which the parties
recognized that the other had a special interest in the
territory of a third state; and agreements involving a power
that was interested in a part of the territory of a somewhat
advanced state and made an arrangement with the state
itself.22 1In addition, spheres of influence agreements can
be negative or positive. The above-mentioned agreements
established negative spheres of influence: where the
influencing power employed a variety of devices which
attempted to exclude other powers from the region. A
positive sphere of influence agreement, on the other hand,
is one which sets up a division of labor among the parties
involved in the execution of a common task. It establishes
what can be called a sphere of "responsibility".

A final method by which spheres of influence are
recognized is by tacit understanding.Z?3 The agreements
about spheres of influence of the kind discussed above

belonged to a period in which European powers were ascendent

22 M. F. Lindley, The Acquisition and Government of Backward
Territory in International Law (New York: Negro Universities
Press, 1969 - repr. from 1926 ed.), pp.207-10.

23 See Keal, op. cit., pp.45-61.
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and the principle of the sovereign equality of states was
not as yet universally accepted. Once non-European states
became more influential in international politics, and state
sovereignty was established as a universal principle to be
accorded all states, formal agreements about spheres of
influence were no 1longer an acceptable practice. The
superpowers, particularly for this reason, formally deny
that they have any agreement or understanding, tacit or
otherwise, about spheres of influence. In addition, the
superpowers formally deny, or simply omit to deny, spheres
because they cannot, or do not wish to, be seen in world
opinion to be openly claiming for themselves or granting
each other rights to spheres of influence.

A tacit understanding, according to Keal, is one which
"causes or allows particular actions or inactions of states
which cannot or will not communicate directly about what is
understood, but which nevertheless seem based on some kind
of understanding."24 This understanding may be the result
of a "gentleman's agreement" or precedent. In international
politics, a precedent is understood as the past actions of a
state, 1in particular circumstances, which can be useful in
helping an observer anticipate its actions in either present
or future circumstances. In addition, a precedent can also
establish an action as a right.

Although precedents can serve as a guide for future

24 Ibid, p.4s.
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activities of a certain country, they are not always a
reliable predictor of action. Precedents can also serve
that state which was the originator of the precedent, in
that inaction by a rival power can be exploited or employed
once again. When the Hungarian Revolution of 1956 erupted,
for example, the Soviet intervention was not interrupted,
prevented or obstructed by the United States, either before
or after the crisis. This resulted in the possible Soviet
expectation that the USSR could, in future, intervene 1in
Eastern Europe without drawing a strong American reaction.25

Precedents are derived not only from acts, such as
military intervention, but also from non-verbal symbolic
measures and verbal statements. A symbolic act can involve
leaking deceptive military intelligence to an enemy or the
use of “"smokescreens." Verbal statements - such as speeches
and comments by ©politicians, newspaper articles and
editorials, and dialogue - in general can also contribute to
expectations. Before and during the Czechoslovak crisis of
1968, for example, there were various phrases and statements
issued in the press, and during informal talke between
allies, which indicated the possibility that intervention
was imminent. Many in the West, however, did not recognize
the significance of these verbal expressions and only
acknowledged them after the fact as the "Brezhnev Doctrine".

Although a sphere of influence can be tacitly established

25 It could possibly even be argued that the 1953 Berlin
Uprising served as a precedent.
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and acknowledged, it does not always follow that this
relationship is permanent. The boundaries of a sphere can
be tested by probes from a challenging power in a variety of
forms - overt, covert, political, economic, cultural or
military.2® A probe can be countered by a response on the
part of the state whose sphere is being tested through a
pledge, threat, or military action. If such "trespassing”
is not met firmly in a given area, the dominance of that
region by a certain power can come into question. If the
probes are firmly rebuffed, such as during the Cuban Missile
Crisis, the action serves to establish or reconfirm the
boundaries of a sphere of influence. 1A great power can also
reconfirm its dominance over 1its sphere of influence by
actions that it initiates, such as the Soviet invasion of
Czechoslovakia. Similarly, a state can use a probe to
challenge the sphere of influence of another power or to

incorporate an area into its own sphere.

Military Intervention

Finding a definition for the concept of "intervention"

has led one observer to state "Nothing can be more static or

26 See Andrew M. Scott, "Military Intervention by the Great
Powers: The Rules of the Game" in W. I. Zartman (ed),
Czechoslovakia, Intervention and Impact (New York: New York
University Press, 1970), pp.86-88.
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less rewarding."27 "Intervention" is an ambiguous and
imprecise term which has been described as simply as "any
action affecting the interest of others"™ or "to make you do
what I want you to do, whether or not you wish to do it.»28

In the realm of international politics, intervention has
been denoted by Wight as an "unwelcome interference by one
member of international society in the domestic affairs of
another", and by international legal publicists, such as L.
Oppenheim, as "dictatorial interference by a State in the
affairs of another State for the purpose of maintaining or
altering the actual condition of things."22

In the broadest sense every act of a state constitutes
intervention. Acts of intervention can range from the
Israeli bombing of the Iraqui nuclear reactor in 1981 to the
West German decision not to enact sanctions against the

Soviet Union over the 1981 declaration of martial law 1in

Poland. Stanley Hoffmann offers three approaches toward
explaining intervention: by reference to the type of
activity 1involved; to the type of actor; and, most

27 Stanley Hoffmann, "The Problem of Intervention" in Bull,
Intervention, op. cit., p.8.

28 Urs Schwarz, Confrontation and Intervention in the Modern
World (New York: Oceana, 1970), p.83; Hoffmann, op.cit.,

p.-9.

29 Martin  Wight, "Western Values in International
Relations," in Herbert Butterfield and Martin Wight (eds),
Diplomatic Investigations: Essays in the Theory of

International Politics (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1966),
p.112; L. Oppenheim, Internatiocnal Law, Vol.I, 7th ed.
(London: Longmans, 1948), p.272.
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importantly, the type of target.3°

Interventions occur in various forms, some of which are
explicitly coercive through the use or threat of force, such
as military maneuvers, or economic sanctions. In addition,
there are interventions which are implicitly coerxcive:
although they do not constitute obvious dictatorial
interference, they force a state to undertake an action that
it would not normally initiate. The type of actors which
undertake intervention also vary: it might be a state, or a
revolutionary group within a state, or a group enjoying the
tacit support of its government. Intervention might be the
action of a group of states or by regional, transnational or
international organizations.31 wWhile there are various
targets of intervention, this thesis will examine the acts
against the domestic affairs of a state, not those aimed at
itse foreign relations or external behavior.

Interventions can have many motives and rationales. They
can occur to maintain the balance of power or to promote
ideological solidarity. The motives and rationales for
interventions, however, are not necessarily the same.
Motives might be different from the rationale used to
justify such action. Joint-stock companies between the USSR
and Yugoslavia in the period of 1946-47, for example, were
set up in such a way as to benefit mostly the Soviet Union.

Stalin justified Soviet exploitation by invoking Marx,

30 Hoffmann, op. cit., pp.9-11.
31 See Vincent, Nonintervention, op. cit., pp.4-5.




stating they were national wealth with no direct social
value. 32 The motive, therefore, was financial and the
rationale ideological.

Superpowers and other states have at times sponsored
collective intervention to  further their respective
interests. Collective intervention differs from unilateral
intervention in a number of important aspects.33 wWhile
unilateral intervention is generally viewed by the
international community, particularly by the intervened
state, as being a violation of sovereignty, collective
intervention, on the other hand, can be justified as being
authorized by some international body having widespread
legitimacy, such as the United Nations.

Collective intervention also differs in its purposes from
unilateral intervention. The latter is undertaken by an
individual state to promote its own political, economic or
strategic 1interests. This type of intervention can be
argued by that state to promote the interests of the country
in which it is intervening; however, those interests are
generally that of the intervening state. Collective
intervention, on the other hand, can be said to be
undertaken for collective purposes, such as stabilization,

the restoration of peace, the maintenance of the status quo,

32 See Vladimir Dedijer, Tito Speaks: His Self Portrait and
Struggle With Stalin (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson,
1953), pp.286-87.

33 See Evan Luard, "Collective Intervention," in Bull,
Intervention, op. cit., pp.157-80.
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and the exclusion of great power rivalries.

Finally, collective intervention differs from unilateral
intervention in its methods. The methods available to
international organizations, for example, are more limited
than those available to national governments,; assistance to
rebel forces, political interference and subversion are not
normally used. Military interventions or economic sanctions
can be used, but are not preferred as they often do not
produce the intended results.

There also exists in international society a policy or
instance of *“nonintervention": one in which intervention
does not occur. A state can intentionally choose a policy
of nonintervention where intervention is a possibility. The
rule of nonintervention can be said to derive from, and
require respect for, the principle of state sovereignty. As
a state has the right of sovereignty, other states have a
duty to respect that right by, among other things,
refraining from intervention in its domestic affairs.3%

Superpower freedom to intervene is partly restrained by
common inhibitions about their own strength and their need
to avoid crises with each other. when intervention does
occur, there are certain rules which the great powers are
likely to observe, thus giving their behavior a degree of
predictability. These rules have not been formally agreed

upon, but tacitly understood. When these rules are

34 For further discussion, see Vincent, op. cit.
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followed, it is because they are simple and appear to accord
with the interests of each state: moreover, in most cases,
they are easier to comply with than to contest. These rules
are not  necessarily constant and can change with
circumstances. In addition, there can be special rules
accepted within the subsystem that might not agree with
other systems or formulations of international law. 35

The most important rule to be followed by an intervening
power 1n its own sphere 1is to act in such a way as to
minimize the danger of direct confrontation with another
great power, and to facilitate the other power's acceptance
of that action. The following is a list of subordinate

rules that Andrew Scott has outlined which the intervening

nation is likely to observe:

- In its pronouncements it will minimize the extent of the
intervention.

- It will minimize the precedent-breaking nature of the
action.

- All pronouncements will stress the temporary and short-
term nature of the intervention.

- The intervening nation will try to arrange to be invited
to intervene by the government of the country in which the
intervention 1is to take place. If the power has been

invited, intervention presumably ceases to be intervention

35 See Scott, op. cit., pp.88-89.



38

and becomes a friendly act of assistance.

- The intervening country will try to achieve a speedy
victory.

- To give the appearance of legitimacy to its intervention,
the intervening country might try to associate other
countries in its sphere of influence with the

interventionist action.

The nonintervening great power will observe the following

rules in relation to the intervention:

- When a great power 1is confronted with military
intervention by the other great power in the latter's sphere
of influence, it will express moral outrage and will take
various symbolic actions and offer resolutions in
international bodies.

- It might consider a variety of relatively mild actions
designed to embarrass or punish the offending nation for its
action.

- It will not treat the action as a "casus belli". Each
recognizes that developments in the other's sphere are far

more important to the other nation than to itself .36

There are, in international affairs, some fundamental

36 Both sets of rulese are just a sampling of the factors
taken into consideration and are not intended as a
comprehensive list.



39

contradictions which underlie the whole subject of
intervention. First, if international society is founded on
the basis of state sovereignty, then intervention appears
illegitimate. In previous eras, interventions raised fewer
objections because the rules regarding sovereignty were not
as absolute as they are currently under the UN Charter
system. At the same time, however, the principle of
sovereignty accepts the norm of self-help, which can include
intervention.

A second contradiction involves the phenomenon of
national self-determination. It 1is believed by some
observers that all chaos could be avoided in international
society if all states were based on the principle of self-
determination or nationality; this, however, would only
increase 1intervention on behalf of self-determination.
Moreover, there is a general belief that the best method of
preventing state sovereignty and national self-determination
from leading to chaos 1is by imposing or maintaining a
uniform government system (such as the Holy Alliance) 1in
which all the great powers share the same political basis.
But this notion would justify intervention in name of
government legitimacy.

There has also been a debate among theorists about
whether or not intervention is a proper method of
maintaining international order. On one side are those who
deny the right of intervention. Christian Wolff, for

example, was the first jurist to state clearly the rule of
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nonintervention, although he held that it <could be
overridden by the "civitas maxima".37 Ww. E. Hall stated in
his classic treatise: "No intervention is legal, except for
the purpose of self-preservation, unless a breach of the law
as between states has taken place, or unless the whole body
of civilized states have concurred in authorizing it."38

On the other side are those who consider intervention as
a continuing and universal duty. This duty stems from
either: the belief that the society of states ought to be
revolutionized and made uniform; or the belief that it ought
to be preserved as it is and kept uniform. Both imply that
the independence and separateness of states is 1less
important than the homogeneity of international society.

Between the noninterventioniste and interventionists lie
the proponents of the "moral interdependence of peoples".3°
"States are not isolated bodies, " wrote Sir Charles Webster,
"but part of an international community and the events which
take place in each of them must be of interest and concern
to all the rest."4? For them, intervention represents an
exercise not simply of the right of self-preservation, but
of the duty of mutual-feeling and cooperation. "“Kings" said

Grotius, "in addition to the particular care of their own

37 Christian Wolff, Jus Gentium Methodo Scientifica
Pertractatum (first published in 1749), Sections 255-57.

38 W. E. Hall, A Treatise on International Law, A. Pierce
Higgins (ed), 8th ed. (Oxford, 1924), pp.343-44.

39 See Wight, *Western Values," op. cit., p.116.

40 Sir Charles Webster, The Foreign Policy of Palmerston,
Vol.I (London: G. Bell, 1951), p.99.
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state, are also burdened with a general responsibility for

human society."41l

III The "Push and Pull® of Hegemonic Relationships

Finally, is a hegemonic relationship based solely on the

dominance of one state over others, or is there a certain

degree of push and pull in such a system?

Power of the Dominant State

In general, dominant powers have three basic goals
regarding their spheres of influence: first, they want to
minimize the dangers to themselves in their spheres; second,
they try to discourage states in those regions from acting
independently; and, finally, they use regional capabilities,
such as military guarantees and trade relations, to achieve

their own objectives.42

41 Hugo Grotius, De Jure Belli ac Pacis, Book 1II
(Amstelaedami: Blaeu, 1667), Chapter XX, Section XLIV.I.
42 See Triska, op. c¢it., pp.5-8.




In order to maintain or achieve these goals, dominant
powers use military, political, economic, and cultural
means. Military agreements provide for training and officer
education 1in the sponsoring country as well as the
stationing of the dominant power's troops. Such contact is
deemed important because it is believed to forge unity and
identity of interests between the militaries: however,
security dependence is only effective if there are no viable
alternatives, and the interaction between the militaries can
unintentionally raise antagonism and resentment.%3

Politically, hegemonic powers attempt to maintain contact
(overtly and covertly) with interest groups, factions, and
influential individuals inside the political elite, but not
necessarily currently in top posts. Such a strategy
generates or supports opposition to the incumbent leadership
in the event of a rift with the dominant power.
Economically, substantial foreign trade, sizable foreign
investments concentrated in key areas of the economy, and
extensive debts all contribute to greater economic
dependency. Finally, there is ideological and cultural
indoctrination of the local elites. They are schooled to
share the same values, beliefs, and attributes as the
hegemonic elites, and often identify with and support the

policies of the dominant power.

43 See Condoleezza Rice, "The Military as an Instrument of
Influence and Control," in ibid, pp.245-46.
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Influence of the Small State

Small states situated next to large states often have to
take into consideration the interests of the larger power.4%4
Accommodation appears to be a logical option, but it can
lead to continued subordination. Alliance with a rival
power, on the other hand, might give the state a certain
degree of autonomy, but at a greater risk. Consequently,
the relationship between the two parties 1is often a
compromise of ‘“symbiotic accommodation" than ‘"parasitic
subordination".45 1In addition, subordinate states must deal
with the dominant power as both an outside and domestic
force .46

Although there is a great disparity of power between the
regional hegemons and the subordinate states 1in their
spheres, the latter possess - to a certain degree - some
bargaining power. According to Raymond Aron, the small
power sometimes “"takes the great where the latter would not
have chosen to go."47 The small power can, for example,

force the great power to choose between concession or the

44 See Paul M. Johnson, "The Subordinate States and Their
Strategies, " in ibid, p.296.

45 See ibid, pp.458-62.

46 Ibid.

47 Raymond Arxon, Peace and War. A Theory of International
Relations (New York: Doubleday, 1966), p.69.




use of force in an dispute. It can alsoc increase its
permeability to other great powers, thus watering down the
penetration by the dominant power. Subordinate states can
also take advantage of turmoil in the hegemon's affairs to
undertake more independent action.

The subordinate can also try to maneuver coalitions to
best achieve their demands. Leaders, for instance, can use
nationalism to help resist outside constraints on their
conduct. A heritage of resistance to invasion, such as in
Poland, can also buy more leverage for a subordinate state.
Some states, like Romania, limited their participation in
dominant sponsored alliances to assert a degree of autonomy.
A subordinate state can also initiate steps which benefit
both parties.48

In addition, small powers can also signal to the hegemon
its excesses. During the period 1949 to 1953, for instance,
Eastern Europe witnessed political purges and economic
exploitation which, in addition to other factors, led to
popular uprisings between 1953 and 1956. These developments
influenced Khrushchev to redress the basis of Soviet-East
European relations.

Subordinate states can also compete for the dominant
powers' favor or use “salami tactics" to gain advantages,

which eventually amount to sizable concessions. They can

48 Such as the resoclution of Poland's postwar border with
the German Democratic Republic, which reduced its dependence
on Moscow for protection and aided Ostpolitik; see Jeffrey
L. Hughes, *"On Bargaining," in Triska, op. cit., p.184.
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form a "special relationship" with the dominant power by
being so cooperative that the hegemon will feel moved to
reward that state. These states often have regimes which
lack legitimacy with their population or have security needs
which require great power protection.

Smaller powers can also "force the hand" of the hegemon.
Some states employ, for example, the stratagem of the
*wooden horse": appealing directly to the hegemon’'s
population.4? Subordinate states can also threaten to
collapse, such as the debt-ridden Latin American countries
of Mexico and Brazil, which would - in turn - create bank
failures and deflationary shocks for the US economy.

Finally, while most small states do not welcome hegemonic
interference by a great power, there are certain states
which lack self-confidence (sometimes for Thistorical
reasons), who welcome to some degree domination. Uncertain
of their ability either to run their own affairs or to
defend themselves against attack, they lock to a larger
neighbor to provide them with security. Bulgaria, for
example, has historically loocked to Russia for protection
against the Turks, while Bhutan aligned with India for its

defense.

49 The Nicaraguan government, for instance, employed a New
York public relations firm in 1986 to handle its account in
the United States; see the New York Times, 26 February 1986.
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IV. Conclusion

Hegemonic relationships are, therefore, arrangements in

which a dominant power exercises influence over one or

several subordinate states. They are viewed as part of
international society, which shares certain common
interests, values, and rules of behavior. Terms and

expressions, such as spheres of influence or buffer states,
are often used to describe hegemonic relationships.

The dominant power has a number of options, including
military intervention, which it can employ to prevent
deviation by a subordinate states. At the same time,
however, the smaller state is not always helpless and can
occasionally win concessions or diminish the influence of
the greater power. Hegemonic relationships, therefore, are
not based solely on the dominance of one state over another,
but can contain a certain degree of "push and pull® in their

everyday contact.



CHAPTER III

FRANCE AND THE UNITED STATES AS HEGEMONIC POWERS

There are some similarities and differences
between Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe 1in the
postwar period and that of other states. The
purpose of this chapter is to examine briefly two
other hegemonic relationships in the post-1945
world: France in Africa and the United States in
Latin America. Specifically, this chapter will
address the following questions in respect to both
the French and American spheres of influence:

(1) what are the historical roots of the hegemonic
relationship?

(ii) what are the hegemon's underlying motives and
what measures does it use to maintain its sphere of
influence?

(iii) Is there a specific doctrine attached to the

dominant power and what function does it serve?
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France and Africa

Hegemonic relationships are not a new phenomenon
in international relations. Since the Treaty of
Westphalia of 1648, which established the modern
state system, there have been a number of hegemonic
systems of one kind or another. There have been
hegemonic relations between equal, sovereign states
(such as between the United States and Mexico) and
between sovereign, but unequal states (such as Great
Britain toward its colonies). In the contemporary
world, hegemonic systems  have included, for
instance, South 2Africa's predominance 1in southern
Africa and India's on the subcontinent. This
chapter will focus on the examination of dominance
in a particular region - that of France in Africa
and the United States in Latin America - rather than
on more widely spread empires.

Although France initially viewed the acquisition
and dominance of its African empire in moral terms,
as a "civilizing mission", French preponderance in
northern and western Africa became associated with

its status as a great power.1 In the aftermath of

1 The French empire included the countries of Algeria,
Benin, Burkina Fasso, Cameroon, Central African Republic,
Chad, Djibouti, Gabon, Guinea, Ivory Coast, Mali,
Mauritania, Morocco, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, Togo and
Tunisia.
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the Second World WwWar, the decolonization movement,
along with the altered global balance of power and
changing world opinion, led France to restructure
its relationship with the colonies. New policies
were formulated to grant, at least in theory,
greater independence, although some considered these
new prescriptions an example of neo-colonialism.
Unlike other metropoles, France continued to
maintain a high degree of cooperation - political,
economic, and military - with its former colonies.
Moreover, the concept of "Eurafrique® was promoted
as proof of the common destiny between France and
Africa. Although French influence in Africa has
been modified in recent years, and its role as
hegemonic mentor increasingly dquestioned at home,

French interest in Africa is likely to continue.

I1.0rigins of French Interest in Africa

French interest in Africa stems from its colonial
experience. Since the Revolution of 1789 the French

have possessed a sense of "civilizing mission"

By "civilizing mission" was meant an end to tribal
warfare, human sacrifice, and the slave trade; see Edward
Mortimer, France and the Africans 1944-1960: A Political
History (New York: Walker, 1969%9), pp.31-32.
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toward the rest of the world. They have promoted,
at least in theory, the goals of the French
Revolution - 1liberty, equality, and fraternity -
which they believe have universal application.
while the English-speaking people believed in the
rightse of Englishmen, the French proclaimed the
universal rights of men. In theory, therefore, the
African colonial subject could be treated as a
Frenchman with all his rights and duties.

Moreover, the French took the view that it was
not only their duty, but their right to 1liberate
those people who were still held in "bondage"™ or
*domination". Thus one French politician, Jules
Ferry, told the French Chamber in 1885: "It must be
said openly that the superior races, in effect, have
a right vis-a-vis the inferior races."2 Charles De
Gaulle reiterated this view when he stated in 1959
that "a country in order to play its role in the
world must follow that path permitting it to do so

From its very inception the vocation of France,
the purpose of France, has been a humane vocation

and a humane purpose."3

2 Debats parlementaires: seance de la Chambre dees Deputes,
28 Juillet 1885, p.1062.

3 Charles De Gaulle, from an *Address in Dakar before the
Federal Assembly of Mali at the Sixth Meeting of the
Executive Council of the French Community," 13 December
1959, full text in Le Monde, 15 December 1959.
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French colonial expansion was marked by three
features or rationales which, with little
modification, can still be found in French post-
colonial relations with Africa: to acquire and
develop economic markets and trade; to prevent other
great powers from dominating Africa; and, finally,
to boost its reputation as a great power. France's
colonial experiment was not, however, the result of
a calculated overall strategy; French involvement
was more the result of sporadic decision-making and

reaction to events.?

II. Bvolution of French Policy

Until the last decade of the 19th century, French

policy toward the African colonies was based on the

concept of *assimilation" which regarded the
territories as integral, though non-contiguous,
parts of France. In "assimilation" men could be

equal given the right opportunities, but were not
equal at the present time. By the end of the 19th

century, however, assimilation fell under increasing

4 For a description of the French colonial experience in
Africa, see Patrick Manning, Francophone Sub-Saharan Africa,
1880-1985 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988).
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criticism. First, it was no longer considered
relevant to France's new and highly diversified
colonial empire, and was condemned as rigid and
unscientific.?> Second, a policy of assimilation
carried to its 1logical conclusion would have
involved the cultural, political, and economic
integration of the empire with France. This was
rejected not only on the grounds of expense, but
also because many French officiales were becoming
increasingly doubtful as to whether the Africans
could be successfully absorbed into French culture.
Third, a full-scale policy of assimilation was
rejected because France, with a population of 40
million, would have been dominated by its 60 million
colonial subjects, becoming essentially a “colony"
of its colonies.

Assimilation was, therefore, replaced with the
policy of "association" in which close cooperation
was to be achieved by encouraging, vrather than
submerging, the particular ethnic political and
economic characteristics of the colony. Although
association became the official colonial policy

after 1918, it varied little from assimilation.®

5 At that time the French colonial empire was comprised of
three different categories: colony, federation, and
protectorate.

6 For further detail see Raymond F. Betts, Assimilation and
Association in French Colonial Theory (New York: Columbia




With the coming of the Second World War, France's
relationship with its colonies changed. Although
French possession of its territories was deemed
essential to its survival as a considerable, if not
great power, France might have concluded that the
developments in the international arena no longer
favored the treatment of the African colonies in the
traditional manner. International public opinion,
such as in the United States, viewed colonial
domination as a violation of the principles of
sovereignty and national self-determination
expressed in the Atlantic cCharter. Moreover, the
native populations of French Africa had aided in the
fighting of the war and expected, in return, that
they should be treated as equals in future
relations.

At the Brazzaville Conference of January 1944,
reference was made that the colonies "be accorded a
large measure of economic and administrative
freedom"; however, the limits to these moves toward
greater " independence" were also delineated.

Special emphasis was placed upon the "immortal

genius of France ... for raising men toward the
summits of dignity and fraternity where ... they may
all unite", and upon the "definitive bond" between
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France and the colonies, formed by the heavy
sacrifices of blood on the part of colonial
populations "who had not for a moment altered their
loyalties."’ While France reaffirmed its commitment
and obligation to aid its colonies in their quest
for *"independence", French predominance was seen as
an integral part of this "responsibility". De
Gaulle, in a speech made in September 1946,
reiterated these notions of French predominance,

responsibility, and common interest:

the overseas peoples who are linked with our
destiny have the ©possibility to develop
according to their own conditions and to
assume the administration of their particular
affairs according to their level of
development; they must be associated with
France and France must maintain her pre-
eminence for all matters that are common to
all - foreign ©policy, national defense,
communications, over-all economic problems.S8

Many African leaders, such as Leopold Senghor of
Senegal and Felix Houphouet-Boigny of the Ivory
Coast, believed that Africa had something to

contribute to, as well as something to receive from,

7 See Conference Africaine Francaise de Brazzaville, 10
Janvier - 8 Fevrier 1944 (Paris: 1945). '

8 De Gaulle, Speech of 29 September 1946, "Discours Prononce
a Epinal, Discours et Messages, Vol.2 (Paris: Plon, 1970),
pPp.26-33.
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a purposeful relationship with France on a full
partnership basis. At the Bamako Congress of 1957
they urged the creation of a "community": in this
arrangement, matters falling under French
jurisdiction would be handled jointly by "community"
institutions. 1In reality, however, France continued
to hold final decision-making power and to dominate
foreign and defense policy. The importance of the
latter was paramount, as African security was seen
as an extension of French security.?

The French Community proved to be short-lived and
was replaced in the early 1960s by a federative
system based on bilateral cooperation agreements,
which some have termed "neo-colonialist".1l0 1In this
policy France proposed a kind of "joint management”
through special cooperation agreements in the
economy, defense, foreign policy, and education; its

tryue aim, however, was to "maintain privileged links
' F)

9 The ordinance of 7 January 1959, for instance, affirmed
the concept of a global defense for France and the
Community; for details on the French Community, see Edouard
Bustin, The Limits of French Intervention in Africa: A Study
in Applied Neo-Colonialism (Cambridge: Boston University,
African Studies Center Working Paper No.54, 1982).

10 The "Community" collapsed in 1960 from a number of
contributing factore, including the struggle in Algeria,
Nkrumah's Pan-Africanism, the independence of Ghana and
Guinea, in addition to events in Togo and Cameroon. For a
discussion on the issue of "neo-colonialism*, see Richard
Joseph, "The @Gaullist Legacy: Patterns of French Neo-
Colonialism," Review of African Political Economy, No.é6
(May-August 1976), pp.4-13.




in epite of international sovereignty.*1l1 For De
Gaulle, maintaining a special influence in Africa
was seen as essential to keeping France's dJgreat
power status.l2 The idea of sharing power in Africa
with other states meant implicitly surrendering a
part of French sovereignty. It was, therefore,
important for links with France to be created and
firmly established. The greatest advantage of this
system of structured cooperation was that it
institutionalized, and therefore routinized,
continued French presence and involvement in its
former territories.

One of the most distinctive features of France's
"“special relationship® with its former African
colonies has been its reliance on explicit legal
instruments.l3 It is evident in binding documents,
such as the bilateral cooperation agreements, and in
multilateral agencies, such as the "Franc 2zone".
The 1legal character is particularly apparent in
France's policy of intervention. The French have
limited their military interventions to two
conditions: formal bilateral defense agreements that
provide for military action conditional upon the

request of the 1local government, and with the

11 See Guy de Carmoy, Les Politigques Etrangeres de la France
(Paris: La Table Ronde, 1967), p.297.

12 Ibid, pp.111-14.

13 See Bustin, op. cit., p.10.




approval of the French authorities (even if often in
reality these agreements were signed when the
decision to intervene had already been made); and
military technical assistance agreements which
provided for French aid in the organization,
equipping, and training of the national armies and
police forces of the African states.l1l%

In addition to these bilateral agreements, France
had also promoted the concept of "Eurafrique" as a
justification for French involvement in Africa. In
the 19th century French politicians, such as Ferry,
defended colonial expansion with the idea that
French overseas power could contribute to France's
status in Europe. Images contained in this set of
ideas were refined to apply to the special case of
French power in Africa. "Eurafrique" came to
reflect geopolitical interest shared by both French
and African leaders. After the Second World War,
this concept helped ease the decolonization process
by promoting a sense of mutual interest and common
destiny between France and Africa: most important
was the fact that the 1local francophone elite
continued to believe 1in the existence of shared
interests. Continued involvement in Africa was

explained to the French people by linking France's

14 See Dominique Moisi, "Intervention in French Foreign
Policy," in Bull, Intervention, op. cit., p.72.




role in Africa with the continuation of its status
as a great power. However, the doctrine lacked any
real political content: it was, rather, the idea
that France belonged in Africa. It was an important
concept because it was not only accepted, but

promoted by African leaders.

III. Methods of French Influence

French post-colonial relations with Africa,
despite being highly structured, have been adaptable
and flexible. The bilateral agreements have been
occasionally re negotiated to fit the specific
conditions in a given state. French policy has also
been modified to fit political crises (in Mali,
Chad, Mauritania) or France's own reappraisals (such
as the strategic doctrine of ‘“couverture "a
distance") without seriously jeopardizing ite long-
term effectiveness or continuity.

France exerts influence in its former African
colonies in four basic areas which are - for the
most part - welcomed by the indigenous populations:
culture and education, politics, economics, and the

military. France, for instance, maintains a
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cultural presence in Africa.l13 The expansion of
French language remained a crucial element of
foreign policy, and the African continent is one of
the few regions of the world where the use of the
French is expanding.l16 Moreover, France is the
largest educator in Africa.l7

Politically, Franco-African relations are
promoted not only through official visits and
exchanges, but also biennial summit meetings.
Started in 1973 as an informal gathering for France
and its former colonies, it is now viewed by all
parties as an effective forum for furthering
political and other cooperation. The success of the
meetings can be seen by how they compare to other
African forums: for example, the 15th meeting, which
was held 16 December 1988, drew delegations from 34
African countries, including 16 former French
colonies, 8 former British colonies, and all the

former African colonies of Belgium, Portugal, and

15 See Edward M. Corbett, The French Presence in Black
Africa (Washington, DC: Black Orpheus, 1972), pp.11-48.

16 For example, in two countries, Portuguese -speaking
Guinea-Bissau and Spanish-speaking Equatorial Guinea,
linguists predict that French could easily become the
dominant language within two generations, particularly as
language courses are subsidized by the French Government;
see James Brooke, "The French in Africa: 0ld Ecole Ties,"
the New York Times, 25 Decembexr 1988.

17 In 1986, for example, 75,162 Africans studied at French
universities - twice the number at American schools and
seven times the number at British universities; see ibid.
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Spain; by contrast, only nine African leaders
attended the May 1988 25th anniversary meeting of
the Organization of African Unity.18

In addition, France has been a supporter and
champion of Third World causes. When Jose Eduardo
dos Santos, President of Angola, visited Paris, for
instance, he ©praised France as a "model" for
cooperation between the developed and developing
nations.1? Another method of political influence
has been the nurturing by the French government of
francophone elites. Both Senghor and Houphouet-
Boigny, for instance, held positions in the French
government before their countries' independence.
These close personal links explain the willingness
of the African governments not to sever ties with
the metropole.29

Economically, France maintains extensive ties
with Africa, particularly with its former colonies.
Although France downplays the economic significance
of such ties, and projects the image of a policy
governed by humanitarian concerns and moral
obligation, it remains the largest trading partner
and aid donor to Africa. Economic influence 1is

maintained through various methods, including the

18 See Brooke, op. cit..

19 See James Brooke, "Gabon Keeps Strong Links With France, "
the New York Times, 23 February 1988.

20 See Moisi, op. cit., p.70.
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*Franc zone", 1in which the African franc 1is the
legal tender, and can be exchanged only after
conversion into the French franc. Moreover, 2zone
membership provides incentive for the purchase of
French goods by the African states. While
commercial links with African members of the zone
represent only a small portion of France's total
external trade, the importance of France as a
trading partner for each of the countries is
great.2l Purthermore, where certain vital resources
are concerned, France receives preferential access
through bilateral agreements which exclude other
foreign investors.

Finally, France retains a powerful military
presence in Africa. Not only does France have
military bases and agreements with 1its former
colonies, but it has also been willing to intervene
to safeguard, ostensibly, its allies' interests. To
a large extent this strategy has been successful
for, contrary to the situation of other colonial
powers, French decolonization never meant the end of
a military presence; rather, "an adjustment".22 The
primary purpose of the French government in

concluding the military agreements was to maintain

21 See Bustin, op. cit., pp.17-18.

22 See Pierre Lellouche and Dominique Moisi, "Foreign Policy
in Africa: A Lonely Battle BAgainst De stabilization,"
International Security (Spring 1971), p.1l1l1.
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itse influence in Africa, while preserving its
ultimate freedom of action. The bilateral nature of
many of these agreements and arrangements also
assured France exclusive action in the region.23

The French hope was that the indigenous African
leaders would carry the responsibility of ensuring
their own political survival by whatever means they
deemed appropriate. Every defense agreement,
nevertheless, included an *insurance® clause
promising French military support not only against
external aggression, but also against domestic
upheaval. In addition, the French President
reserved the right to intervene or to take whatever
action necessary.24 In the period of the early
1960s, for instance, France intervened in Africa
several times for a variety of reasons: in Cameroon
to reestablish order (1960); in Congo Brazzaville to
end tribal warfare (1960); and in Niger to quell a
military uprising against President Hamani Diori
(1963) .25

However, the presence or absence of defense

agreements did not always play a part in the French

23 See John Chipman, French Military Policy and African

Security, Adelphi Paper #2210 (London: International
Institute for Strategic Studies, 1985), p.6.
24 Ibid.

25 For a comprehensive 1list of interventions during this
period, see Lellouche and Moisi, op. cit., p.117.
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policy of intervention. Cameroon, for example, had
no defense agreements with France, but thie did not
prevent French troops from intervening in 1960.
Furthermore, just as intervention was a French
option, so was the policy of nonintervention.
France's nonintervention was most often a form of
intervention: passivity represented a conscious
choice to abandon a disappointing leader. The
French, for example, voluntarily refrained from
resculng threatened regimes, such as that of Diori
in 1974. France's Yinsurance policy", therefore,
depended upon French willingness to honor 1its

guarantee.

IV. Changing French Policy?

Although French influence in Africa is likely to
continue, it may  become more modified or
increasingly undermined by the activities of other

powers, such as the United States.26

26 While France and the United States often cooperate in the
region, sometimes their respective interests or actions
conflict. For example, while in the past the US presence in
French West Africa was composed of a Peace Corps contingent
and small embassy, since 1973 (in the wake of severe drought
conditions) US presence and interests have grown; see Scott
Kraft, "US Expanding Role on French Turf in West Africa,"



Within France itself a debate has grown,
particularly in light of developments in Eastern
Europe in late 1989, over French policy in the
region. With signs of democracy appearing in parts
of Africa, questions have arisen over the
traditional role of France, the types of governments
that it supports, and the quantity and recipients of
aid. Critics of past and present French policy
towards Africa have complained that the government
has sustained dictators and one-party states, in
addition to the condoning of embezzlement of
development aid by officials of some countries.
They also argue that despite "guidance" from France,
the countries most dependent on French support are
seriously impoverished, whether by mismanagement,
corruption or by low commodity prices.?2”

In private government officials acknowledge that,
with democracy increasing in Latin America and
Eastern Europe, pressure for change will continue to
grow 1in Africa. In public President Francois
Mitterand has responded indirectly to this issue.
At the 1990 Franco-African summit, he told the
delegates that aid might have once been distributed
"without control®", but not since he took office in

1981. The French prime minister added that the

the Los Angeles Times, 17 November 1986.
27 See the New York Times, 17 June 1990.




African allies had to change their dictatorial ways
in order to qualify for economic assistance: there
could be "no development without democracy and no
democracy without development".28 Mitterand also
emphasized that French troops would continue to help
countries facing external threats, "but our role is
not to intervene in internal conflicts."2° The
French leader also praised the African governments
which had announced plans to create multiparty
states, and said France would "link its effort of
contribution to those efforts to move toward greater
liberty."30

France, therefore, may not abandon Africa, but

will have to be prepared to modify its policies.

28 See The Economist, July 6, 1991, pp.39-40.
29 See the New York Times, 22 June 1990.
30 Ibid.




United Btates and Latin America

The United States views itself and Latin America
as distinctly different from the “0Old World". The
US intended that the Western Hemisphere would be
free of the power politics that symbolized Europe,
and underscored the common history and values that
tied the countries of the "New World" together.
When most of the Latin American countries were
gaining independence in the early 19th century, the
Monroe Doctrine was declared by the United States to
warn the European states to stay out of the region.
The exclusion of European involvement 1in Latin
America, however, did not preclude US presence and
activity in the area. Latin America, particularly
Central America, came to be seen as an integral part
of US security interests. In addition, the United
States believed that it was its responsibility and
"Manifest Destiny" to protect the Western Hemisphere
from undesirable outside influences. After the
Second World War, the specter of “international
communism® replaced the threat of European
interference. While the principle of
nonintervention was adopted officially by the United
States, the use of force was justified during
various crises in the name of protecting or

defending “democracy".
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I. Origins of US Interest in Latin America

The origins of US interest in Latin America can
be found in the concepts of the "Western Hemisphere
Idea" and "Manifest Destiny", as well as the Monroe
Doctrine. From its emergence in the 1late 18th
century, the "Western Hemisphere Idea" represented
the notion that “the peoples of this Hemisphere
stand in a special relationship to one another which
sets them apart from the rest of the world."31l This
concept consisted of: the appearance of geographical
unity; the common experiences of adaptation to a New
world environment; the struggle for independence
from Europe; and, the sharing of common institutions
and ideas. John Foster Dulles reiterated the idea
of the separateness of the two *"Worlds®™ when he
stated in 1917 that "there exists among the American
States some sentiment of solidarity, which sets them
apart from the other nations of the world ..."32

In addition to the Western Hemisphere Idea, there
has been a conviction, associated with the concept
of "Manifest Destiny", that the United States

possesses a natural right to predominate in US-Latin

31 See Arthur P. Whitaker, The Western Hemisphere Idea: Its
Rise and Decline (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1954),
P-1.

32 Second Pan American Scientific Congress, Proceedings,
Vol .VII (Washington, DC, 1917), pp.687-92.
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American affairs. This right derives not only from
American political, economic and military
superiority over Latin America, but also from an
assumed moral responsibility. The United States,
therefore, has appointed itself as Latin America's

protector, whether by peaceful or military means:

The United States ... occupy of necessity a
prominent position on this continent which
they neither can nor should abdicate, which

entitles them to a leading voice, and
which imposes on them duties of right and
honor regarding American questions ...33

The adoption of these attitudes by the United
States toward Latin America was exemplified in the
"Monroe Doctrine". The major elements of the
doctrine were: any attempt by European powers to
extend their political power into the Western
Hemisphere would be considered a threat to the peace
and security of the United States; and, any
intervention aimed at oppressing or controlling
governments that have already obtained their
independence would be considered as an unfriendly

act towards the United States. The doctrine was

33 Secretary of State Hamilton Fish in a report to President
Ulysses S. Grant in 1870; see J. B. Lockey, "The Meaning of
Pan Americanism," American Journal of International Law,
Vol .XIX (1925), pp-104-17, at pp.106-07.
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enunciated in a "State of the Nation" message by

President James Monroe on 2 December 1823:

With the movements in this Hemisphere we are
of necessity more immediately connected

The political system of the allied [European]
powers, 1is essentially different in this
respect from that of America. This difference
proceeds from that, which exists in their
respective Governments, and to the defense of
our own, which has been achieved by the loss
of so much blood and treasure ... We owe it
therefore to candor, and to the amicable
relations existing between the United States
and those powers, to declare that we should
consider any attempt on their part to extend
their system to any portions of this
Hemisphere, as dangerous to our peace and

safety. With the existing Colonies or
dependencies of any European power, we have
not interfered, and shall not interfere. But
with the Governments who have declared
their Independence, and maintained 1it, and
whose Independence we have, on great
consideration, and on just principles,
acknowledged, we could not view any

interposition for the purpose of oppressing
them, or controlling in any other manner,
their destiny, by any European power, in any
other light, than as the manifestation of an
unfriendly disposition towards the United
States.34

The President's statement was perceived

internationally as a unilateral declaration claiming

34 For the text of the Monroe Doctrine, see Samuel Flagg
Bemis, The Latin American Policy of the United States: An
Historical Interpretation (New York: Harcourt Brace, 1943),
pp.63-64.




a sphere of influence. Although Monroe's message
did not contain the term, what was said of the
relationship between the United States and Latin
America, together with the subsequent practice of
the United States, suitably described a sphere of
influence. Moreover, the doctrine's unilateral
nature meant that, from 1823 to the present, the US
has remained the doctrine’s sole interpreter. It
has had innumerable applications, reinterpretations,
and "corollaries", vresulting in genuine ambigﬁity
concerning what the Monroe Doctrine has come to mean
and its precise role in contemporary American
foreign policy.

While the Monroe Doctrine meant the exclusion of
European powers from the Western Hemisphere, it also
represented (in American eyes) hemispheric
solidarity. The doctrine was at first welcomed in
Latin America because it was viewed as benefiting
small powers, protecting them from encrocachment by
European "imperialism". R. A. Jones argues that the
Monroe Doctrine in this sense was actually
"noninterventionist" .33

Some historians believe that Monrce did not

envision his message becoming a major doctrine for

35

Sovereignty" from Lenin to Gorbachev:

70

See R. A. Jones, The Soviet Concept of “Limited

The Brezhnev Doctrine

(New York: St. Martin's, 1990), pp.215-17.
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USs policy. The President did not use the term
"doctrine" in his speech, nor was their any evidence
that he foresaw his set of foreign policy principles
in such terms. One scholar, Ernest May, argues that
the President's statement was essentially a function
of domestic politice in 1823 - of Monroe's struggle
to protect his political position - and not a result

of a clearly thought-out strategy for dealing with

Latin America.36 Monroe's speech was largely
forgotten until the 18508 and was, 1in Gordon
Connell-Smith's words, "vastly more important for

what it was to become than for what Monroe actually
said».37

Although the proclamation of the Monroe Doctrine
appeared to be a "tough stance" by the United States
against Europe, there were a number of factors which
modify this view. 1In retrospect, it was a bold move
by the US since its defense of Latin America could
not be enforced with any degree of certainty: the
United States was in no position at the time to back
up 1its threats with a credible naval or military
show of force, or to protect each Latin American

country from re colonization efforts or other forms

36 See Ernest R. May, The Making of the Monroe Doctrine
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1975).

37 @Gordon Connell-smith, The United States and Latin
America: An Historical Analysis of Inter-American Relations
(London: Heinemann, 1974), p.62.
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of intervention.38 In addition, some historians,
such as Dexter Perkins, argue that the Holy Alliance
had no designs against the New World in 1823.
Indeed, two months prior to Monroe's statement,
Britain and France issued the Polignac Memorandum,
in which the latter denied any intention of
intervening in Latin America. The British also
discouraged the re colonization of the hemisphere
as, with their large navy, open access to the New
World would only benefit free trade. Finally,
although there was no direct re colonization of
Latin America, the Monroe Doctrine did not prevent
outside interference during the 19th century: there
were, for example, at least sixteen instances of
direct European intervention.32

Some MAmerican statesmen and analysts have, at
times, attempted to ascribe to the Monroe Doctrine

the status of international law.%40 The doctrine,

38 Moreover, the discussions in Monroe's Cabinet in 1823 and
the exchanges with the Latin American governments from 1823-
26 showed that no American statesman was prepared to go to
war to defend a Latin American state against European
intervention; see Bemis, op. cit., pp.99-100.

39 These ranged from a British and French naval blockade of
Buenos Aires 1in 1843 to a series of actions taken by the
Germans, Italians, Spanish, and French (from 1869 to 1897)
to collect debts and settle economic and boundary issues in
Venezuela, Colombia, and Haiti; see Harold E. Davis, Jochn F.
Finan, and Taylor F. Peck, Latin American Diplomatic History
(Baton Rouge: Louisiana University Press, 1977).

40 For this debate, see Keal, Unspcken Rules, op. cit.,
pp.179-81.
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asserted President Grover Cleveland in 1895, "finds
its recognition in those principles of international
law which are based upon the theory that every
nation shall have its rights protected and its just
claims enforced".4l similarly, Elihu Root wrote in
1914 that the Monroe Doctrine "is not international
law but it rests upon the right of self-protection
and that right is recognized by international law.
The right is a necessary corollary of independent
sovereignty. "42

In addition, the United States attempted to
legitimize the Monroe Doctrine in international
legal documents. In the Covenant of the League of
Nations, Article 21, for example, the United States
incorporated American preponderance over Latin
America into the 1legal framework. The Article

stated:

Nothing in this Covenant shall be deemed to
affect the validity of international
engagements, such as treaties of arbitration
or regional understandings 1like the Monroe
Doctrine, for securing the maintenance of
peace .43

41 Message to Congress of 17 December 1895, 1n Messades and
Papers of the Presidents, Vol.IX, p.655.

42 Elihu Root, "The Real Monroe Doctrine," American Journal
of International Law, Vol.VIII, No.3 (July 1914), p.432;
Root, a Secretary of State, was not in office at the time.
43 The text of the Covenant can be found in D. F. Fleming,
The United States and the League of Nations, 1918-1920 (New
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The inclusion of the Monroe Doctrine in the
League Covenant reflected the tradition of
international politics of the time. Prior to the
Second World War, the equality and sovereignty of
states was not common thinking: the world was seen
as divided into spheres of influence. Therefore,
the "blessing” of the Monroe Doctrine did not appear
so unusual for its time. Even idealists during that
era tended to see the world in dominant/subordinate
terms. Norman Angell, for example, envisioned a
world commonwealth, with one organization dictating
to others.%4 The acknowledgment of the doctrine and
other regional arrangements was believed among most
statesmen to foster stability and ©peace Dby
delineating 1limite for other states to respect.
Although the Monroe Doctrine has never been accepted
by the international community as a doctrine of
international law, it has remained in many American

minds tantamount to a kind of legal oxr

York: Russell & Russell, 1968), pp.567-76.

European acquiescence to the incorporation of what was
essentially American hegemony in the Western Hemisphere was
achieved, however, only with a certain degree of bargaining.
Reservations by the participating states, however, were
effectively squelched in the face of American intransigence
on the issue; for a more detailed account, see ibid, pp.184-
89.

44 Norman Angell, The Political Conditions of Allied Success
(London: @. P. Putnam's Sons, 1918).
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constitutional edict.

II. Bvolution of U8 Policy

There has been much debate as to whether there
were two Monroe Doctrines, the original formulated
in 1823, and the distorted doctrine of the
*corollaries"”. These amendments, authored by James
Polk and Theodore Roosevelt, it is argued,
transformed Monroe's message into an offensive
doctrine, justifying US intervention regardless of
whether or not there existed a tangible "foreign
threat”. According to Perkins, the corollaries
altered the original doctrine in two ways: first,
they introduced the idea of "preemptive" action in
order to prevent foreign intervention; and, second,
they expanded the doctrine to include intra-
hemispheric threats.4> Whatever Monroe's original
intentions, subsequent American leaders have offered
their own interpretations. Consequently, the Monroe
Doctrine became increasingly unpopular in Latin
America as it was viewed as synonymous with US

intervention in the region.

45 See Dexter Perkins, The Monroe Doctrine, 1867-1907
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1937).
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The "corollaries”

The Monroe Doctrine was revived and amended in
December 1845 by Presidgnt Polk when he saw signs of
British and French interest in Texas as a threat to
US security. The resulting *“Polk Corollary"
expanded the doctrine by warning not only against
forcible intervention, but also against European
diplomatic intrigue in the relations between
American states. In addition, no future European
colony or “"dominion" would be permitted to be
established in the North American continent whether
by voluntary cession or otherwise.4®

By the end of the 19th century, the United States
embarked on a new wave of expansionism. uUs
strategic interests sought control of the isthmus
and the islands of the Pacific and Caribbean that
controlled maritime approaches. The American
economy was growing, foreign trade was increasingly
important, and expanding industry was loocking to
foreign as well as domestic markets. Moreover, the
idea that national greatness required overseas
colonies and politically protected markets was

growing in popularity. Admiral 2alfred Thayer

46 For the complete text, see J. Reuben Clark, Memorandum on
the Monroe Doctrine, Department of State Publication 37
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office [GPO]), 1930).
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Mahan's book, The 1Influence of Sea Power Upon

History, 1660-1783, argued that the United States

would soon be engaged not only with rival European
states, but also the Oriental powers. He underlined
the crucial importance of strategic bases in the
Pacific and Caribbean areas, and urged the creation
of a powerful navy.

Between 19500 and 1914, therefore, US policy
toward Latin America witnessed intervention and the
establishment of protectorates in the region.%”7 The
Roosevelt Corollary was issued which justified
intervention on the grounds of protecting US
interests. A 1904 Hague Court ruling (which
legalized armed intervention for the collection of
debts) raised the prospect of European military
action to redeem funds from certain Latin American
countries. Theodore Roosevelt, fearing a challenge
to BRmerican exclusivity in the region, declared that
the United States was willing to act as a global
"policeman" to maintain order and force 1local

governments to repay their debts:

Chronic wrongdoing, or an impotence which

47 American interventions in Latin America were justified in
terms: of treaty obligations, such as the Platt Amendment; a
duty to protect the lives and property of its citizens; to
maintain order; and, to promote good government. See
Herbert L. Mathews (ed), The United States and lLatin America
(Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1963), pp.126-30.
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results in a general loosening of the ties of
civilized society, may in America, as
elsewhere, ultimately require intexrvention by
some civilized nation, and in the Western
Hemisphere the adherence of the United States
to the Monroe Doctrine may force the United
States, however reluctantly, in flagrant cases
of such wrongdoing or impotence, to the
exercise of an international police power

We would intexrfere with them only in the last
resort, and then only if it became evident
that their inability or unwillingness to do
justice at home and abroad had violated the
rights of the United States or had invited
foreign aggression to the detriment of the
entire body of American nations.48

The "Good Neighbor" approach

Under Franklin Roosevelt, a new policy was
adopted toward Latin America. The suspension of all
corollaries and additions to the Monroe Doctrine by
the Clark Memorandum of 1928 led to a policy of
nonintervention by the US which, in turn, 1lead to

improved relations with Latin America.4? Us

48 "Annual Message from President Theodore Roosevelt to the
United States Congress," 6 December 1904.

49 The publication in 1930 of a "Memorandum on the Monroe
Doctrine", prepared in 1928 by Under Secretary of State J.
Reuben Clark, repudiated the former “corollaries" to the
doctrine: "“The [Monroe] doctrine states a case of United
States vs. Latin-America. Such arrangements as the United
States had made, for example, with Cuba, Santo Domingo,
Haiti, and Nicaragua, are not within the Doctrine as it was
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ratification of later the United Nations and the

Organization of American States (OAS) Charters also

constituted implicit refutations of the
corollaries. >0 In his speeches, FDR emphasized
political solidarity over military threats,

promising that the United States would be a "Good

Neighbor* to the southern republics:

announced by Monroe."

However, the Clark Memorandum did not repudiate the right

of the United States to intervene in the affairs of
neighboring states when its interests were endangered: it
denied that such right found any basis 1in the Monroe
Doctrine.
50 The OAS Charter of 1948 expressed: the obligation to
settle disputes by peaceful means; assistance to each other
in the event of external aggression; and the importance of
"representative democracy" to the ‘'"solidarity of the
American states". For the text of the OAS Charter, see
"Reports of the Ninth International Conference of American
States," Annals of the OAS, Vol.1l (Washington, DC, 1949),
pPp.76-86.
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the neighbor who resolutely respects himself
and, because he does so, respects the rights
of others - the neighbor who respecte his
obligations and respects the sanctity of his
agreements in and with a world of neighbors.>1

More significant was his declaration on 28 December
1933 that "the definite policy of the United States
from now on is one opposed to armed intervention."°2

Roosevelt's strategy involved three ideas: the
abandonment of intervention; the return to a just
and objective recognition policy; and the
establishment of a new Pan Americanism of
hemispheric solidarity, cooperation, and peace. It
was not until 1936, at the Buenocs Aires conference,
however, that the United States reaffirmed and
strengthened its commitment to nonintervention.>3
Although the Us had begun to modify its
interventionist policies prior to FDR's presidency,
it was Roosevelt who gave the policy a name and
dramatized the changes.

The rule of nonintervention in regard to Latin
America (with exceptions justifying collective

action) was formally expressed in the Inter-American

51 Speech on 4 March 1933; see the New York Times, 5 March
1933.

52 29 December 1933, the New York Times.

53 US Department of State, Report of the United States to
the Inter-American Conference to the Maintenance of Peace
(Wwashington, DC, 1937).




Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance of 1947 or the "Rio
Treaty". According to the treaty, any armed attack
against an American'state was to be considered an
attack against all. This agreement laid out
measures to enforce collective security, define the
framework to be adopted, and the means to be used
against an aggressor - ranging from the temporary
withdrawal of diplomatic representation to the
employment of force. Although each state was to
assist in meeting the attack, the nature of this aid
- which was to be collectively given - was not
stated, nor was the response automatic. The
provisions of the Rio Treaty have been used by the
United States to justify its actions against certain

Latin American states.

Defending against "international communism"

In the cold war period, the Monroe Doctrine was
used not only against the Soviet Union in order to
prevent its “expansionism", but also against
"communism" as an ideology which was considered to
be contrary to the "democratic principles" of the
Western Hemisphere. Ultimately, the threat and

existence of a 1local communist movement became
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sufficient justification for the application of the
doctrine.

The official reaction of the United States to the
perceived threat of "international communism" in the
Americas was spelled out by Assistant Secretary of
State Miller in 1950.54 Any such attempt at
extension in any portion of the hemisphere, Miller
said, would be considered as undermining the
security of the United States: "The Monroe Doctrine
has not lost its meaning with the passage of a
century and a quarter, for today we consider any
attempt to extend the Communist system to any
portion of this Hemisphere as dangerous to our peace
and safety." The difference in 1950 was that the
objective would be pursued jointly, not by the US
alone. Such a collective action would not be a
viclation of the policy of nonintervention, but
rather the "corollary" of nonintervention.

Miller's statement was generalized into an Inter-
American doctrine and incorporated into Article 6 of
the Rio Treaty at the Tenth Inter-American
Conference at Caracas in 1954. At the meeting,
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles succeeded in
having a resolution passed condemning communist

penetration in principle:

54 See Address of 26 April 1950, US Department of State,
Bulletin (DSB), Vol .XXII, No.567 (15 May 1950), pp.768-70.
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the domination or control of the political
institutions of any American State by the
international Communist movement, extending to
this hemisphere the political system of an
extra-continental power, would constitute a
threat to the sovereignty and political
independence of the American States.>>

The first test of the US effort to defend the
Americas from ‘“international communism® was in
Guatemala 1954. The United States was alarmed by
the nationalization by the government of Jacobo
Arbenz Gunzman of American properties (especially
holdings of the United Fruit Company), hospitality
to communist organizations, and receipt of arms from
Eastern Europe. Moreover, Guatemala's strategic
location, bordering Mexico and near the sea routes
to the Panama Canal, was considered too important to
allow even the semblance of communism to become
established.

The Central American country posed a quandary for
US foreign policy because for more than a century
the Monroe Doctrine had rested on the principle that
ite purpose was to protect the Americas from outside

forces; the danger in Guatemala, however, was not

55 "In Declaration of Solidarity for the Preservation of the
Political Integrity of the American States Against
International Communist Intervention"; see W. G. Bowdler,
*Report on the Tenth Inter-American Conference," DSB,
Vol.XXX, No.744 (26 April 1954), pp.638-39.
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external, but from within the hemisphere. The
United States, therefore, represented the Guatemalan
affair as a civil war in which Guatemalan “patriots"
arose to challenge the communist leadership.®® This
rationale avoided for the US the need to invoke the
Caracas Declaration. However, in reality the United
States had broken its commitment because it had
undertaken a unilateral action in support of the
Monroe Doctrine. The Guatemalan intervention,
therefore, demonstrated US willingness to act
unilaterally against what it perceived or defined as
"undesirable" governments or *international
communism®.

The United States next applied this precedent to
Cuba. In American eyes, Fidel Castro's democratic
revolution of 1959 had been ‘"betrayed" to the
communists, US property had been expropriated, and
political and economic ties were being forged with
the Soviet Union. By the time John F. Kennedy
became President a plan was launched to overturn the
Soviet "satellite". In the resulting Bay of Pigs
invasion, Kennedy stated that unilateral American
intervention was against the traditions and
international obligations of the United States.

But, he continued, the restraint of the United

56 Henry Cabot Lodge, in the Security Council of the United
Nations, argued that it was "clearly a civil war."



States was not inexhaustible:

Should it ever appear that the inter-American
doctrine of non-interference merely conceals
or excuses a policy of non-action - if the
nations of this hemisphere should fail to meet
their commitments against outside Communist
penetration @ - then I want it clearly
understood that this Government will not
hesitate in meeting ites primary obligations,
which are the security of our nation.37

Though the Bay of Pigs invasion of 1961 failed
where the invasion of Guatemala had succeeded, the
United States government supported both for the same
reason. The independence and freedom of action of
any of the American republics was to be subordinated
to the interests of the United States whenever it
perceived a threat to its security. The United
States reserved for itself the right, therefore, to
determine what constituted a threat to the security
of the hemisphere, or an acceptable form of
government in each of the American states.

The United States once again reasserted its
dominance in the Western Hemisphere during the Cuban
Missile Crisis of 1962. Kennedy warned that not
only US security interests were threatened, but that

of the entire American community: not only could the

57 DSB, Vol .XLIV, No.1141 (8 May 1961), pp.659-61.
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Soviet missiles in Cuba reach Washington, but they
could also attack Mexico City and Panama. The
Soviet buildup, he stated, was *deliberately
provocative in an area well-known to have a special
and historical relationship to the United States and
the nations of the Western Hemisphere."58 In the
resulting negotiations, the US pledged not to invade
Cuba if the missiles were removed.®? Although the
US declared an intent not to invade at the time, it

did little to constrain any future decision to take

such action.®©©

58 DSB, Vol.47 (12 November 1962), pp.715-16.
59 See "The President's News Conference of November 20,
1962," Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States:
John F. Kennedy, 1962 (Washington, DC: GPO, 1963), p.831.

In January 1991 government records of the 1962 crisis bl

were made public for the first time. They suggested,
however, that the Us. did not give Moscow any ironclad
assurance that it would refrain from invading Cuba. In a

letter to Khrushchev dated December 14, 1962, Kennedy wrote
that the US. needed to be assured that all offensive weapons
would be removed and not reintroduced. At the same time,
the president warned that Cuba should pledge not to commit
"aggressive acts against any of the nations of the Western

Hemisphere." According to one academic, the vague
definition of "aggressive" was to serve as a loophole for
US. military action if necessary. See the New York Times,

January 7, 1991.
60 See Raymond L. Garthoff, Reflections on the Cuban Missile
Crisis (Washington, DC: Brookings, 1989), pp.125-29. The US
also ensured that previous American obligations and rights
under any other existing treaties would not be diminished,
including the Rio Treaty and the Platt Amendment granting
the United States its base in Guantanamo Bay.

Castro still feared the possibility of future American
intervention. During a speech in the wake of the 1968




87

The American intervention in the Dominican
Republic in 1965 demonstrated once again US
willingness to use military force against the threat
of "“international communism”. This time, however,
the United States tried to give the appearance of
collective action. When leftist forces threatened
to take over the Dominican Republic, Lyndon Johnson,
foreseeing another Cuba, sent an Inter-American
Force (comprised largely of US Marines) to defend
the government.

The United States first defended its action on
humanitarian grounds: US citizens had to be rescued
and the action was in compliance with a request from
the Dominican Republic to restore law and order.61
The American administration then developed an
ideological justification in terms of a
responsibility to protect democracy against the
threat of tyranny. Johnson asserted that revolution
in any country was a matter for that country to deal
with and that the form and nature of the free
Dominican government was solely a matter for the

Dominican people. But when the object of revolution

Soviet intervention of Czechoslovakia, the Cuban leader
wondered whether Moscow would feel obligated to save Cuba in
the same way: "Will they send divisions of the Warsaw Pact
if Yankee imperialists attack our country?" See "Speech by
Major Fidel Castro on Havana TV and Radio," 24 August 1968.
61 DSB, No.52 (1965), pp.744-48.
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was the establishment of a communist dictatorship,
the form of government became a matter for
hemispheric action.®2 The resulting “Johnson
Doctrine" stated: "the American nations cannot, must
not, and will not permit the establishment of
another communist  government in the Western
Hemisphere."63

In the 1980s the focus of US interest was on the
*communist threat" in Central America and the
Caribbean. Two general strategies were followed to
bolster non-communist governmentes in these areas:
first, to expand the use of American economic power
- such as investment, technology transfers, trade,
and training along with  increasing economic
assistance - to draw Latin America closer to the
United States; and, second, to pursue a policy of
"offensive" containment. From a number  of
statements made by President Ronald Reagén and
Secretary of State Geoxrge Shultz, a "Reagan

Doctrine* emerged. The major elements of the

62 Ibid, pp.746-47.

63 The "Johnson Doctrine" was stated and reiterated in the
President's speeches in late April 1965; see text in Public
Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Lyndon B.
Johnson, 1965, op. cit., Vol.II (18%66), pp.461-74.

The OAS supported the intervention on humanitarian
grounds, but refused to endorse the Johnson Doctrine;
several Latin American states condemned the intervention as
a contravention of the OAS Charter. The Soviet Union stated
that it was a blatant violation of the UN Charter.
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doctrine were: support (in varying forms) of freedom
fighters against Marxist rule; a determination to
identify the nation behind violent attacks and to
hold it accountable for its aggression; and, an
assertion of American rights under international law
to use force unilaterally in self-defense.®4

The first "testing ground" for Reagan's strategy
occurred 1in Grenada, a "socialist-oriented" country
which appeared (to the administration) to be moving
toward full membership in the world socialist
system. In 1983, the socialist prime minister of
Grenada, Maurice Bishop, was replaced by forces
pledged to develop even closer ties to Cuba and the
Soviet Union. Bishop sought to regain power, but
was murdered.

In October 1983, a meeting of the Organization of
East Caribbean States requested the United Kingdom,
the United States, Trinidad, Jamaica, and Barbados
to participate in an invasion to overthrow the
Grenadian government (the United Kingdom declined).
A few days later Reagan sent a US force (along with
token contingents from several Caribbean states) to
invade Qrenada. The resulting intervention was

justified by the US on several grounds: humanitarian

64 See William R. Bode, "The Reagan Doctrine in Outline," in
Walter F. Hahn (ed), Central America and the Reagan Doctrine
(Lanham: University Press of America, 1987), pp.247-63.




(to protect the lives of US nationals); restoration
of order; and legitimate self-defense against a
threat to US security interests posed by the
communist regime. The Reagan administration used
the invasion to send a message to other Marxist
governments at the time, such as that of Daniel
Ortega in Nicaragua, that military force was now a

part of the US containment strategy.

IIX. Methods of US Influence

Although the TUnited States does exercise
dominance over Latin America, there is a large
school of thought which asserts that there has been
an actual decline of US preponderance since the
Second World war.®® Amid the constants of US-Latin
American policy - economic cooperation and US
security concerns - there is a realization that the
old ways no longer apply. Whereas in the past the

United States thought 1little of directing the

65 See Abraham F. Lowenthal, Partners in Conflict: The
United States and Latin America (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1987), pp.33-47. They cite, for example,
the increase 1in Soviet diplomatic representation in the
Western Hemisphere and the expansion of Japanese, West
German, French, and Spanish involvement.




internal econcmic and political development of Latin
American countries, today these states resist
attempts at outside intervention and on occasion
have openly criticized the United States.

The US exerts influence in Latin America in four
basic areas which are not always welcomed by the
indigenous populations: cultural, political,
economic, and military. One method promoted by the
United States has been the cultural penetration of
Latin America. The basic task of the US Information
Agency, for example, has been to project the most
favorable image of the United 8States and the
"American way of 1life". It has also helped to
promote the 1dea of an essential harmony of
interests between the United States and Latin
America through such channels as Radio Marti.

In addition, the United States has considerable
political interests in Latin America and a number of
instruments  at its disposal to achieve its
objectives. First, the US has used its recognition
policy both to subvert governments of which it does
not approve, and to force acceptance of certain
commitments from others as the price of recognition.
The withholding of recognition by the United States,
such as that of Manuel Noriega in February 1988 as
the president of Panama, often has been a positive

encouragement to the opponents of certain regimes to
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overthrow them, even when the United States has not
been directly involved in the subversive operations.
This leaves few alternatives for weak governments,
which have little option but to cooperate with 'El
Norte".

A second political instrument which the United
States can use is the invocation of international
law: it can stress the international obligations of
Latin American governments and the sanctity of
treaties. The "perpetual" treaties under which it
maintains its base at Guantanamo, and exercises
quasi-sovereignty over the Panama Canal Zone, are
examples of international law favoring the United
States. Neither treaty can be modified without the
consent of both parties; therefore, any resolution
depends on US acquiescence. A third political
instrument is economic aid programs. The granting
or withholding of aid can be as significant as the
cost of recognition: for instance, economic
assistance was allocated to El Salvador in order to
uphold the democratic government of Napoleon Duarte.
The granting of aid can also form a dependence by
that country on the United States.

Although the US exercises political influence in
the region, the states of Latin America do not
follow all the dictates of "El Norte". The

hemisphere's presumed international solidarity with
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the United States is not always assured because of
divisions in opinion on international issues. On
various North-South issues, according to Abraham
Lowenthal, Latin American states have acted 1like
other developing countries, uniting more often
against, than with, Washington.®® Differences also
arise because of economic factors: for example,
because Brazil is dependent on Middle Eastexrn
petroleum, it has often distanced itself from the US
on the Arab-Israeli conflict. Regional solidarity
has alsoc broken down during times of crises, such as
the 1982 Falklands War.67 Moreover, the United
States has not always been successful in having the
countries of Latin America follow its 1lead: for
instance, President Jimmy Carter was unable to
secure significant cooperation regarding the Soviet
grain embargo. All these trends reflect and
reinforce the growing tendency of Latin America to
pursue its own interests, even in opposition to
Wwashington's preferences. It is also visible in the

increasingly frequent ©Latin American cooperative

66 Ibid, pp.51-55.

67 The Falklands War affected US-Latin American relations by
undermining the validity of the Rio Treaty. The treaty had
committed the United States and its Latin American neighbors
to the defense of the hemisphere. The war between Great
Britain and Argentina, however, placed thie pledge in
jeopardy because US commitment to mutual defense was no
longer a certainty.




efforts that exclude the United States, such as the
Contadora Initiative, to seek diplomatic settlements
in Central America.

The United States also has considerable economic
interests in Latin America, involving foreign trade
and private and public investment. Although the
American economic commitment has expanded in recent
years, 1its character has changed. The relative
significance of direct US investment in Latin
America has declined, while the financial stake of
the United States in the region has increased.
Although a smaller share of US imports have come
from Latin America, the area has become a more
important market for US exports.68 At the same
time, since the 1970s foreign investment by Europe
and Japan has risen throughout Latin America.

Probably the greatest factor in shaping US policy
toward Latin America has been security concerns:
military relations with the region, therefore, have
always been given large priority. The US
motivations in the hemisphere have been to prevent
the establishment of any bases under the control of
a hostile power. Although US traditional security
concerns have retained some validity, the nature and

degree of the possible risks involved have changed

68 See Lowenthal, op. cit., pp.33-35.



considerably. No direct military attack on the
territory of the United States, for example, is
likely from the Western Hemisphere. Moreover, the
symbolic presence of Soviet troops in Cuba does not
pose a major threat as any attack by Cuba anywhere
in the Western Hemisphere could be repelled with
conventional force.

While unrestricted access to the Panama Canal
remains an important US interest, its strategic
importance has diminished over the years. The share
of US foreign commerce passing through the area has
declined considerably, and American aircraft
carriers (around which naval forces are organized)
are too large for passage through the canal.
Although the continued unhampered shipping through
the Caribbean's sea lanes is of wvital interest, a
blockade would likely occur only in the case of a
worldwide military confrontation, and probably only
after passage 1in the North Atlantic would be
blocked. 62

The United States also has various security
arrangements with the countries of the region. It
has agreements regarding the supply of weapons,
training facilities, and military advisers. The US

is, for example, the dominant supplier of arms to

69 Ibid, pp.51-55.



Latin America, accounting for approximately 65
percent of sales in the
region. 79 However, the number and variety of
suppliers has increased: the Soviet Union, France,

Israel, and even Brazil have become arms suppliers

in the area.

Conclusion

After examining France and the United States as
hegemonic states, a number of conclusions can be
drawn. First, both states sought to control their
spheres of influence primarily to prevent other
great powers from establishing dominance in the

areas. Their policies of domination were pursued in

the name of a higher principle, whether a
*civilizing mission" (France) or "Manifest Destiny"
(us) . Both France and the US see their respective

spheres as vital to their status as great powers,

and believe their domination contributes to peace in

the region as well as international stability.
Second, both countries dominate their spheres

through cultural, political, economic, and military

70 See Rice, "Military,"* op. cit., p.247.



means, although not as exclusively as 1in the past.
In addition, both France and the United States have
historical precedents for involvement in their
regions. Interference has not only been explicit -
such as military intervention and economic sanctions
- but also implicit - such as political coercion.
Their policies have not remained constant or rigid,
but have evolved or loosened over a period of time.
Third, both France and the United States have
developed specific doctrines  justifying their
hegemony over the subordinate areas. The functions
of both "Eurafrique" and the Monroe Doctrine have
been to unify the interests of the "community" with

the dominant power, as well as to Jjustify any

interference by invoking a higher, ideoclogical
principle. While the Monroe Doctrine and its
various “"corollaries® have been an ever-present

feature of US-Latin American policy, "Eurafrique" is
more a political notion of mutual benefit. In
addition, France and the uUs are the sole
interpreters of how their respective doctrines are
defined.

Fourth, both France and the United States share
with their spheres of influence certain common
interests, values, and institutions, whether it is
French "culture" or American-style "democracy", the

Franc Zone or the Organization of American States



(OASs) . In this way, the subordinate areas glean
some benefits, whether economic aid or prestige,
from the dominant power.

Both France and the United States are constrained
in certain ways in their behavior toward their
respective spheres. Both powers have used military
force, but it has not been habitual and uninhibited;
rather, occasional and reluctant. In this way,
France and the US appear to be aware of the high
political cost of military intervention. Moreover,
both states have attempted to legitimize their
interventions by gaining the assent from surrounding
states or regional organizations, but not always
with complete success. In addition, France and the
United States are also constrained by the amount of
force that they can employ, i.e. both have nuclear
capabilities, but use only conventional weapons.
Both states are aware of the risks of being too
domineering towards their spheres, fearing the
prospects of revolutionary movements or civil wars;
they realize, therefore, that hegemony cannot be
exercised without impunity. Moreover, in whatever
policy is pursued, France and the United States have
to answer to their domestic audiences.

Finally, the dominance of the two states in their
respective areas 1is declining and/or taking on a

different character. Relations, for example,



between France and its former African colonies are
more likely to be affected by disputes between them
than by outside pressure. Although traditional ties
between the dominant power and subordinate states
may loosen or change, there does not appear on the
part of either francophone Africa or Latin America a
desire to break ties with France or the United

States.
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CHAPTER IV

ORIGINS OF THE SOVIET INTERVENTIONIST DOCTRINE

The origins of the Soviet interventionist doctrine can
be found in both ideology and military history. The
concept o©f proletarian internationalism, in which the
interests of the working class in an individual country
are subordinated to the interests of the entire
proletarian movement, provided the framework upon which
relations between socialist countries were based.
Historically, Eastern Europe served as an invasion route
to the USSR: therefore, the presence of friendly and
allied regimes in the region was considered vital for the
Soviet Union. This chapter will examine:

(1) the meaning of the term "Soviet interventionist
doctrine";

(ii) the influence of ideclogy and domestic factors on
Soviet foreign policy,

(1i1) the theoretical evolution of the Soviet
interventionist doctrine, from Lenin's = proletarian
internationalism to Khrushchev's concept of a "socialist

commonwealth";
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(iv) the historic importance of Eastern Europe to

Russia in the pre-1917 period and to the Soviet Union
after the Second World war;

(v) and the development and maintenance of the socialist

*bloc" from 1943 to 1956.

I. The S8oviet Interventionist Doctrine

The Soviet interventionist doctrine was dubbed the
*Brezhnev  Doctrine" after the Soviet invasion of
Czechoslovakia in 1968. The intervention was perceived
not only as an unwarranted act of aggression, but also as
a challenge to the concept of sovereignty within the
international state system. The Soviet government
justified its intervention by intimating that among
socialist states international law must be subordinated to
the laws of class struggle.l! Moreover, it was inferred

that the gains of socialism were irreversible. Moscow

1 According to S. Kovalev - whose two articles in Pravda in
September 1968 spelled out the principles of the "Brezhnev
Doctrine® - *Those who speak of the “illegality' of the
allied socialist countries' actions in Czechoslovakia forget
that in a class society there is and can be no such thing as
nonclass law. Laws and the norms of law are subordinated to
the laws of the class struggle and the laws of social
development®; S. Kovalev, "Sovereignty and the
Internationalist Obligations of Socialist Countries,®
Pravda, 26 September 1968.
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reserved the right to intervene militarily or otherwise if
developments in any given socialist country inflicted
damage on socialism within that country, or to the basic
interests of other socialist countries. This group of
ideas came to be referred to in the West as the "Brezhnev
Doctrine”.

In the minds of many people, the doctrine was first
elaborated in two major articles by 8. Kovalev in Pravda,
*"On Peaceful and Non peaceful Counterrevolution® (11
September 1968) and "Sovereignty and the Internationalist
Obligations of Socialist Countries® (26 September 1968);
however, it was only after Brezhnev's speech in November
1968, in which he reiterated the main points that Kovalev
made, that the term "Brezhnev Doctrine" came to be widely
used in the West.

At the Fifth Polish United Workers' Party Congress,
Brezhnev called the military intervention an

"extraordinary measure born of necessity":

[I]lt is vitally necessary that the communists
of socialist countries raise high the banner
of socialist internationalism and constantly
strengthen the unity and solidarity of the

socialist countries ... the ¢C.P.S.U. has
always advocated that each socialist country
determine the concrete forms of its

development along the path of socialism by
taking into account the specific nature of
their national conditions. But it is well
known, comrades, that there are common natural
laws of socialist construction, deviation from
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which could lead to deviation from socialism
as such. And when external and internal
forces hostile to socialism try to turn the
development of a given socialist country
this is no longer merely a problem for that
country's people, but a common problem, the
concern of all socialist countries.?

All of the main elements of the "Brezhnev Doctrine",
however, had been articulated before the invasion in the
"Warsaw Letter" of July 1968: the primacy of the doctrine
of democratic centraliem and the right of the Soviet Union
to defend it if necessary; the common interests of all
socialist states manifested in the idea of a socialist
commonwealth, with proletarian internationalism dictating
the importance of the supreme good; the obligation of
socialist states to the Soviet Union for the "blood shed"
during liberation; and, the gains of socialism were
irreversible.3

The Soviet Union at the time denied the existence of
the "Brezhnev Doctrine", referring to it instead as a
"machination” of Western thinking. Brezhnev in 1971, for

example, at a banquet given by the Yugoslav leader Tito in

2 Pravda, 13 November 1968; text of speech included in Boris
Meisener, The Brezhnev Doctrine (Kansas City: Governmental
Research Bureau, 1970), pp.54-59.

3 "letter from Five Communist and Worker Parties, united in
Warsaw, to the Central Committee of Communist Party of
czechoslovakia, 15 July 1968"%; for the text, see Philip
wWindsor and Adam Roberts, Czechoslovakia 1368: Reform,
Repression and Resistance (London: Chatto & Windus, 1969),
pp.-150-56.
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Belgrade, denied that there had ever been such a doctrine:

You and I are well aware that there exist in
the world various forces ... which are
striving to inflate any differences and are
trying to drive a wedge between us. It was
they who put into circulation the fable about
a so-called *doctrine of limited
sovereignty" .4

Some analysts in the West believed that the "Brezhnev
Doctrine® was a new theoretical phenomenon of Soviet
foreign policy. The basic argument, which could be found
in newspapers, magazines, journals, and books, was that
the Soviet intervention signified a new, hard-line
approach to bloc relations, particularly against
deviation. In addition, Soviet rationalization for the
invasion was viewed as a quickly engineered
justification.> In various newspapers, references were
made to "the new ‘'commonwealth' doctrine, under which
Moscow assumes the right to interfere anywhere within the

'socialist' world".® In one particular article it was

4 Leonid Brezhnev, speech at a dinner in Belgrade, 22
September 1971.

5 See, for instance, Oton Ambroz, "The Doctrine of Limited
Sovereignty: Its Impact on East Europe," East Europe,
Vol.XVIII, No.5 (May 1969), pp.19-24.

6 See, for example, the New York Times of 15 and 24
November 1968. See also other articles, such as 1in the
Washington Post, 14 November 1968, calling the doctrine
"the new 8Soviet doctrine asserting Moscow's right to
intervene in Communist countries"
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stated that the doctrine had at long last emerged from the
"*murky shadows of the Kremlin. Until now, the doctrine
had only been presented somewhat inconclusively in Soviet
press articles trying to justify the invasion of
Czechoslovakia. Now Leonid Brezhnev himself ... has
proclaimed the precise terms of the doctrine."’ 1In a Time
magazine article the authorship of Brezhnev was confirmed:
"In a speech in Warsaw, Soviet Party Boss Leonid Brezhnev
defiantly reasserted the new doctrine that has come to
bear his name."8

US Senator Henry M. Jackson (at the time Chairman,
Subcommittee on National Security and International
Operations) wrote that a new doctrine existed which
haunted the socialist - as well as - the international

community:

President Tito has spoken of a new ghost that
has appeared; he means the Brezhnev theory of
limited sovereignty, which has emerged as the
official Russian justification for the
invasion and occupation of Czechoslovakia ...
This specter now haunts the communist
movement, and it haunts as well the rest of
Europe and the free world.?

7 The Washington Post, 13 November 1968.

8 Time, 22 November 1968, p.19. See also ibid, 29 November
1968, p.36.

9 Czechoslovakia and the Brezhnev Doctrine, prepared by the
Subcommittee on National Security and International
Operations, United States Senate, 91st Congress (Washington,
DC: GPO, 4 June 1969), p.1l.
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Other commentators stated that the theory of limited
sovereignty "was not merely an expost facto attempt to
justify the Soviet aggression against Czechoslovakia, but
it was a statement of new legal principles governing

relations" .10

There were, however, other analysts - such as Boris
Meissner, Karen Dawisha, and R.A. Jones - who argued that
the "Brezhnev Doctrine" was only an "official"
reaffirmation of previous principles. Meissner, for

example, stated that the theory of 1limited sovereignty
*does not represent a completely new 'Moscow Doctrine,' as
has variously been stated in the West, but rather a return
to the principle of 'proletarian socialist
internationalism'.1! According to Dawisha, the "Brezhnev
Doctrine" was not an expost facto justification for an
invasion which "had failed to be legitimized by other
means" as "all the substantive elements of the doctrine
had in fact appeared before Soviet and allied troops
entered Prague."l2 R. A. Jones writes that although the

"Brezhnev Doctrine" was viewed by many Western

10 See Christian Duevel, "'Pravda' Proclaims 'Doctrine of
Intervention' in Socialist Countries," Radio Liberty
Research (30 September 1968), p.l1 (original emphasis).

11 Meissner, op. cit., p.7.

12 See "The Continuing Validity of the Brezhnev Doctrine" in
Karen Dawisha and Philip Hanson (eds). Soviet-East European
Dilemmas: Coercion, Competition, and Consent (London:
Heinemann, 1981), p.19.
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commentators as a "striking" and original contribution to
Soviet justifications of the invasion, it was really "a
rehash of the ideas of ... other Soviet polemicists."13
Furthermore, there is evidence that various statements
and declarations were issued, similar in wording or
concept to the “Brezhnev Doctrine", during three major
crises in Soviet-East European relations - Poland and
Hungary 1956 and Czechoslovakia 1968 - to warn and deter
the process of liberalization and defection from the bloc.

Terms and expressions such as "internationalist duties",

*fraternal obligations", the threat of
"counterrevolution", defending the “"historic gaines of
socialism®, the fear of “hostile forces leading to

deviation from the socialist path" or "endangering the
leading role of the party", in addition to "anti-socialist
or revisionist elements" which “"threaten the common
interestes of other socialist states", among others, can be
found in various statements, articles, speeches, and
declarations made during such crises.

During the Polish crisis of 1956, for example, N.A.
Bulganin, a member of the Soviet Politburo, declared that
the Soviet regime would not countenance "an attempt to

weaken the international ties of the socialist camp underx

13 Jones, Brezhnev Doctrine, op. c¢it., pp.153-55. For
additional studies on the origins of the "Brezhnev Doctrine"
see, for example, William Korey, "The Comintern and the
Genealogy of the '‘Brezhnev  Doctrine', " Problems of
Communism, Vol.18 (May-June 1969), pp.52-58.
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the pretext of respecting so-called 'national
peculiarities'."14 on the eve of the Hungarian Revolution
of 1956, the Soviet leadership issued the 30 October
declaration "On Friendship and Cooperation Between the
Soviet Union and Other Socialist States". The document
stated that the USSR was willing to consider withdrawing
its troops from the territory of any member of the Warsaw

Pact which so desired, but with the following significant

stipulation:

the stationing of troops of one member state
of the Warsaw Treaty on the territory of
another member state of the Warsaw Treaty
takes place on the basis of an agreement
between all its participants and not only with
the agreement of that state, on the territory
of which at its request, these troops are
stationed or are planned to be stationed.l1®

Moreover, in the "Warsaw Letter", issued during
the Prague Spring, the leaders of the Soviet, Bulgarian,
Poclish, East German, and Hungarian parties voiced their
common c¢concerns over the “revisionist® forces which
threatened to liquidate the Czechoslovak party's leading

role:

14 Speech in Warsaw on 22 July 1956; see Pravda, 22 July
1956.
15 See Pravda, 31 October 1956.
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we cannot assent to hostile forces pushing
your country off the path of socialism and
creating the threat that Czechoslovakia may
break away from the socialist commonwealth.
This is no longer your affair alone. It is
the common affair of all Communist and
Workers' Parties and states that are united by
alliance, cooperation and friendship.

The “Brezhnev Doctrine", therefore, was not a new

departure from Soviet policy, but a reaffirmation of a

previous doctrine.

II. Relationship Between Ideoclogy and Foreign Policy

In the West there was a great deal of debate about the
relationship between Marxist-Leninist ideology and Soviet
foreign policy. Views differed as to the degree of
importance that ideology played in Moscow's policy, as
well as whether other factors, such as national interest,
had a role in its formulation.

It is important to define first what is exactly meant
by the terms “ideology", “doctrine", and ‘"policy".16
Ideology may be described as "a system of collectively

held normative and reputedly factual ideas and beliefs and

16 The purpose of this section is not to examine in detail
the various definitions of these terms, but to provide a
basis for discussion.
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attitudes advocating a particular pattern of social
relationships and arrangements, and/or aimed at justifying
a particular pattern of conduct, which its proponents seek
to promote, realise, pursue, or maintain.*17 Zbigniew
Brzezinski defines ideology as ‘"essentially an action
program derived from certain doctrinal assumptions about
the nature of reality."18

Ideclogy is a flexible concept which reflected the
varying impact of groups, institutions and individuals
within the Soviet system.l® Seweryn Bialer, for example,
viewed Soviet ideology as "tendencies and patterns of
thought and belief" rather than as a set of rigid dogmas
which dictated Soviet actions.?9 In addition, public
statements by the leadership and other officials were seen
as 1ideology since they contributed to the process of
ideclogical interpretation and served a political

purpose .21 Ideology, therefore, provided the Soviet

17 See Malcolm B. Hamilton, "The Elements of the Concept of
Ideoclogy," Political Studies, Vol.35, No.1l (March 1987),
p.38.

18 Zbigniew Brzezinski, Ideoclogy and Power in Soviet
Politics (New York: Praeger, 1962), p.5.

19 See Stephen White and Alex Pravda (eds), Ideology and
Soviet Politics (London: Macmillan, 1988).

20 Seweryn Bailer, "The Soviet Union and the West in the
1980s: Détente, Containment, or Confrontation?", Orbis,
Vol.27, No.1 (1983), p.41.

21 Jonathan ¢. Valdez, Internationalism and the Ideclogy of
Soviet Influence in Eastern Europe (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1993), p.14. Alfred G. Meyer had stated
this view earlier: "every public official in the USSR is 'ex
officio' an ideoclogist"; see Alfred G. Meyer, "“The Functions
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leadership with a framework for interpreting political
developments; it set limits on the available options; it
defined immediate priorities and longer-range goals; and,
it shaped the methods through which problems were
approached. 22 Ideology was also used to justify policy.23
Moreover, the use of ideoclogy was more prominent in
domestic affairs than foreign policy.24

According to one theorist, there were three components
to ideology: general philosophical assumptions, such as
democratic centralism; doctrinal elements, which provided
the general direction of policy, such as the dictatorship
of the proletariat; and, "action programs" or policies,
tied to particular historical conditions, such as Stalin's
"socialism in one country".23 These three aspects were
not exclusive and often overlapped. The philosophical
component consisted of fundamental Marxist-Leninist values
that "define and underpin the socialist order and its

consummatory goal of communism. "26 One such value, for

of Ideology in the Soviet Political System," Soviet Studies,
Vol.17, No.3 (January 1966), p.278.

22 Zbigniew Brzezinski and Samuel P. Huntington, Political
Power: USA/USSR (New York: Viking, 1964), p.56.

23 Graeme @Gill, "Ideology and System-Building: the
Experience under Lenin and Stalin," in White and Pravda,
op. cit., pp.74-75.

24 See Alex Pravda, "Ideology and the Policy Process," in
White and Pravda, op. cit., p.241.

25 See A. Ross Johnson, The Transformation of Communist
Ideology: The Yugoslav Case, 1945-1953 (Cambridge: MIT
Press, 1972), p.2.

26 A. Pravda, op. cit., p.227.
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instance, was the "“eventual victory of socialism over
capitalism". The philosophical component was least
subject to change and was essentially "dogmatic* .27

Doctrine can be defined as "the core beliefs, or
foundations of the ideology, which include fundamental
beliefs concerning the nature of capitalism and
socialism®.28 Bialer viewed doctrine as a *"set of highly
general and internally consistent theoretical
propositions. "22 For Ray Taras, doctrine referred to
fundamental principles (Marxism-Leninism) and the ideoclogy
to the application of these principles.30 Brzezinski
argued "Without the doctrine, ideology would be equivalent
to mere pragmatiem; relying on doctrine alone, ideoclogy
would be just a static dogma ... Doctrine 1is thus the
politically crucial link between dogmatic assumptions and
pragmatic action."31

Doctrine was essentially unchanging and was based
primarily on the writings of Marx and Lenin. Revisions to
ideology were explained as "creative adaptations" and did
not involve any basic departure from the doctrinal part of

the ideology. If there were changes in doctrine, they

27 Ibid.

28 Jones, op. cit., p.100.

29 Seweryn Bialer, The Soviet Paradox: External Expansion,
Internal Decline (New York: Vintage, 1986), p.264.

30 See Ray Taras, ldeology in a Socialist State: Poland
1956-1983 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1984),
p.27.

31 Brzezinski, Soviet Bloc, op. cit., p.489-90.
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usually emerged as a response to policy that "departed®
from ideological prescriptions.32 Moreover, since there
were various interpretations of Marxism-Leniniem,
political leaders often used different ideological
elements and the flexibility of certain doctrines to
support their political views.33 However, MAlex Pravda
notes that not all theoretical statements which explained
and Jjustified policy were doctrine.34 In addition,
doctrine was more likely to figure in routine affairs than
in crisis decisions. In cases where ideology served as a
"policing" or “"control mechanism", doctrine affected "form
and style" rather than "content of policy".33

"Action programs®™ or policy were often revised
according to the leadership in power, and such changes
were viewed as desirable; in this sense they were
"dynamic" .36 They differed from Western policies in that
they were derived from and justified in terms of the
doctrinal and the philosophical elements of the
ideoclogy.37

Ideoclogy served a number of important functions for
Soviet leaders: as "legitimation"; as a "mask" for real

intentions; as a guide to analysis/action; as coded

32 See A. Pravda, op. cit., p.241.

33 Ibid, p.232.

34 For details, see ibid, pp.227-28.

35 Ibid, p.241.

36 Brzezinski and Huntington, op. cit., p.21.
37 1bid, pp.10-11.
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language; and, as socialization.38 By "legitimation" it
is meant justifying the regime and its policies: “to
convince the citizenry that the party and its leaders have
a legitimate claim to rule".3? Soviet control in Eastern
Europe, for example, was justified in security and
ideoclogical terms. Daniel Bell notes that ideology's role
as a legitimizing device was particularly important when a
group claimed "justification by some transcendent morality
(for instance, history)® or “"some specific set of
interests" .49°

Second, the repetition of ideological slogans served to

"mask" or disguise the differences between official
interpretation and the real world. Socialist
internationalism, for instance, described relations

between members of the socialist community as equal, when
in reality the Soviet Union's interests were primary.
Moreover, ideology itself contained fundamental principles
which at times contradicted one another. The Warsaw Pact
invasion of Czechoslovakia, for example, was justified in
the name of socialist internationalism; however, this
doctrine contained - in addition to the defense of
socialist gains - non-interference in internal affairs and

respect for sovereignty. There was, therefore as Alfred

38 See Jones, op. cit., pp.101-05.

39 Meyer, op. cit., p.279.

40 Daniel Bell, "Ideology and Soviet Politics," Slavic
Review, Vol.24, No.4 (December 1965), footnote p.595 and
p.593.
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G. Meyers  argued, a “*dialectic* of rigidity and
flexibility in communist ideology.41l

Third, ideology served as a guide to analysis and as a
guide to action. These two aspects were closely related:
since ideology was a means of perceiving the world, it was
likely to affect how policy makers behaved. The guide to
analysis function provided a framework for Soviet leaders
by which to judge domestic or external events. According
to Iu. Krasin, it enabled policy makers to categorize and
compare events, thereby providing a means of assessing the
"correlation of forces" in the international arena.42 The
formation of the people's democracies was evidence of the
influence of ideoclogy on Soviet policy, as Moscow could
have imposed its hegemony upon Eastern Europe without the
ideclogical aspect. The guide to action function provided
options for the Soviet 1leadership to pursue; 1t was,
however, "nothing so all-encompassing as a 'blueprint'."43
It accepted, for example, tactical policy shifts for
pragmatic reasons, such as signing agreements with non-
socialist states.44

Fourth, the choice of language used by Moscow sexrved
peveral functions: as a signaling device; as a means of

legitimizing ideas by using official phrases; and, as a

41 Meyer, op. cit., pp.274-75.

42 Iu. Krasin, The Contemporary Revolutionary Process
(Moscow: Progress, 1981), p.l44.

43 Valdez, op. cit., p.13.

44 Jones, op. cit., pp.103-04.
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method of masking conflicting views by the use of vague
terminology. In private meetings, (such as during the
Czechoslovak crisis) however, Soviet leaders did also use
language reflecting power and security interests rather
than ideological considerations. Finally, the Soviet
Union used the process of ‘“socialization" (imposing
various aspects of socialisem) to subjugate the East
European states. A network of inter-party and inter-state
relations was established so that the East European
political elites would share common values and interests
with, as well as loyalty to, the Soviet Union.

In the West there are basically two schools of thought
regarding the role of ideology in Soviet foreign policy:
one which discounted the importance of ideology, seeing it
primarily as an ex post facto rationalization for Soviet
actions; the other, which argued that ideclogy was not
irrelevant and played a certain role. Assessments of the
relationship between ideology and foreign policy varied
corresponding to changes in the Soviet Union.4> Up to the
time of Stalin's death in 1953, academics tended to view
ideclogy as the key to foreign policy.4é After Stalin's
death, however, the importance of ideology was discounted.
Khrushchev initiated with his "secret speech® and the

"many roads to socialism" concept an ideological revision

45 See A. Pravda, op. cit., pp.225-26.
46 See, for example, N. Leites, The Operational Code of the
Soviet Politburo (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1951).
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and openness of political debate. Western theorists began
to argue, therefore, that ideoclogy was a justification for
policy. The focus of explanation began to shift from
ideology to Russian nationalism.%7

The proponents of the *ex post facto justification*
school believed that more practical concerns than Marxism-
Leninism guided Soviet behavior. The Polish philosopher
Leszek Kolakowski, for example, believed that Marxism had
become "a rhetorical dressing for the Realpolitik of the
Soviet empire."48 Ferenc vali argued that Soviet national
interests and expansionism prevailed over ideclogy and
cited Hungary 1956 as an example.%? samuel Sharp argued

that the Soviet leaders' right to rule rested on their

perpetuation of ideology and  their insistence on
orthodoxy: "they have no choice but to continue paying lip
service to the doctrine, even 1if it is no longer

operative."5° William Zimmerman stressed that, with the

exception of Eastern Europe, the USSR seldom followed the

47 See, for instance, Zbigniew Brzezinski, *The Soviet
Union: Her Aims, Problems, and Challenges to the West," in
Robbin F. Laird and Eric P. Hoffmann (eds), Soviet Foreign
Policy in a Changing World (New York: Aldine, 1986), pp.3-
15.

48 Leszek Kolakowski, Main Currents of Marxism: Its Origins,
Growth and Dissolution, Vol.3 (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1978), p.105.

49 Ferenc Vali, Rift and Revolt in Hungary: Nationalism

Versus Communism (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1961), pp.10-13.

50 Samuel L. Sharp, "National Interest:; Key to Soviet
Politics," 1in Jan F. Triska and David Finley, Soviet

Foreign Policy (New York: Macmillan, 1968), p.53.
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principles of its ideology.">1

The proponents of the "ideology 1is not irrelevant”
schocl, on the other hand, argued that although ideology
alone was not the main determinant of Soviet foreign
policy, it nevertheless played an important role. Vernon
Aspaturian argued, for example, that to assume that Soviet
foreign policy was merely Russian imperialism in *new
garb" would have been a "catastrophic mistake".®2 Hannes
Adomeit viewed rationalization and motivation as being
mutually reinforcing.>3 R. N. Carew Hunt saw no
contradiction between commitment to fundamental principles
and Realpolitik, because it was necessary to translate
principles into action.354 D. D. Comey noted that some
Soviet policy decisions could only be understood by
reference to ideological motivations, such as the
"Sovietization" of Eastern Europe and collectivization of
Soviet agriculture.®® Moreover, Leopold Labedz argued

that those who said that ideology was nothing but

51 See William Zimmerman, "Soviet Foreign Policy in the
19708, " Survey, Vol.19, No.2 (Spring 1973), pp.193-94.

52 Vernon V. Aspaturian, Process and Power in Soviet Foreign
Policy (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1971), p.331.

53 Hannes Adomeit, *"Ideology in the Soviet View of
International Affairs," in Christopher  Betram (ed),
Prospects of Soviet Power in the 1980s (London: Macmillan,
1980), p.103.

54 R. N. Carew Hunt, "The Importance of Doctrine," 1in
Alexander Dallin (ed), Soviet Conduct in World Affairs (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1962), p.46.

55 D. D. Comey, "Marxist-Leninist Ideoclogy and Soviet
Policy," Studies in Soviet Thought, No.4 (1962), pp.317-18.
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rationalization did not ask what role rationalization
performed in the maintenance of ideology; or why there was
a need for rationalization rather than the abandonment of
ideology. >®

Brzezinski in addition offered two arguments why it was
wrong to dismiss ideoclogy as irrelevant.>7 Many of the
Soviet leaders, he noted, suffered in the name of their
ideoclogical commitments, and once in power, they tended to
view the world, and make decisions shaped by, that
ideology. Moreover, if a leader was to question the
importance of his ideology, he would have run the risk of
undermining his own power. Stalin's power, for instance,
revolved around his special position as the sole
interpreter of Marxism-Leninism; for him to have denounced
that ideoclogy would have meant to deny himself an
important source of strength. 58

Other theorists have argued that Soviet foreign policy
was a "fusion" between national interest - such as

security - and ideoclogy.®? Bromke attributed this fusion

56 See Leopold Labedz, “"Ideclogy and Soviet Foreign Policy, "
in Bertram , op. cit., p.23.

57 Brzezinski, Soviet Bloc, op. cit., pp.490-92.

58 Ibid.

59 See, for example, Hugh Seton-Watson, "The Historical
Roots,” in Curtis Keeble (ed), The Soviet State: The
Domestic Roote of Soviet Foreign Policy (London: Gower,
1986), pp.9-24. For a more detailed discussion, see Adam
Bromke, "Ideology and National Interest in Soviet Foreign
Policy,* in International Journal, Vol.XXII, No,4 (Autumn
1967), pp.547-62.
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to the fact that Marxism-Leninism became embedded in the
Russian nationalist tradition.®9© Moreover, Hugh Seton-
Watson saw Soviet policy as both “"expansionist" and
"defensive": "Obsession with protection of frontiers and
of strategic ©positions 1leads to expansion, and each
successful expansion creates new positions to defend."®l
R. A. Jones notes, however, that there are general
problems with the above views as there are various
interpretations as to the definitions of ideology and
national interest. Moreover, it is difficult to determine
the precise degree or extent to which ideological factors
influence Soviet foreign policy.62

Some analysts point to the Soviet Union's greater
emphasis on the ideoclogical dimension after various East
European crises as proof of the importance of ideology. €3
Pravda argues, however, that ideology generally plays a
"marginal role" in foreign policy: "Marxism-Leninism has
done little to shape critical decisions regarding the
region."®4 Doctrine played a part in Stalin's creating a
socialist community in the region; moreover, it served to
justify Soviet control of the bloc. Doctrinal concerns,
on the other hand, were of lesser importance, for example,

in the decision to invade Czechoslovakia; security

60 Bromke, op. cit., pp.552-53.
61 Seton-Watson, op. cit., p.23.
62 Jones, op. cit., p.99.

63 Ibid, p.101.

64 A. Pravda, op. cit., p.240.



interests and political appointments appeared to be the
determining factors.

From the above discussion it can be deduced that:
ideology provided the Soviet leadership with a framework
for interpreting political developments; ideclogy affected
the general direction of policy, which was based on
doctrine - the fundamental beliefs which for the most part
were unchanging; and, although over the years ideology
played a decreasing role in Soviet foreign policy, it
nevertheless served a function. "...[A]ln evolutionary
process has taken place. The original ideological fervour
(the wutopian, revolutionary or missionary aspects of
ideclogy) and the humanistic, emancipatory c¢ontent of
Marxism have given way in the Soviet Union to a greater
emphasis on legitimacy. To that extent, there has been a
transformation in the functions of ideology. What it does
not mean, however, is that ideoclogy no longer matters in

Soviet foreign policy.®>

III. Domestic Influence on Boviet Foreign Policy

Another element which had an influence on Soviet
65 Hannes Adomeit, "Soviet Decision-Making and Western
Europe," in Edwina Moreton and Gerald Segal (eds), Soviet
Strategy Toward Western Europe (London: George Allen &
Unwin, 1984), p.47.
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foreign policy and the interventionist doctrine was
domestic affairs. As in the case of ideology, the degree
to which domestic factors influenced Moscow's foreign
policy was difficult to determine. As James Rosenau put
it, *"The dilemma is that the links between the domestic
sources and the resulting behavior - foreign policy - are
not easily observed and are thus especially resistant to
coherent analysis."6é

Dallin suggested that five domestic factors had a
bearing on Soviet foreign policy.867 The first was
"unwitting" elements, such as continuities in political
culture and the projection of domestic experience onto
external relations. Dallin cited as an example the
Russian tradition of strong central authority in the
state. A second influence was the perceptions and
assumptions of policy-makers regarding popular attitudes
at home: these included, for instance, the expected stress

to which loyalty and compliance would be subjected under

66 See James Rosenau, "Introduction," in James Rosenau (ed),
Domestic Sources of Foreign Policy (New York: Free Press,
1967), p.2. For a more detailed examination of the domestic
impact on Soviet foreign policy issues see, for instance,
Seweryn Bialer (ed), The Domestic Context of Soviet Foreign
Policy (Boulder: Westview, 1981); and Morton Schwartz, The
Foreign Policy of the USSR: Domestic Factors (Encino:

Dickenson, 1975).
67 For further discussion of these five factors, see

Alexander Dallin, "Soviet Foreign Policy and Domestic
Politics: A Framework for Analysis," in Erik P. Hoffmann and
Frederic J. Fleron (eds), The Conduct of Soviet Foreign

Policy (New York: Aldine, 1980), pp.36-49.
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crisis conditions or the reaction to particular foreign
policy moves.

A third factor was elite cleavages and policy
conflicts. Stephen Cohen argued that the amount of
diversity of opinion in the Soviet system was "probably
equal to that in any 'open' society ...variations of this
diversity exist within the political establishment and
inside the ruling Communist Party."68 These divisions
included: policy disputes and differences within the
bureaucracy over foreign policy; conflicts in other areas
which impacted on foreign policy; and, divisions within
the elite due to power struggles, factionalism, and
personality conflicts. These 1leadership divisions and
policy conflicts were further complicated by the apparent
absence of a succession mechanism and procedural rules for
collective leadership.®? The Khrushchev/Malenkov dispute
in 1955, for instance, contained these various aspects:
conflicts over domestic and foreign policies, differences
in ideological formulations, and the struggle for power.

A fourth factor was the attempts by individuals and
groups outside the circle of policy-makers to be consulted
before decisions were made. A difference existed between
those groups that were officially requested to participate

- such as academics, military officials, and scientists -

68 See Stephen Cohen, "Soviet Domestic Politics and Foreign
Policy," in Laird and Hoffmann, op. cit., p.69.
69 See Schwartz, op. cit., pp.139-41.



124

and those which volunteered their advice - such as the
Soviet equivalent of interest groups and dissidents. A
final factor was that the broadening base of participation
could have, in theory, extended to public opinion, at
least to those who were considered "politically relevant®.
These five factors influenced foreign policy to varying
degrees, with certain aspects having greater impact than
others. The changing nature of the Soviet political
system has also affected its attitudes and approaches
towards foreign policy. During the early years, Soviet
leaders were compelled to place priority on resolving

problems on the "domestic front" rather than pursuing "the

revolutionary mission" abroad. After the Second World
War, however, Soviet elites - spurred on by their desire
for security - established a socialist bloc in Eastern
Europe.

Another domestic factor which had an important
influence on Soviet international behavior was the issue
of security. Repeated invasions - particularly from the
West - motivated Moscow to create a satellite buffer zone.
In addition, the Soviet Union was an empire composed of
various republics, with numerous tensions existing between
the "center" and the “periphery". Any external threat,
particularly from Eastern Europe, was feared primarily
because of its "spillover" effect on the USSR. For this

reason security was a "far more complex and sensitive"
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domestic political issue than for other states.’® During
the 1968 ©Prague Spring and the 1980/81 Solidarity
movement, for example, Moscow feared "reformist" contagion
to Ukraine and the Baltic States, and was willing to use
force to prevent its spread.71 Poland, in particular, not
only bordered Ukraine, but also had extensive ties with
that republic.’2 Moreover, the western part of Ukraine
had been annexed from Poland in 1939 and contained high

nationalist sentiment and dissident activity.’3

70 See Alex Pravda, "The Politics of Foreign Policy.,"* in
Stephen White, Alex Pravda, and Zvi Gitelman (eds),
Developments in Soviet and Post-Soviet Politics, 2nd ed.
(London: Macmillan, 19%3), p.251. For a more descriptive
look at the nationalities issue see, for example, Jeremy
Azrael, "The 'Nationality Problem' in the USSR: Domestic
Pressures and Foreign Policy Constraints,™ in Seweryn Bialer
(ed), The Domestic Context of Soviet Foreign Policy
(Boulder: Westview, 1981), pp.139-53; Gail W. Lapidus,
Victor Zaslavsky, with Philip Goldman (eds), From Union to
Commonwealth: Nationalism and Separatism in the Soviet
Republics (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1992); and
Bohdan Nahaylo and Victor Swoboda, Soviet Disunion: A
History of the Nationalities Problem in the USSR (New York:
Free Press, 1989). For a brief survey of Soviet leaders'
policies on the nationality issue from Lenin to Gorbachev
see Graham Smith (ed), The Nationalities Question in the
Soviet Union (New York: Longman, 1990). For the impact of
East European events on the Soviet republics see Roman
Szporluk (ed), The Influence of East Furope and the Soviet
West on the USSR (New York: Praeger, 1975); and V. Stanley
Vardys, "polish Echoes in the Baltic," Problems of
Communism, No.4 (July-August 1983), pp.21-34.

71 The contagion issue in various East European crises will
be briefly examined in the following chapters.

72 See Peter J. Potichnyj (ed), Ukraine and Poland: Past and
Present (Edmonton: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies,
1980) .

73 See Alexander J. Motyl, Will The Non-Russians Rebel?




Therefore, *"the stability of the 'inner empire' of
republics played a part in prompting direct or indirect
Soviet action in the 'outer empire' of Eastern Europe."’4
The security issue affected not only Moscow's policy
toward Eastern Europe and the Soviet republics, but also
the domestic military sector. Pravda argued that the
USSR's superpower status depended heavily on its military
capability. Moscow's relative economic weakness and
military commitments in Eastern Europe convinced the
Soviet leaders that security policy had to play a large
role in domestic priorities.”’5
Ideclogy was also a crucial factor in maintaining
stability among the different nationalities. Stalin
maintained that ethnic identity was to be subordinated to
"Soviet* nationalism. "It is the reinforcing combination
of the Marxist-Leninist doctrine and great  power
nationalism which constitutes the kernel of the Soviet
ideoclogy as a legitimizing and motivating force of elite
action and popular support."’6 The abandonment of these
doctrinal beliefs was believed to endangexr the
philosophical underpinnings of Soviet political power.

According to Daniel Matuszewski, if the Soviet Union were

State, Ethnicity, and Stability in the USSR (Ithaca:
Cornell, 1987), p.l44.

74 A. Pravda, "Politics of Foreign Policy," op. cit., p.252.
75 Ibid, p.252.

76 See Seweryn Bialer, Stalin's Successors: Leadership,
Stability, and Change in the Soviet Union (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1980), p.208.
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"suddenly to divest itself of the messianic mantle of
revolution, it would overnight become simply a traditional
great power - with little claim ... to the maintenance of
Russian dominance of the numerous minority peoples of the
USSR."77  Morton Schwartz argued that in this sense the
Soviet leaders were the victime of their own ideology. 78
In addition, the ideological component of foreign policy
linked regime performance and legitimacy at home with
Moscow's performance abroad. "Success and setbacks in the
progress of socialism throughout the world were seen to
redound on the image and even legitimacy of the domestic

regime. 72

IV. Theoretical Underpinnings of the Boviet Interventionist

Doctrine: Proletarian Internationalism

The doctrines on which the Soviet state was based
provided some basis for justifying interventionism. They

were, 1in fact, used in this way at various times in the

77 See Daniel €. Matuszewski, "Empire, Nationalities,
Borders: Soviet Assets and Liabilities,"™ 1n 8. Enders
wimbush, Soviet Nationalities in Strategic Pexspective
(London: Croom Helm, 1988), p.76. For further examination

of thies issue, see Schwartz, op. cit., ppl38-50.
78 See Schwartz, op. cit., p.143.
79 A. Pravda, "Politics and Foreign Policy," op. cit.,

P.253.
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Soviet Union's history. Of central importance were the
ideas that class divisions were more fundamental and
important that national ones; and, that the Soviet state
could assist the cause of "proletarian internationalism".
It is important to note, however, that not all elements in
Soviet doctrine pointed towards interventionism: the
various Soviet attempts to encompass the concept of
national self-determination, for instance, illustrated the
complexity of the various strands that formed part of
Soviet thinking on intervention.

The two guiding principles of 8Soviet foreign policy
were peaceful coexistence, which defined the relationship
between the Soviet Union and states of different social
systems, and proletarian internationaliem, which described
the relations between socialist parties and within the
socialist commonwealth. Peaceful coexistence was viewed
as supplementing proletarian internationalism, to which it
was subordinated.B80

The doctrine of peaceful coexistence was not a static
concept and it underwent certain modifications,

particularly under Khrushchev.81 Under Lenin, it was

80 See V. Kubalkova and A. A. Cruickshank, Marxism and
International Relations (Oxford: Clarendon, 1985), pp.92-94.
In the 1975 Helsinki Final Act, however, the Soviet Union
appeared to commit ideological heresy by subscribing to
"peaceful coexistence®" as a policy for relations between all
states, “"irrespective of their political, economic or social
systems". [emphasis mine]
81 See Margot Light, The Soviet Theory of International
Relations (New York: St. Martin's, 1988), pp.25-53.
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viewed as a tactical means by which the Soviet state could
survive until international revolution occurred: it would
enable the USSR to conduct business and trade with
countries of differing systems, which was deemed vital for
the rebuilding of the Soviet economy. While Lenin viewed
peaceful coexistence as a short-term tactic, Stalin used
the concept during the 1930s as a means of convincing
other countries that the Soviet Union was a reliable ally.
Khrushchev's announcement at the Twentieth Congress of
the CPSU that Soviet policy toward states of varying
social systems was to be based on peaceful coexistence
had, according to ©Light, a profound effect on Soviet
foreign relations.82 The concept expanded in meaning from
business relations to something which was more than just
peace or the absence of war. On the one hand peaceful
coexistence implied cooperation, noninterference in
domestic affairs and mutual respect for sovereignty,
territorial integrity and independence; on the other,
while excluding military aggression, it included economic
competition and ideclogical struggle. The doctrine was
explained as a particular manifestation of the class
struggle and was 1in accordance with the furthering of
international revolution.83 Peaceful coexistence,
however, raised a numberxr of theoretical problems

concerning relations between states of the same social

82 Ibid, p.44.
83 Ibid, pp.25-72.
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system, which became difficult to reconcile.

Proletarian internationalisem demanded that "the
interests of the proletarian struggle in any one country
should be subordinated to the interests of the struggle on
a world-wide scale". Moreover, “a nation which is
achieving victory over the bourgeoisie should be able and
willing to make the greatest national sacrifices for the
overthrow of international capital.®B4

The idea of proletarian internationalism was first put
forward by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, who believed
that it was an alternative principle for the organization
of mankind, superior to that on which the state-system was

based. In The Communist Manifesto, Marx and Engels

described the unique international character possessed by

communists:

The communists are distinguished from the
other working-class parties by this only: (1)
In the national struggles of the proletarians
of the different countries, they point out and
bring to the forefront the common interests of
the entire proletariat, independently of all
nationality; (2) In the various stages of
development which the struggle of the working
class against the bourgecisie has to pass
through, they always and everywhere represent
the interests of the movement as a whole.85

84 Lenin, Collected Works, Vol.31, op. cit., p.148.
85 Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The Communist Manifesto
(London: Penguin, 1980), p.95.




131

They warned that to ignore this characteristic of the
international workers' movement was a grave mistake: "The
neglect of this fraternal alliance ... causes the penalty
of a general defeat of their isoclated efforts."8é  Marx
and Engels, however, did not foresee the application of
“internationalism" to relations between socialist states:
they envisioned only a world based on the division of
class, not nationality.

With the victory of the 1917 Revolution, there existed
a base upon which the principles of proletarian
internationalism could be applied and promoted.
Internationalism was first espoused in the Communist
International (Comintern), created in March 1519, which
was designed to act as an international communist party; a
unified set of rules was set forth in the Twenty-One
Conditions (1920). The founding of the Comintern seemed a
step 1in preparation for the coming together of the
revolutionary parties, and the eventual merger with
Western Europe after widespread revolution.

In the years following the Russian Revolution, certain
Soviet theorists believed that the members of the
socialist ﬁovement had the moral right to engage in
military intervention in the furtherance of proletarian

internationalism. For Grigori Zinoviev, chairman of the

86 Marx, Engels and lLenin on Proletarian Internationalism, A
Collection of Articles in Russian (Moscow: Gospolitzdat,
1957), p.41.




Comintern, the preparation of the Red Army to take the
"offensive with the bayonet" was an essential ingredient
in the strategy of world revolution.87 The Soviet-Polish
War of 1920 was to be an important example of proletarian
internationalism in action or "revolution by conquest" .88
It had been a canon of Marxist politics that revolution
could not be carried on the “points of bayonets" into
foreign countries. The Bolsheviks and Trotsky had said
that the Red Army might intervene in a neighboring
country, but only as the auxiliary of actual popular
revolution, not as an independent, decisive agent . 89 A
war in Doland, however, provided the opportunity to
eliminate the "bastard of Versailles" as well as to ensure
Soviet security on its western border. Moreover, the war
occurred at a time when Lenin still believed that an
international revolution was imminent: he thought that a
proletarian regime in Poland would serve as a bridge
between the Russian Revolution and the workers' movement

in Germany. Either way, the Soviet Union would achieve,

87 See Grigori 2Zinoviev, Die Welt revolution und die III
Kommunistische Internationale (Hamburg, 1920), p-.47.

88 For details on the Soviet-Polish War of 1920, see Norman
Davies, White Eagle, Red Star: The Polish-Soviet War 1919-20
(London: Orbis, 1983); and Isaac Deutscher, The Prophet
Armed: Trotsky, 1879-1921 (London: oxford University Press,
1954), pp.458-77.

89 The Red Army had, for instance, intervened in Finland and
Latvia to assist actual Soviet revolutions which enjoyed
popular backing, and which were defeated primarily by
foreign intervention. In none of these cases, however, did
the Red Army carry the revolution abroad.
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if victorious, a pro-Soviet system which would not only
enhance its security, but also the strength of its
propaganda for the spread of socialism.20 The Soviet-
Polish War revealed that the USSR was prepared to act as a
new kind of great power, although ostensibly the aim was

the promotion of international proletarian brotherhood.

One contradiction raised by proletarian
internationalism, however, was that it appeared
incompatible with Russian nationalism: for true

internationalism meant not only the elimination of all
forms of capitalism, but also the dissolution of national
boundaries and governments. Before the 1917 Revolution
Lenin argued that although national self-determination was
a bourgeois phenomenon, it should be supported as it would
give the socialists "the strength to accomplish the
socialist revolution and overthrow the bourgeoisie";
however, once the "amalgamation of all nations® was
achieved, national self-determination would no longer
serve any relevant purpose.?1

At the 2All-Russian Conference of the Russian Social

Democratic Labor (later Communist) Party, held shortly

90 Lenin's goal of a Soviet-imposed communist regime in
Poland was evident in the fact that a provisional Polish
communist government had been established to follow the
expected victory of the Red Army; see Bialer, Soviet
Paradox, op. cit., p.178.

91 Lenin, "The Discussion on self-determination Summed Up, "
Collected Works, Vol.22 (Moscow: Foreign  Languages
Publishing House, 1964), p.336.
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before the revolution, the following statement was

included in its "Resolution on the National Question":

The question of the right of nations freely to
secede must not be confused with the question
of whether it would be expedient for any given
nation to secede at any given moment. This
latter question must be settled by the Party
of the proletariat in each particular case
independently, from the point of view of the
interests of the social development as a whole
and the class struggle of the proletariat for
socialism.?2

Stalin reiterated this view at the Third All-Russian
Congress of Soviets in January 1918, when he stated that
the "principle of self-determination must be an instrument
in the struggle for socialism and must be subordinated to
the principles of socialism. 23

By 1520, however, Lenin admitted that such an
amalgamation would take longer than originally envisioned.
Contradictions between nationaliem and internationalism
were, therefore, rationalized in various ways: for
example, Point Fourteen of the Twenty-one Conditions
emphasized the importance of the Soviet state, by making

it obligatory for the world proletariat to render every

92 See J. V. Stalin, Marxiem and the National and Colonial
Question (New York: International, 1942), p.269.

93 Stalin, Sochineniya, Vol.4 (Moscow: Foreign Languages
Publishing House, 1954), pp.31-32; for further discussion,
see Jones, Brezhnev Doctrine, op. cit., pp.39-44.
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kind of assistance to that republic which had already
achieved state power.?4

This "assistance" also included military aid. Moscow's
struggle against foreign intervention during the Civil War
gave credence to Soviet arguments which demanded
sacrifices on the part of non-Russian proletarian
movements for the sake of the Soviet "fatherland".
Criticism was eliminated by identifying the interests of
Russian nationalism with that of the international

proletariat. In 1927 Stalin wrote:

An internationalist is one who 1s ready to
defend the USSR without reservation, without
wavering, unconditionally; for the USSR is the
base of the world revolutionary movement, and
this revolutionary movement cannot be defended
and promoted unless the USSR is defended.??

Soviet interests were, therefore, inseparable from those
of proletarian internationalism.
After the Second World War, the Soviet Union was no
longer the only "base" of socialist revolution: it was how
surrounded by states in which socialism could be

imposed. 26 stalin extended the concept of proletarian

94 "Usloviia Priema v. Kommunisticheskii Internazional, " 19
July-7 August 1920; in Kun, op. cit., p.103.

95 Sochineniya, Vol.10, op. cit., pp.53-54.

96 The Soviet Union was the only socialist state up to this
period, with the exception of the Mongolian People's
Republic, which was established in July 1921. This was the
first true Soviet satellite state, adhering strictly to the
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internationalism to “socialist internationalism®, which
defined relations between socialist states. Like
proletarian internationalism, socialist internationalism
was to be a transitional stage wuntil communism was
realized on a global scale. During this transitional
stage, it was argued, relations among the "fraternal
countries" would be governed by the principles of mutual
assistance, voluntary participation, respect for state
sovereignty and independence, complete ecquality,
noninterference in internal affairs, and international

solidarity.2?”

V. Importance of Rastern Burope for the Soviet Union

Eastern Europe was considered a vital region for Soviet
influence, particularly as it had historically served as
an invasion route. For both Russia in the 19th century
and the Soviet Union under Stalin, the importance of the

area for the "motherland's" security was considered

Soviet line in foreign policy, though it was permitted more
moderate internal policies. 1In 1932 and 1934 Soviet troops
helped suppress internal rebellions, and some analysts argue
that it set a precedent for later interventions in Eastern
Europe. |

97 See, for example, B. Ldygin, "Socialist Internationalism:
Fraternity and Cooperation," International Affairs (Moscow),
No.é6 (1973).
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incontestable. Therefore, Soviet dominatioh. or control
over Eastern Europe was seen as both protection and
guarantee of Moscow's borders.

Soviet interest in Eastern Europe can be seen in Tsar
Peter the Great's (1682-1725) desire to "open a window" to
the West. The security system established by the Congress
of Vienna in 1815 first recognized the Russian presence in
Eastern Europe.?8 At the Congress, Tsar Alexander pursued
an expansionist policy: he justified his interest in the
Polish territories as a "moral duty", that the issue
involved "the happiness of the Poles". Since, he argued,
his policies were guided by a sense of obligation and
duty, and not security interests, the other great powers
could not see his actions as a threat to peace.??® 1Indeed,
Alexander defended his Polish plan as a contribution to
European security and peace.

Russian interest in Eastern Europe was again evident
during the revolutions of 1848-1849: in this instance it
led to direct military intervention. Russia feared that
Polish involvement in the Hungarian revolt would result in
the spread of unrest to 1its western provinces. The

Russian Government made an offer of assistance to Austria

98 For details, see Henry A. Kissinger, A World Restored:
Metternich, Castlereagh and the Problems of Peace 1812-1822
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1987); and Harold Nicolson, The
Congress of Vienna (London: Cassell, 1989).

99 See Castlereagh to Liverpool, 14 October 1814; in Charles
Webster (ed), British Diplomacy, 1813-1815 (London, 1921),
p-201.
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in a letter dated 27 April 1849 which stated:

The insurrection in Hungary has of late made
80 much progress that Russia cannot possibly
remain inactive ... His Majesty reserved to
himself his full liberty of action in case the
reaction of revolutions near him should tend
to endanger his own safety or the political
equilibrium on the frontiers of his empire.

The letter continued that any attack by the insurgents
"against the existence and the unity of the Austrian
monarchy would also be an attack upon those territorial
possessions which His Majesty, according to the spirit and
letter of the treaties, deems necessary for the
equilibrium of Europe and the safety of his own
States."190 Although the purpose of the Russian military
intervention of 1849 waes to preserve the status quo and
Russian interests, it was justified in terms of lending
support to the Habsburgs.101

In the 19th century there was, therefore, evidence of
Russian security interests in Eastern Europe as well as
concerns to limit the degree of Western influence in the

region; in addition, there was historical precedent for

100 See Annual Register, 1849, London, pp.333.

101 For details of the 1849 Russian intervention, see L.
Teleki, De 1'Intervention russe (Paris, 1849); and Ian W.
Roberts, Nicholas I and the Russian Intervention in Hungary
(New York: 8t. Martin's, 1991).
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the use of military intervention. This Russian tradition
of influence or predominance in Eastern Europe, along with
military intervention as a policy, continued into the
twentieth century and became particularly evident under
Stalin.

In the latter half of the 20th century, Soviet security
and ideological interests merged and became identified
with control over Eastern Europe. Dominance over the
region was considered by Stalin as wvital for the
protection of the USSR from external threats. It also
provided a unifying element within the Soviet Union with
proof that socialism was indeed an international system.
Stalin, therefore, created a pattern for future Soviet
rule by combining security and ideological concerns as a
justification for Soviet control of Eastern Europe.

The catastrophic near defeat for the Soviet Union in
1941 1left in the memory of Stalin a need for an
overwhelming defense. He, therefore, created a "cult of
military strength" which was perpetuated by successive
Soviet leaders.102 stalin sought in Eastern Europe some
type of buffer against German "“revanchism" and Western

vimperialism®.103 The presence of the Red Army in Poland,

102 See Vojtech Mastny, Russia's Road to the Cold War (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1979). Some observers,
like Mastny, have argued that this cult developed a momentum
beyond the Soviet leaders' ability to control, and exceeded
any reasonable security requirements.

103 The emasculation of Germany after the Second World Wwar
by its defeat and division should have, however, reduced the
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Germany, Czechoslovakia, Romania, Hungary, and Bulgaria
enabled the Soviet leader to extend Moscow's power and
ideoclogy. 1In addition, the Soviet Union wanted to ensure
that the states of Eastern Europe were to be governed only
be regimes "friendly" to the USSR; and only communist
regimes were considered as dependably "friendly". The
area was also to serve as an ideological buffer which
protected the Soviet Union from subversive Western
influence.

The Soviet takeover of Eastern Europe also served to
suppress all the overt and latent conflicts in the region
between states, nationalities, ethnic groups and
religions, all of which had entangled and regularly
engulfed Russia into war. Therefore, Soviet presence
would act as a stabilizer ensuring that local rivalries
could not be used by the West, or escalate independently
to threaten the security of either the Soviet Union's
borders or its political system. Although these
rivalries, such as Romanian-Hungarian antagonism, still
exist they were muted under socialism. This “relative
calm" was, according to Robert McNeal, better attributed,
however, to Soviet hegemony than to "a triumph of
'fraternal' Communist spirit®.104

As argued above, security concerns were not the only

value of Eastern Europe to Soviet security interests.
104 Robert H. McNeal (ed), International Relations Among
Communists (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1967), p.32.
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reason for domination of Eastern Europe: considerations of
security alone did not require the high level of Soviet
control over social and political developments in the
region.105 1n practice, security motivations tended to be
merged together with ideological objectives. The
continuing domination of East European countries confirmed
the basic ideological proposition that the establishment
of communist rule was irreversible. Moreover, Moscow's
domination of Eastern Europe, and the preservation there
of a system basically similar to its own, provided one of
the ideological justifications for communist party rule
within the Soviet Union. In addition, loss of control
over individual Eastern European countries or the entire
bloc was long seen as likely to strengthen tendencies
toward greater autonomy or separatism within the Soviet
Union. 106

Eastern Europe also provided the nucleus of an
international bloc of political and diplomatic support in
world politics. In J. F. Brown's view, this aspect of
domination was particularly important, especially as
Moscow wanted to be viewed by world opinion as having the

same superpower status as that of the United States.107

105 See, for example, Jiri Valenta, "Military Interventions:
Doctrines, Motivations, Goals, and Outcomes," in Triska,
Dominant Powers, op cit., pp.276-77.

106 See J. F. Brown, Eastern Europe and Communist Rule
(Durham: Duke University Press, 1988), p.31.

107 See Brown, op. cit., p.31.
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In addition, Eastern Europe (at least initially) was
viewed by Stalin as a suitable area for economic
exploitation; Moscow hoped to benefit economically vis-a-
vie reparations and confiscation of German assets, and the
establishment of joint-stock companies in terms favorable
to the Soviet Union.l198 However, Soviet "exploitation" of
Eastern Europe was not as clear cut as 1t appeared. The
region did not prove to be the economic benefit which the
USSR envisioned.103 Security and ideological interests
were more important than economic benefits, and the Soviet
Union may have been willing to suffer economic losses for
them.110

In analyzing Soviet objectives in Eastern Europe, it is
difficult to distinguish and separate the various concerns
rooted in military history and ideology. Stalin himeself
reiterated this idea to a Yugoslav official, Milovan
Djilas, in April 1945: "This war is not as in the past;
whoever occupies a territory imposes on it hies own social

system. Everyone imposes his own system as far as his

108 For an examination of Soviet-East European economic
relations in this period see Brzezinski, Soviet Bloc, op.
cit., pp.125-29.

109 In fact, there were disadvantages in trade relations for
both, so the accusation of outright exploitation by the
Soviet Union is incorrect, particularly as the Soviet Union
(unlike other hegemons) had a lower standard of living than
the East European states.

110 See J. F. Brown and A. Ross Johnson, Challenges to
Soviet Control in Eastern Europe: An Overview (Santa Monica:
Rand, 1984), pp.3-4. For a general survey of economic
relations see Brown, Communist Rule, op. cit., pp. 113-57.
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army can reach. It cannot be otherwise."lll Therefore,
Eastern Europe provided two interdependent criteria for
the Soviet Union: protection by way of a cordon sanitaire
against invasion, particularly by German revanchism and
American imperialism; and legitimization and vindication
of ideology through the establishment of a community of
friendly, neighboring states which shared the same

ideoclogy.

VI. Building of the Satellite System: Teheran, Moscow, and

Yalta

After the Second wWorld war, therefore, the
establishment and maintenance of the Soviet position in
Eastern Europe was the most important goal of Soviet
foreign policy. The importance of the region to the USSR
was voliced by Brezhnev following the Soviet invasion of
Czechoslovakia 1in 1968. In Moscow the Czechoslovak
leadership was forced to sign a formal protocol setting
out measures for "normalization®". According to Zdenek
Mlynar, Secretary of the Central Committee of the
Czechoslovak Party at the time, the Soviet leader stressed

the nonnegotiable nature of Eastern Europe:

111 Milovan Djilas, Conversations with Stalin (London:
Rupert Hart-Davis, 1962), p.10S5.
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Brezhnev spoke at length about the sacrifices
of the Soviet Union in the Second World Wwar:

At such a cost, the B8oviet Union had
gained security, and the guarantee of that
security was the postwar division of Europe
... "For us," Brezhnev went on, "the results
of the Second World War are inviolable, and we

will defend them even at the cost of risking
war. '112

Although millions oé East Europeans had also perished
during the war, the Soviet Union emphasized that it had
suffered the most in human terms, a loss of twenty million
people. 113 Moscow, therefore, considered that the East
Europeans should be eternally indebted to the Soviet Union

for their 1liberation. This was amply demonstrated in

112 Zdenek Mlynar, Night Frost in Prague: The End of Humane
Socialism (London: C. Hurst, 1980), pp.239-41.

In the postwar period the states of Eastern Europe were

often referred to as "“satellites." When using the term
"satellite® I am referring to a subordinate state that is
overwhelmingly dominated by a great power. This term has
particularly been used to represent the status of Eastern
Europe under Stalin - of a galaxy of states closely
revolving around the center.
113 There has been some debate as to whether this Soviet
figure of war dead is correct. 8Some argue that the number
may be somewhat inflated and might include some purge
victims. In May 1990, the Soviet Union officially released
the figure of 27 million deaths; see the New York Times, 10
May 1990. Immediately after the war Stalin might have
disclosed a lower figure for his own reasons.
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official statements issued over the years by the Soviet
leadership to mark the anniversary of the end of the
Second World War, including the Joint Party and Government
Declaration on the 40th anniversary. It contained the
following passage: "The war forced on the Soviet Union the
loss of twenty-million of 1its sons and daughters. No
family remained unsinged by the flames of war ... The
harsh and instructive 1lessons of the war cannot be
forgotten."114

The framework for future Soviet control over Eastern
Europe was established during the wartime Allied
conferences at Teheran, Moscow, and Yalta. Stalin
justified his interest in the region by stressing the
strategic importance of Eastern Europe to Soviet security.
At each meeting, he repeatedly emphasized that a
"friendly" Eastern Europe was vital to the future well-
being of the Soviet Union.

The Teheran Conference of November 1943 essentially
divided Europe into two exclusive zones of operation, with
the Anglo-American forces in the West and the Soviet army

in the East.l15 The conference also exposed the lack of a

114 See Pravda, 10 May 1985.

115 For a more detailed examination of the Teheran
Conference see Paul D. Mayle, Eureka Summit: Agreement in
Principle and the Big Three at Teheran, 1943 (Newark:
University of Delaware Press, 1987); and Robert Beitzell
(ed), Tehran, Yalta, Potsdam: The Soviet Protocols
(Hattiesburg: Academic International, 1970). For a personal
account of the wartime conferences, see Winston S.
Churchill, The Second World War (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
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united Allied policy regarding a realistic compromise
between the USSR's security concerns and the legitimate
interests of the East European states. The question as to
the fate of Poland, for example, was a major topic of
Allied discord.l16 There was a long-standing animosity
between the Poles and the Russians, which was further
aggravated by the secret Nazi-Soviet agreement of 1939
partitioning Poland, the Soviet invasion and annexation of
eastern Poland, and the debate over the position of the
Polish-Soviet frontier.1l17 At the same time, the United
States and Great Britain essentially lacked the power to
deny Stalin his goals; indeed, they believed that the
Soviet Union had grounds for its security concerns - as
Poland had previously been used as an invasion route - and
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