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global women—that is, women in all parts of the world as simulraneous exis-
tences, sharing so many ideas and interests across borders, although they differed
among themselves, just as men did, about other aspects of life. At one level, chis
is a story of human rights. Like other rights, the advancement of women’s rights
was a globally shared objective, even if its implementation differed from region
to region. But it is not a history wich a known, happy ending, a teleological pre-
sentation of how things got better during the nearly seven decades after the Sec-
ond World War. Human rights violations continue into the twenty-first century,
and intolerance of diversity remains.

Nevertheless, there is lictle doubt that men, women, and children today are
more aware of what goes on globally than their forebears were. The growth of
the sense of interdependence, of humankind’s shared destiny, is one of the re-
markable aspects of contemporary history. This is a theme that is taken up in
Chapter 5. On the basis of what is presented in the Arst four chaprers, the con-
cluding chapter considers how the consciousness of transnational linkages devel-
oped, in the middle of profound changes in the political, economic, environ-
mental, and cultural affairs of the world. It is a story of an idea, an attitude, a
mind trying to make sense of what goes on around individuals, in the process of
which an awareness of interconnectedness grows. It may be noted, in this connec-
tion, that such awareness has not been limited to grown men and women but has
embraced the younger generation as well. How youth, however one defines its age
spread, contributes to the making of history is not a focus of sustained discussion
in this volume, but it is an important subject of contemporary history, and Chap-
ters 4 and 5 allude to ways in which young people worldwide have become part of,
indeed have played significant roles in, the story of transnatiopalism.

To be sure, not all such transnational connections and ideas equate with
peace or justice, and POSt-1945 history shows numerous instances of incompre-
hension toward unfamiliar people and objects, even of hostility against those
who do not share one’s faith. Nevertheless, the growth of the realization that
men, women, children, the spaces they inhabir, and animals, birds, fish, and
plants are all interdependent beings informs this entire volume-—and the other

volumes of the History of the World series.
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Introduction

THE END of the Second World War brought with it the end of the prevailing
Furopean state system, which had held sway since the emergence of a modern
global society and which was characterized by rivalry and balance between the
major powers of Europe. The fault lines in this system had started to appear ever
since the spread of industrialization, and in particular the advances in weapons
technology, began increasingly to undermine the autonomy of the former great
powers. At the same time, a contribucory factor was the rapid advance of the
United States to the forefront of the industrialized nations. Yet this system had
essentially remained in place after the upheavals of the First World War, noc least
because the American public believed that it could once again afford to withdraw
from involvement in European affairs, and because postrevolutionary Russia ini-
tially had great difficulty in asserting itself as a leading power broker on the inter-
national stage. Nazi Germany’s attempt to regain sovereignty in the classic sense
by extending its hegemony succeeded only in bringing abour the swift collapse of
the old European order: it precipitated the corrosive effect already unleashed by
economic and technological progress and at the same time forced the non-
European powers to enter into a substantial and long-term involvement in Eu-
rope. Ultimately, German hegemony in Europe also threatened the continent’s
security, a threat that was realized all too soon due to the revolutionary dyna-
mism with which Adolf Hitler had imbued the new German regime. Yer German
dominance could be overcome only through external intervention. Those Euro-
pean states that had fallen victim to German aggression were no longer in a posi-
tion to restore the old system of equilibrium through their own efforts.’

European Losses

The rapid acceleration in the decline of the old Europe was first and foremost a
result of the terrible losses resulting from a global conflict waged with
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ewentieth-century military rechnology. It is estimated that the Second World
War was responsible for the death of 52 million people, of which 27 million
alone were Soviet citizens; the Soviet Union bore the brunt of the war in Europe—
though the precise figures are uncertain, the sheer magnitude of the losses is be-
yond dispute.’ After the USSR, the next greatest body count was in Eastern and
Southeastern Europe, with 7.5 million dead, or some 9 percent of the total popu-
lation, including 4 million from the Jewish community alone. Germany (within
the 1937 borders of the Reich) lost 5.6 million people, or 8 percent of its populace.
The remaining areas of Europe, which were less badly affected by the war, ac-
counted for another 4 million dead. All told, the losses incurred were five to six
times greater than those suffered in the First World War. In addition, some so
million people in continental Europe were made either temporarily or perma-
nently homeless: these included combatants, POWS, victims of the Nazi “segrega-
tion policies” in Eastern Europe, Lorraine, and the South Tyrol (2.8 million);
evacuees (6.2 million in Germany alon), refugees, and people driven from their
homelands in areas of German ethnic setelement east of the Oder-Neisse Line
and in Czechoslovakia at the end of the war (of whom 12 million made it to the
four administrative zones of occupied Germany, while 2.5 million died en route),
and finally refugees and deportees from the Balrtic states and Poland, who were
resettled in regions formerly belonging to the German Empire (2 million). There
are no statistics that can quantify the personal connections and social structures
that were irreparably lost in this great upheaval.

With the excepeion of the peutral states and Great Britain, almost all the
major European cities were destroyed in the war. Damage was especially heavy in
Eastern Europe, where both German and Soviet troops adopted a “scorched
earth” policy during their withdrawal; in Italy, Yugoslavia, and Greece; in the
Netherlands, where retreating German forces blew up embankments and dykes;
in northern France, which saw bitter fighting after the Allied landings of June
19.44; and finally in Germany itself, whosc cities and induserial facilities became
the target of massed bombing raids. In economic terms, far greater damage was
caused by the destruction of Europe’s transport infrastructure. By war’s end,
only 35 percent of the French railway nerwork and merchant navy was ser-
viceable, the German railway had to all intents and purposes been bombed to
destruction, and the Belgian and Dutch canal systems lay in rnins. The shortage
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of manpower, machines, and transport links also brought about a shamp in agri-
cultural production. By 1946—-1947, the output of agricultural goods throughout
che whole of Europe had reached only around 75 percent of the prewar figure.
An estimated 100 million people were forced to subsist on daily rations of just
1,500 calories. Hunger, cold, and a lack of all of life’s basic ameniries character-
ized the everyday lives of Europe’s citizens.

There are no reliable figures available on the state of total industrial output in
Europe at the end of the war. In France in 1945, production amounted to around
35 percent of 1938 output (which jtself was already some 20 percent below the
1929 figure, before the onset of the Great Depression). Neutral countries, and
those less badly affected by the war, did somewhat better, whereas Germany,
Austria, and Greece fared far worse. Even in late 1946, the industrial output of
France and the Benelux countries stood at only 89 percent of prewar figures;
Eastern, Southeastern, and Southern Europe managed just 6o percent; and Ger-
many a paltry 40 percent. Berween 1938 and 1946, the per capira share of GNP
in Southern and Eastern Europe had fallen from US$120 o $90, whereas in
France and the Benelux councries it had slumped from $290 w $260. By con-
trast, Grear Britain, Switzerland, and the Scandinavian countries saw a modest
rise from $420 to $58a. The cost of the war and its aftermath had devastated
public finances and unleashed inflationary tendencies. In Germany there was
seven times more money in circulation than before the war, in France prices had
risen fourfold, and in Greece and Hungary the currency collapsed. Belgium and
Norway avoided the same fate only by devaluing their currencies. Not only the
defeared nations, therefore, but also the victors had to pay dearly for the war.’

Moreover, the marerial and political losses suffered by European nations pre-
cipitated a liberation struggle by those peoples who had been colenized by Euro-
pean countries during the age of imperialism. In 1941, to stop India from throw-
ing in its lot with the Axis powers, Great Britain had had to guarantee a posewar
independence settlement. Britain duly withdrew from India in 1947 and Burma
in 1948, while Ceylon (Sri Lanka) had already gained independence the year be-
fore. Plus, the Commonwealth countries of Canada, Souch Africa, Australia,
and New Zealand, whose ties to the “motherland” had loosened considerably
even during the First World War, now went entirely their own way. Likewise,

while vying for influence over Syria and Lebanon with the Vichy regime in 1941,
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che “Frec French” commitcee under General Charles de Gaulle found itself
obliged to promise these mandated regions independence, as well as having to
agree to “reforms” in its other colonies. By 1944, homegrown liberation move-
ments in Morocco and Tunisia were demanding independent status, and bloody
clashes broke out in Algeria in 1943, while following the defeat of the Japanese
occupation force in Indochina that same year, the Viet Minh movement unilat-
erally declared that the councry was no longer under French rule. In the same
way, Indonesian nationalists exploited the Japanese surrender there to proclaim
the country’s independence from its former Dutch colonial masters.

France and the Netherlands certainly tried to regain their colonial posses-
sions by remodeling their administrations along che lines of the British Com-
monwealth. Equally, in Great Britain itself therc was resistance, at least against
the more radical independence movements. Yet these attempts to restore the old
imperial order resulted only in protracted armed struggles in the colonies, which
the colonial powers had liccle chance of winning—not Jeast because the two
principal victors of the Second World War (the United States even more so than
the USSR) had firmly nailed their colors to the mast of freedom for the former
colonies of Asia and Africa. Far from fulfilling their expectations of using this
overseas potential as a way of reviving their economies, the European powcrs’
renewed colonial posturing succeeded only in further weakening Europe—

economically, militarily, and morally.

Shifts in the Balance of Power

Furopean losses appeared all the more dramaric when set against the backcloth
of the corresponding impetus that this same conflict gave to the United States,
occasioning its breathtaking rise as both an economic and a global milirary
power. Between 1938 and 1945, US industrial production soared as a resule of the
demand from combatant nations and the slump in European output to less than
a third of its former capacity. By the end of the war, the United States was re-
sponsible for more chan half of all the world’s industrial output. Over this same
period, the per capita share of GNP increased from US$sso to $1,260, four times
the European average. Correspondingly, the terms of trade worsened for Euro-

pean economies; moteover, the liquidation of European overseas invesrment to
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finance the war and the suspension of its provision of services (notably shipping)
gave rise t0 a deficit in Europe’s overall balance of trade that by 1947 had reached
the staggering sum of $7.5 billion. That same year the United States recorded a
trade surplus of $1o billion.

The United States” role as creditor and supplier of war mareriel played a ma-
jor part in furthering its ultimate aim of finding new markets for American
goods and new spheres of American influence. At the founding of the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund (IMF) at the Bretton Woods Conference in the summer
of 1944, future members had to sign on to the principle of free convertibilicy of
their currencies. Simultaneously, the United States rose to become the world’s
foremost strategic military power, both at sea and in the air. Its milirary superi-
ority was underpinned by its possession of the aromic bomb, first tested ar Al-
amogordo in the US state of New Mexico on July 16, 1945, and first deployed on
August 6 and 9, 1945, against the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. At
least initially, no other country could counter with anything comparable. All
these developments saw the United States advance to a position of dominance
that for the first time in history warranted the term superpower. This enabled it
to exert more leverage than any other power in shaping the peacerime world.

In comparison, the European states’ influence was further weakened by the
substantial strategic gains chat the Soviet Union also secured as one of the victo-
rious powers. Certainly, from a Russian point of view, the war did not pan out
neatly so positively as it did for the United States: the 27 million Soviet citizens
who perished represented some 14 percent of the prewar population. Further-
more, the entire west of the country had been devastated: American estimares
put the war damage at US$35.7 billion, bur a Sovier audit published in 1947 put
that figure at $128 billion. Farming, which in 1941 had just begun to recover
from the effects of forced collectivization, was severely disrupted by the fighting
on Russian soil and foraging by German forces. Industrial development was set
back by years, and Soviet control over the country was seriously undermined by
the German occupation and the liberation struggle. Thus, the Soviet Union at
this stage was far from being 2 real superpower. Even so, Josef Stalin not only
managed to regain most of the regions lost by the USSR during the struggle to
establish the Bolshevik regime after the First World War, he also gained control

over large tracts of Eastern and Southeastern Europe, areas thar in the interwar
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period had been a breeding ground for anti-Soviet groupings. Finally, the Red
Army’s advance to the Elbe-Werra Line made it the most formidable milicary
force in Europe. All this gave the Soviet Union a strong voice in the settlement
regarding what was to happen to Germany postwar.

The two principal strategic results of the war for Germany were firstly the loss
of the castern zones of sectlement, which had been conquered as far back as the
late Middle Ages, and secondly the demise of the “small German” (kleindeutsch)
nation-state established by Chancellor Otto von Bismarck berween 1866 and
1871. There was a large measure of disagreement among the victorious powers as
to exactly how to prevent renewed German aggression. But they were united in
their determination that the world had to be afforded a more enduring safeguard
against the German threat than that implemented after the First World War.
Consequently, the basic thrust of all their plans was to hinder the rebirth of an
independent German nation-state along traditional lines. The unconditional
German surrender, which President Franklin D. Roosevelr had set as one of his
main war aims, gave the victorious powers a free hand in attaining this primary
objective. The signature of the instrument of surrender on May 8 and 9, 1945,
formally transferred absolute sovereigny over all former German territory and
the German people to the Allied powers. De facto this spelled the end of the Ger-
man Empire of 1871, even though the tensions that later arose among the Four
Powers prevented it from being formally codified in international law.

The simple fact that both the United States and the USSR had wrested a
large measure of executive authority over the Central European region in their
capacity as occupying powers in Germany and Austria confirmed that the de-
mise of the German nation-state also signaled the end of the old Europe. Inas-
much as it impacted on their own security, they were loach to relinquish this
authority. The two European Allies also took a formal part in the occupation of
Germany and Austria, but palpably played second fiddle to the United States
and the Soviets. Great Britain, which in 1940-1941 had conducted a lone and
desperate fight against German expansion, was now forced to watch as its par-
lous economic state annulled its former preeminence in diplomatic experience
and consigned it to dependence on America as the leading power. The only strat-
egy left for Bricish foreign policy was to try to use this position to gain the great-
est possible freedom for maneuver, by, on the one hand, engaging the United
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States as a permanent counterweight to the USSR in European affairs, and, on
the other hand, forming the smaller European states—insofar as they had not
fallen under the Soviet sphere of influence—inro a bloc to offset any heavy-
handed American attempts to assert its dominance. But there was never any
question of this balancing act allowing Britain to regain its auronomy as a major
power. Racher, of necessity, Bricish foreign policy could only contribute to stabi-
lizing the new balance of power in Europe.
France was even less well equipped to regain its status as an independent ma-
jor power, once tactical errors by its General Staff and a widespread collapse of
morale had led to its capitulation in June 1940, The establishment of che French
Resistance and Free French forces under de Gaulle at least spared it the ignominy
of military occupation by British and American forces, as Roosevelt had origi-
nally envisaged. More importantly, the new national consensus that coalesced
around these liberation forces finally allowed the country to reenter the interna-
tional political arena as a serious, active player after the bitter internecine feuding
of the 1930s. However, they could do lictle to bring about the liberation of France
itself, while in economic terms as well, after years of plunder by the German oc-
cupiers, the country was obliged to turn to the United States for help. Thus,
France was confronted with much the same geostrategic problems that faced
Britain; the only difference was its far greater dependence on America and its
even more precarious claim on an independent role in world affairs. It was only
after Britain argued for a strengthening of the European component in the new
order that France was belatedly granted occupying-power status in Germany and
Austria. French representatives were not involved in the agreements concerning
postwar Europe that emerged from the conferences at Yalea in the Crimea and at
Potsdam in February and May 1945, respectively. The resultant gulf berween
France’s formal and actual power certainly gave later French leaders greater wig-
gle room, but it could also on occasion lead to a counterproductive unilateralism.
The smaller states of Europe were so profoundly affected by the general loss
of European influence that they found chemselves excluded from any discussions
on the future of Germany, Even where the sertlement of other European ques-
tions was concerned, they were more spectators than active participants. Those
states that had fallen into the Red Army’s sphere of influence had to cleave
closely to Soviet foreign policy. Two of them, Poland and Czechoslovakia, were
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even forced to cede ethnically dispured regions to the USSR. Meanwhile, secu-
rity and economic considerations persuaded the states of Western Europe and
Iraly to form an alliance with the Western powers. Their only room for maneu-
ver within this new entity lay in their ability to use European integration to wa-
cer down America’s dominant role in chis alliance, while at the same time coun-
tering French dominance within an incegrated Europe through the inclusion of
Great Britain. And even those states tha, thanks to a favorable marginal loca-
tion and/or clever foreign policy, managed to escape the incipient division of
Europe into Eastern and Western blocs, still had ro suffer further constraints on
their autonomy. Their security now depended entirely on how the relationship
between the two major victorious powers shaped up, yet they had no appreciable
way of exerting any influence in this regard.

The upshot of all this was that Europe not only forfeited its traditional lead-
ing role in world affairs, but it also lost its ability to formulate independent poli-
cies. In place of the old European balance of power there now arose a polariza-
tion between the two principal victors of the Second World War. European
states, clustered around the power vacuum that was postwar Germany, were in-

exorably drawn into the undertow of this polarization.

Remaining Room for Maneuver

The demise of the old Europe did not mean that the two former marginal powers,
which from a European perspective now loomed large as world powers, simply
carved Europe up berween them. Just Europe’s economic potential alone, which
it had sustained despite widespread destruction, was too significant. Material
losses were not so severe as a cursory glance at the ruins might at first have sug-
gested. Thus, in the industrial Rubr region of Germany, whose coalfields were
producing only 25,000 tons at the end of the war as against 400,000 in the pre-
war period, only some 15 to 20 percent of machinery was beyond repair. Overall,
the value of German industrial plant in 1946 was greater than it had been a decade
before. Indeed, the destruction of facrories often proved conducive to greaver effi-
ciency, because it allowed technological innovations to be adopted more readily
than would have been possible under normal conditions. And despite the fact
that the flood of refugees and displaced persons created problems of provision
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and integration, they also provided a ready-made reserve army of often highly
qualiﬁed labor that enabled wages to be kept low and investment to flourish.
Furthermore, the two major powers had a vested interest in a rapid stabiliza-
tion of the old continent—the United States because it was fearful of slipping
into a massive crisis of overproduction in the absence of strong European trading
partners and vibrant consumer markets at the end of the war, and the Soviet
Union because it feared instability lest it drive weakened states into an even
greater economic dependence on the United Startes. In the immediate aftermath
of the war, the United States therefore tried to allay the economic difficulties be-
ing experienced by European states by excending credit and supplying aid
{though initially the United States greatly underestimated how much help was
needed). For its part, the Soviet Union (contrary to the expectations of Western
observers, and counter to what many commentarors still maintain) attempted to
mobilize the people of Europe—inasmuch as they were influenced by domestic
communist parties—to renounce consumerism and bend all their efforts toward
rapid reconstruction. Once the transport infrastructure was restored and once
problems of political organization had been overcome in some measure, produc-
tion would quickly get back on its feer. And European national economies did
indeed experience a fairly steady upturn in the late 1940s—before the aid pro-
vided by the Marshall Plan could take effect, and largely irrespecrive of what
political ideology was in force in the individual countries concerned.*

'The only countries that came under the direct sway of an occupying power
were those within the sphere of the Red Army. Other countries were at least able
to limit cheir economic dependence, especially by pooling their resources and
presenting a united policy front. They could also exploit the fact that it would
not be in the interests of the Soviet leadership to drive them into the arms of the
American allies and thereby further strengthen the US presence on the old conti-
nent. Moreover, they were well placed to take advantage of the fact that the United
Stares was dependent upon cooperative partners who could offset the American
public’s abhorrence of costly political intervention (and yet who, in their inexperi-
ence, still remained receprive to European overtures).

Besides, the strategic thinking of the new leading powers was not necessarily
geared toward confrontation and the creation of blocs within Europe. For sure,

the two main victors arrived with opposing ideological systems: American
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democracy with its hope that liberal-democratic values would rake root in the
liberated countries, and Stalin with his claim to be at the vanguard of a revolu-
tionary movement that would one day achieve the historically inevitable con-
quest of the bourgeois-capiralist order. Their fundamentally different social sys-
tems entailed diametrically opposed foreign policy strategies—in the United
States the expansion of the principle of free trade and a clarion call for the dis-
semination of liberal ideals, and in the USSR a screening-off of all market forces
and liberal values. Neither the United States nor the Soviet Union had much
experience in dealing with foreign powers, and in both an ideological mindset
traditionally played a prominent role in seteling international problems, making
communication and compromise all the more difficult to achieve.

On the other hand, there were compelling reasons for maintaining the peace-
ful cooperation that had ensured victory for the anti-Hitler coalition, and hence
for an amicable sectlement of the peacetime order. Neither the US administra-
tion nor che Soviet leadership wanted a new war. The former dreaded the pros-
pect because, aside from the cost in both human and economic terms, the Amer-
ican public had been persuaded only with extreme difficulty to enter the war
that had just ended and now the prevailing clamor was for swift demobilizarion.
The Soviets were equally keen to avoid conflict because their regime had escaped
collapse only by a whisker and because it would take many years of strenuous re-
construction work even to restore prewar conditions. Also, the sheer cost and
destructive potential of major wars, which grew exponentially with technologi-
cal advances, made it advisable to avoid them—especially now that deployment
of such a devastating weapon as the A-bomb became a very real possibility. Buc if
war was out of the question as a way of shaping US-Soviet relations, it made ab-
solute sense to reduce the potential for conflict. This in turn argued in favor of
not allowing two mutually antagonistic blocs to arise in the first place.

For all the differences in their economic and political systems, the basic com-
miercial interests of the two main powers were in large measure complementary:
while the United States, following its industrial expansion to meet war demands,
needed to find new markets in order to prevent an overproduction crisis, with its
attendant high unemployment and recession, the USSR needed a large influx of
manufactured goods to make good war damage and to meet its cirizens’ expecta-
tions of a higher standard of living through the import of more consumer prod-
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ucts. Provided that the United States would first agree to loan the USSR suffi-
cient capital, the Soviets could meet their import requirements from American
production. The opening up of Soviet markets chat this entailed responded to
the Americans’ desire for a global multilateral system of trade; meanwhile, to
make good their balance-of-trade deficic with the United States, the Soviets
could give American industry access to its huge untapped raw material resources.
Little wonder, then, that it was the liberal business world that urged the US ad-
ministration to maintain cooperation with irs Soviet allies; in the Soviet Union,
economic technocrats also gave signals in the same direction.

Above all, however, both the United States and the Soviet Union displayed a
fair degree of flexibility in the choice of methods they employed, while the mu-
tual threar they posed in pursuit of their divergent security interest never be-
came really critical. Alchough the United States sought to give the new political
and economic world order a liberal orientation, in the interests of its own eco-
nomic expansion it was still perfectly able to do business with partners that did
not meet its ideal political or commercial expectations. Nor did it have any par-
ticular strategic or economic interest in Eastern Europe, the primary focus of
Soviet security policy. Before the Second World War, around 2 percent of Amer-
ican exports were to Eastern Europe, about 3.5 percent of its imports came from
there, and 5.5 percent of its foreign subsidiaries were based there. Accordingly,
President Roosevelt argued in favor of letting the Soviet Union impose its own
sphere of influence on Eastern Europe and extending loans to help the country
reconstruct its war-ravaged territories. The theory was that this would help over-
come Stalin and the Moscow politburo’s abiding mistrust of Western “imperial-
ists” and so lay the foundations of lasting cooperation.

By conerase, Stalin and the entire ruling elite of the Soviet Union remained
in thrall to Marxise-Leninist ideology. This maintained that the industrialized
capitalist states were all condemned to destruction and that the final victory of
socialism, which had achieved its first breakchrough in the Russian October
Revolution of 1917, was inevitable. And so there was no question of any lasting
cooperation with the imperialist powers and their leaders, only strictly tempo-
rary tactical alliances. Yet Stalin was enough of a realist to distinguish berween
“reactionary” and less reactionary, “aggressive” and less aggressive groups and
representatives of capitalism. At the same time, he also had a keen understanding
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of the true levers of power: he knew (or had learned through bitcer experience)
that virtually no European country was ripe for revolution, and he was well
aware that the United States had emerged from the war far stronger than the
war-torn Soviet Union. He also registered the American breakthrough in devel-
oping the atomic bomb as a major defear that threatened to annul the victory his
forces had just secured over Nazi Germany.

As a result, to consolidate his gains and foresrall a renewed threat to the Soviet
state by aggressive imperialists, Stalin sought an accommodation with the West-
ern powers. He identified the basis for such an arrangement in the pragmatism of
the British leadership and in the progressive stance of the Roosevelt adminisera-
tion. On this basis, the wartime alliance could be transformed into a peacetime
confederation. The Commission on Matters regarding the Peace Agreements and
the Postwar Order that Stalin set up in September 1943, issued a memorandum in
November 1944 that recommended a clear demarcation of spheres of influence in
Europe. In ic, Finland, Sweden, Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Romania, the
Balkan states, and Turkey were included in the “maximum Soviet sphere of influ-
ence.” The Necherlands, Belgium, France, Spain, Portugal, and Greece were counted
as being “unquestionably within the British sphere.” In demarcating these spheres of
influence, it was taken as meaning “that Britain should forge no especially close rela-
rions wich the countries within our zone,” nor should it maincain any military bases
there. Conversely, the same rules pertained for the Soviec Union within the British
sone. In a chird, neueral zone, which encompassed Norway, Denmark, Germany,
Austria, and Iraly, it was envisaged that “both sides should cooperate on an equal
footing, with regular mucual consultations.”

This insistence upon a Soviet security zone did not mean that Stalin wanted
to introduce the Soviet system there immediately. In an extensive memorandum
sent by the Soviet depury commissar of foreign affairs Ivan Maisky to key mem-
bers of the Soviet leadership on January 11, 1944, an orientation to “the broad
principles of democracy in the spirit of the popular frone” was recommended for
21/ liberated countries, from France to Germany and Poland. The victorious
powers should cooperate closely in the “democratization of administrations in
postwar Europe.”® Accordingly, even Communist Party leaders in Eastern Eu-
rope were advised that the socialist revolution and adoption of the Soviet system
was not yet on the agenda: “This is not so straightforward a task as some people
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Prime Minister Winston Churchill, President Franklin I. Roosevelt, and Marshal Josef Scalin at

the Yalta Conference, February 1945. The “Big Three” agreed on the main lines of 2 common post-
war order. (Library of Congress)

imagine.”” For Germany and Austria, this meant a joint reorganization by the
victorious powers. German communists were instructed to crack down on any
attempts to undermine the unity of the anti-Hitler coalition and to work for
“realization of the bourgeois-democratic revolution” of 1848.°

Accordingly, the Jeaders in Washingron and Moscow undertook initiatives
to ensure continuing cooperation between the Allies after the end of the war.
Thus, a decision was taken at the Yalta Conference to divide Germany and Aus-
tria into zones of occupation and to place the capital cities of Berlin and Vienna,
which both lay well inside the Soviet Zone, under joint administration by the
Four Powers. At Potsdam, the “Big Three” (Stalin; Roosevelt’s successor, Harry

S. Truman; and the British prime minister, Winston Churchill, and then his
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successor, Clement Attlee) agreed ro administer the occupation zones under the
overall command of an Allied control commission and to charge a joint commis-
sion of foreign miniscers with the task of drafting a peace ereaty. It was decided
that a central German government should not be created immediately, but in-
stead that “individual central administrative authorities” should be established
to look after key areas, such as the economy, finance, and transport.

In parallel with this, with the establishment of the United Nations the Big
Three created an organization that made the maintenance of peace conringent
upon permanent agreement among the victorious powers, thereby underlining
how vital their cooperation was, The UN Charter, which was signed on June 26,
1945, in San Francisco, drew a clear distinction between permanent members of
the Security Council—which included France and the United Kingdom along-
side the United States, the USSR, and China—and other member countries.
Permanent Security Council members were accorded the right of veto over any
Security Council resolutions, Meanwhile, the General Assembly of all member
states had to make do with a merely advisory capacity on measures aimed at cre-
ating a “peaceful world order.”

At the end of the war, then, the future of Germany, Europe, and the new
world order remained unresolved in many respects. For instance, it had still not
been decided whether the demise of the Third Reich should be followed by joint
rule by the victorious powers, which would then gradually be transmuted into a
controlled form of autonomy, or whether Germany should be divided into two
states that would be integrated into opposing eastern and western blocs. Equally,
it was still uncertain how rigid these power blocs should be and whether coop-
eration or confrontation would set the predominant tone in relations between
chem. Likewise, it was unclear how far the states within the Soviet sphere of in-
fuence would lose their autonomy and be forced to fall in line with che Stalinisc
model. And finally it remained open whether or to what extent the rest of Eu-
rope would become cicher a stabilizing factor berween the United States and the
USSR or the object and victim of their confrontation. Decisions in all these four
areas were closely bound up with one another. In this mater, the United States’
strategic and economic dominance saddled it with a particularly heavy responsi-
bility; yer much aliso depended on Stalin’s atritude—and, albeit to a much lesser

degree, on how the Western European nations themselves behaved.
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1. Postwar Upheavals

THE FACT thart the opporrunities for an amicable settlement of the postwar
order were largely missed, and that instead Europe found itself divided by the
incipient Cold War, was initially a result of some very specific failures. For a
start, the communist leadership had no idea how to behave in order to make their
offers of cooperation appear remotely plausible, while Western societies found it
hard to adopt the kind of farsightedness necessary for meaningful cooperation.
This resulted in a second phase characterized by mutually skewed perceptions,
with both sides increasingly regarding the other as aggressive, despite this not
being the case. The more this misperception spread, the more there obtruded the
question of security, which arises in every situation of competition between
opposing powers (this was phase three of the relationship). Both sides, then, took
precautions against the arrack they feared the other might instigate. In turn,
these precautions were construed by each as proof of the other’s aggressive inten-

tions, thereby provoking further measures—a double vicious circle with no easy
chance of escape.

The Sovietization of Eastern Europe

The process of dividing Europe began with the realization by the Soviet authori-
ties in Moscow that it would be by no means as simple as they had assumed it
would be to eradicare fascism and establish a Soviet-friendly outlook among
people living in the countries on the western fringes of the USSRs sphere of in-
fluence. This prompted the communists to resort, in those places where the Red
Army held sway, to tried-and-tested Leninist merhods: agitation among the pro-
letariat, manipularion behind the scenes, the threat of coercion, and ultimately
suppression of free speech by the police and military authorities with no consti-
tutional checks and balances. Of course, these methods were wholly incompati-
ble with the principles of democracy and the rule of law. In pracrice, then,
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“antifascist agitation” in the arca controlled by the Red Army took on many as-
pects that were reminiscent of Marxise-Leninist revolution.

So, for a long time Stalin did not consider a simple seizure of power by Polish
communists to be the most appropriate means of preventing Poland from taking
an anti-Soviet course. Rather, up to the summer of 1944 he tried to identify po-
tentially acquiescent and cooperative members of the Polish government in exile
in London. Only when it became clear that none were to be found did he accede
to pressure from Polish communists to take steps to ensure that a communise-
dominated regime came to power. This was why he refused the help he could
have given the noncommunist Warsaw Uprising of August 1944 against the
Nazis; and when the Red Army occupied Poland in the winrer of 19441945, re-
sistance leaders who tried to negotiate any positions of influence for themselves
were summarily arrested. It was only as a result of American pressure chat at the
end of June 1945 the Peasants’ Party, as potentially the scrongest polirical group-
ing in the country, was granted four cabinet posts in the communist-established
administration, plus another one for the socialists. But when the majority of the
Peasants’ Party refused to join the communist- and socialist-dominated Demo-
cratic Front, the communists responded by postponing elections to a constituent
assembly until January 1947, and then manipulated them to such an extent (un-
necessarily, as it turned our) that the Democratic Front won 394 out ofa possible
444 parliamentary seats. This left Poland’s communists with a completely free
hand. Admittedly, they began by adopting an “independent path to Socialism,”
which was designed to bring both the rural peasant masses and the Catholic
Church on board in working toward a socialist state.

Yet Stalin did find the sort of cooperation he had soughe in vain among the
Polish government in exile among the equivalent Czechoslovakian body. State
president Eduard Benes and a majority of the country’s democratic forces con-
cluded from the 1938 Munich Agreement and the shift in the continent’s balance
of power that they needed to win over the Soviet Union as a protector to safe-
guard their independence. Accordingly, at the Soviets' behest, Benes readily
dropped the plan for a Polish-Czech federation, acceded to their wish to have
the autonomous Carpatho-Ukraine region transferred to Soviet control, and
represented the Soviet position in international affairs. So, following the coun-

ery'’s liberacion by Soviet and (to 2 much lesser extent) American forces, political
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power was vested in a National Front made up of communists, social democrats,
nationalist-socialists, the Catholic People’s Party, and the Slovakian Democratic
Party. Although the communists were in a serong position in this grouping, the
policy of root-and-branch social reorganization (including the expulsion of the
Sudeten Germans) was supported by a broad consensus among the coalition
partners.

In Hungary, under the acgis of the Red Army, Stalin had putin placea coali-
tion government of communists, socialists, and the Small Country Landowners’
Party that instituted social reforms in gradual stages in the country, which hith-
erto had been governed in quasi-authoritarian fashion by a small ruling clite and
had been closely allied with Germany. However, here there was no broad basis
for a Soviet-friendly line; quite the contrary, in face—in the October 1945 elec-
tions, the communists suffered a resounding defeat, wich just 17 percent of the
vote (as against s7 percent for the Small Country Landowners’ Party and 17.4
percent for the Socialists). The leader of the Country Landowners, Ferenc Nagy,
was accepted as prime minister by the Soviets but then came under increasing
pressure from his communist colleagues in the cabinet. In January 1947, several
prominent members of the Small Country Landowners’ Party were accused of
involvement in an attempred coup and were arrested, and by the end of that
same year their most important minister was barred from the cabinet. This
cleared the path for a communist monopoly on power.

In Romania, the Soviet leadership initially tried o deal with the group of
conspirators, comprising opposition politicians and sympathetic generals, which
had toppled the Hitler-friendly regime of fon Antonescu in August 1944. De-
mands by Romanian communist leaders for a greater share of power were dis-
missed out of hand. But fearing general unrest among the rural populace, who
were decidedly anti-Bolshevist in their outlook, in February 1945 the Soviet oc-
cupiers forced King Michael to put together a communist-controlled cabiner.
Opposition to the new regime was considerable, and even began to grow, but had
no further means of asserting itself. In August 1945, King Michael tried in vain
to bring down the new government. In January 1946, American pressure brought
cabinet appointments for two representatives of opposition parties, although
they never secured any real influence there. And when voters served up a resound-

ing defear to the communists in the elections of November 1946, the results were
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simply falsified. The following year brought the wholesale arrest of opposition
leaders, erosion of their party funds by a currency reform, the expunging of inde-
pendent elements from the Democratic Bloc, and finally the forced abdication of
King Michael on December 30.

In September 1944 in Bulgaria, as Red Army troops closed in, a Patriotic
Front comprising members of the Peasants’ Party, communists, socialists, and
officers belonging to the nonparty Zveno political and military organization,
staged a coup against the ruling pro-Hitler authoritarian regime. Within the
new ruling coalicion, the Communist Parcy, here witch rapidly growing mass
support and protected by the presence of the Soviet army of occupation, soon
came to occupy a dominant position. Encouraged by British forces’ suppression
of the communist partisan movement in neighboring Greece, in July 1945 acting
prime minister Nikola Petkov attempted a showdown with the communists by
suddenly quicting the Patriotic Front along with a substantial section of his
Peasants’ Party. Yet the move backfired when only a single list of approved can-
didares from the Front was allowed to contest the November 1945 elections,
which consequently topped the poll with 88 percent of the electorate on a turn-
out of 85 percent. However, negotiations on taking two opposition politicians
back into the government {in line with a pledge given by che Soviet authorities to
the United States) foundered on the communists’ refusal to grant the opposition
any real influence. Following the conclusion of the peace accord on April 10,
1947, and the disbanding of the joint Allied Control Commission, whose pres-
ence had ensured the opposition at least some measure of protection, Petkov was
arrested and sentenced to death, and his already crippled Peasants’ Party was
dissolved.

In Yugoslavia, the communist partisan movement under Josip Broz Tito
had
val resistance groups and take the leading role in the struggle against the Axis
powers. While Stalin urged cooperation with the bourgeois forces and the coun-
try's exiled king, Tito accorded the noncommunist elements only a subservient

largely through its own efforts alone—managed to assert itself agains ri-

role in the People’s Front. He pressed ahead with dispossession of the large land-
owners and industrialists on the Soviet model and institured criminal proceed-
ings against active members of former rival groupings, especially the Serbian
nationalist Chetniks and the collaborationist Croatian Ustade. Yer despite
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roeing a largeiy communist line in such matters, Tito’s regime soon came into
conflict with Stalin, who regarded the revolutionary zeal of his Yugoslavian
comrades as too rash in many regards.

Under quite different circumstances, Soviet influence in Finland was also
serictly limited. On two separate occasions—in the Winter War of 1939-1940
and again during the Soviet Karclian Offensive in the summer of 1944—the
Finnish army had fought the Red Army to a standstill. Throughour the entire
course of the war, the United States signaled its active interest in maintaining
democratic rule in Finland, while the pronouncedly Sovietfriendly foreign policy
line adopted by the Paasikivi government, which took the helm ar the end of hos-

tilicies, deprived the Kremlin of any pretext to attempt renewed intervention.

Western Europe and Germany

In the countries within the American and British forces’ sphere of influence—
and especially in France and [raly—the communists, acting on Stalin’s instruc-
tions, mobilized all available forces to engage in reconstruction, which was to
take place in conjunction with the traditional elites. So, in France, the commu-
nists helped the Free French leader General Charles de Gaulle to disarm the
various militias of the French Resistance; they then refused to support their so-
cialist coalition partners’ demands for the nationalization of all major indus-
tries, a planned economy, and participation in government. In Italy, the Com-
munist Party under the leadership of Palmiro Togliatti rejected the reform plans
put forward by the socialists and the Action Party formed by former resistance
members in favor of cooperation with the Liberals and above all with the Chris-
tian Democrats.

Yet the US leadership failed to acknowledge the communists’ coneribution
to restoring stability in Western Europe, choosing to focus instead on their ac-
tions in Eastern Europe, which were regarded as a breach of the agreements
reached at the Yalta Conference, in which Stalin had guaranteed all liberated
countries “governments commensurate with the will of the people.”” In line
with this, the considerable gains made by communist parties in the first postwar
elections held in various Western European countries were seen as a harbinger of

their intention to seize power throughout the region, including in Germany.
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A Yugoslavian soldjer at a barricade in Trieste, May 1, 1946. The “Iron Curtain from Stettin in the
Baltic ro Trieste in the Adriatic,” denounced by Winston Churchill in his speech in Fulron, Mis-
souri, on March 5, 1946, was strengthened during the years of bloc building. (Time & Life Pictures/

Getry Images)
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Fconomic hardship and communist agitation were considered to be a highly ex-
plosive mix. Most European countries stood “close to the edge of the abyss and
could at any time be pushed over,” warned the State Department’s undersecre-
rary for economic affairs, William Clayton, in a memorandum of March s, 1947;
in Greece and France in particular, it was easy to foresee an economic collapse
resulting in a communist rakeover.'®

In the course of its accempts at “containment” of Soviet expansion {a con-
cept promoted by the American diplomat George F. Kennan from the spring of
1946 onward), the administration of Harry S. Truman deliberately targeted its
economic aid at countering communist influence, and pressed socialists and
Christian Democrats to exclude communists from all governmental responsi-
bility. However, those who were already in partnership with communises in
government, and who relied on their support to enact their own reform plans,
initially showed little inclination to accede to the Americans’ demands. But

they soon came under pressure from anticommunist forces within their own

_COLlIl[I.'iCS, whose inﬂuence increased wirh the ngWiI‘lg confrontation bC[WCCI’l

East and West. In France, for instance, de Gaulle’s convening, after leaving of-
fice, of a broad coalition of political forces to form the Rally of the French People
(Rassemblement du Peuple Francais; RPF) posed a rightwing challenge to the
Christian Democrats; in Italy, meanwhile, tradition-minded dignitaries and the
Vatican were trying to engineer a split between the Christian Democrats and the

- communists. Consequently, the communists’ position within governments grew

progressively weaker, and their followers became increasingly discontent over
the policy of compliance dictated by Moscow. By the spring of 1947, the frustra-
tion of the communist rank and file, on the one hand, and the pressure exerted

by anticommunists, on the other, had reached such a piech that all governing

- coalitions that included communists had fragmented, beginning in Belgium on
. March 11, then in France on May s, and finally in Italy on May 13.

Germany, which the victorious powers initially intended to govern in concert,
felt the force of the East~West confrontation even more profoundly. Whereas

“Roosevelt had basically agreed with the Sovier plan for German reparations

{which involved the confiscation of industrial plant and the provision of goods
from continuing production to the rune of US$20 billion, half of which was to go
to the Soviet Union), Truman feared that reparations of this magnirude mighe
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lead to the economic ruination of Europe. The only thing, therefore, that the
Allies could agree on at Potsdam was that each of the victotious powers should
for the present meet its reparations needs only through supplies from the zone
that it controlled. In addition, the USSR was granted one-tenth of all disman-
tled industrial plant from the Western zones of occupation (the full extent of
which, however, remained unspecified).

The effects of this division of the reparations spoils were all the more damag-
ing because France, which was not represented at Potsdam, vetoed the establish-
ment of joint control commissions in the four zones of occupations. In doing so,
De Gaulle wanted to ensure that the Rhineland was hived off from any potential
German Confederation, and chat the industrial Ruhr region was brought under
international control—both vital preconditions, as he saw it, for France’s future
security. Bue in reality, the sole effect of the absence of any suprazonal authorities
was to make de-Nazification of German society in East and West a very haphaz-
ard affair. In the West, it was conducted less thoroughly, though in accordance
wich the necessary bases of the constitutional state, whereas in the Eastern zone it
was often carried out brutally and quite arbitrarily. When, in the Soviet zone, the
Social Democrats threatened to become the largest party, the occupying powers
forced them to merge with the communists. The resulting new Socialist Unity
Party (Sozialistische Einheitspartei Deutschlands; SED), which came into being
at a congress held on April 21-22, 1946, remained restricted to the Soviet zone,
thereby deepening the rift between East and West.

Moreover, this rigid Soviet pressure to merge German workers parties only
served to heighten the Western powers’ misgivings over Soviet intentions in
Germany. The suspicion that Stalin was trying to bring the whole of the country
within the Soviet sphere of influence checked their eagerness to draw up com-
mon regulations for all four occupation zones. Although plans for nationwide
administrative bodies, such as the American offer of a Four-Power Security
Council for the Demilirarization of Germany, or the British suggestion of a step-
by-step creation of a provisional government, were seriously discussed right up to
the foreign ministers’ meeting in Moscow in March-April 1947, these all regu-
larly foundered on intractable Soviet—American disagreements on the repara-
tions question. In the spring of 1946, cherefore, the British government began
promoting the idea of state building inside the three Western occupation zones
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without Soviet involvement. Barely a year later, the US administration also for-
mally adopted this policy. Accordingly, on January 1, 1947, the US and British
zones were merged to form the Bizone. By contrast, Stalin continued to insist on
pan-German objectives, while at the same time the authorities within his occu-
pation zone continued the process of eradicating National Socialism there in
ways that flew in the face of all democratic principles.

Under these circumstances, plans for a European “Third Force” between the
USSR and the United States scarcely made any headway. The re-creation of an
Internationale of socialist parties from East and West, a potential reservoir of
pro-unification forces, foundered on the fear of the Eastern Europeans and the
British Labour Party alike that its room for maneuver would be severely re-
sericted. Likewise, attempts to forge stronger relationships between Western and
Eastern European states, such as the French plan for a2 Franco-Czech Alliance,
never got beyond the first planning stage. And, as a result of British vacillation
and French insistence on a separation of the Rhineland from German sovereign
territory, initiatives for a Western European confederation under joint French
and British leadership led only to the watered-down Dunkirk Pact of May 4,
1947, which apart from agreeing murtual support in the event of renewed Ger
man aggression, contained no substantial provisions for cooperation.

Efforts to weld Western Europe and the United States together into a bloc to
oppose Soviet expansion also met with little success at first. Winston Churchill,
now the British leader of the opposition, spoke publicly in March 1946 of an
Iron Curtain that had descended berween East and West, and of the necessity
for transatlantic solidarity. In Seprember 1946 he urged the French and Ger-
mans to create a “kind of United States of Europe” in the West. On both occa-
sions his comments met with more rejection than assent in Europe.

The Marshall Plan as a Turning Point

The change toward a lasting division of Europe began with the attempr by the
US administration in the spring of 1947 to intensify its stabilization policies for
Western Europe, including the Western areas of Germany. From an American
standpoint, this attempt was necessary, because the amount of aid thus far dis-
tributed to countries outside the Soviet sphere of influence had proven too small,
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with the result that the European countries in question were threatening to slip
back into protectionism. Yet it was also extraordinarily difficult: the US Con-
gress showed itself unwilling to approve new credit for Europe, while the French
government refused to approve the rapid reconstruction of West German indus-
try that was essential for a lasting recovery of Europe’s economy. The Truman
administration overcame the reluctance of Congress by deliberately magnifying
the Soviet threat. In the Truman Doctrine presented to Congress on March 12,
1947, as part of the request to furnish Greece and Turkey with more financial
aid, the conflict between the Sovier Union and the United States was painted as
a global struggle between a regime of “terror and repression” and “freedom”; the
United States was now faced with the challenge of defending this freedom
worldwide. In the meantime, Kennan (who by this stage was head of policy
planning at the State Department) and US secretary of state George C. Marshall
tried to overcome French resistance by bundling up the planned aid for various
European countries into a multilateral Reconstruction Program, which, in
opening the way for integrarion of the parricipating countries, offered France a
new form of control over German resurgence. In order to sell this program—
which since its presentation by the secretary of state on June s, 1947, was known
as the Marshall Plan—in Western European countries with their strong tradi-
tions of communist and socialist activism, in addivion the Americans offered it
to Eastern European countries, including the Sovier Union. Although it was not
the main aim of the plan’s instigators, this also had the advantage of holding out
one further chance of reversing the division of Europe, which was already under
Way.

In both Western and Eastern Europe, the announcement of the Marshall
Plan raised great hopes for the realization of the Third Force, and for some time
Stalin vacillated between worrying that the West might form a concerted bloc if
he rejected the plan, and fear that his sphere of influence in Eastern Europe
might begin to loosen, or even dissolve completely, if he took partin it. He there-
fore set conditions for Soviet participarion, in the hope that the Western Euro-
pean governments would rally to him. However, when they refused, he had ef-
fectively excluded himself from the program. On July 2, 1947, the Sovier foreign
minister, Vyacheslav Molotov, formally rejected the alleged “plan for the subju-
gation of Europe” by American imperialism. The governments of Eastern Eu-
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rope, which without exception had expressed an interest in taking part in the
Marshall Plan, and which were all (except for Yugoslavia) still determined to
cake part even after the Sovier rebuff, were forced by the Kremlin to rerrace their
acceptance. To forestall a possible Soviet intervention, Finland decided of its
own accord not to participate.

To thwart the Americans’ plans, during the summer of 1947 Stalin devised
a two-pronged strategy that involved both mobilizing Western European opin-
jon against the supposed subjugation, and bringing Eastern European regimes
more firmly in line with the Soviet model and more firmly under Moscow’s con-
trol. At the end of September, at a conference in Szklarska Porgba in Silesia, the
leaders of the most significant communist parties were informed of this new di-
rection in Soviet policy and obliged to cooperate in a Communist Information
Bureau (Cominform). In a mirror image of the Truman Docrrine, the leader of
the Soviet delegation, Andrei Zhdanov, defined the Ease—West conflict as a
global life-and-death struggle between the “imperialist and anridemocratic
camp” under the leadership of the United States and “anti-imperialist and anti-
fascist forces” headed by the Soviet Union.

In Eastern European countries, the pressure from Moscow, combined with
the ongoing crisis of reconstruction—exacerbated by the lack of any American
financial aid—had the effect of eliminating any remaining freedom of mancuver
for independent political forces. In Czechoslovakia, a dramatic erial of strength
between the Communist Party and its democratic coalition partners ended, on
February 29, 19438, in the establishment of a regime rigidly loyal to Moscow and
the complete disempowerment of the noncommunists. In other Eastern Euro-
pean states as well, all remaining organized opposition groups were abolished,
social democratic parties (following extensive purges) were merged with the
communists, all labor organizations were brought under communist conrrol,
and all those suspected of having not shown unswerving loyalty to Stalin at all
times were weeded out of the Communist Party elites. The restructuring of soci-
ety was carried out along strictly Soviet lines, and in place of pragmatic alliances
with groups that were at least partially amenable to reform, there now came
police-state terror organized by a minority. Following the Soviet pattern, top
priority was invariably given to the development of heavy industry, central plan-
ning methods were introduced, and the collectivization of all agriculturally
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worthwhile land pressed ahead, in the face of widespread opposition. Economic
ourput was increasingly geared to the needs of Soviet reconstruction, with ties to
Western markets heavily reduced. This multifaceted indirect Soviet suzerainty
over Fastern Europe turned it into a closed Soviet Bloc.

In Western Europe, the leaders of communist parties gave their supporters
and fellow travelers free rein to vent the discontent that had been building up
since the war’s end. In France and Iraly in the winter of 1947-1948, there devel-
oped massive strike movements thar somerimes took on the flavor of a general
insurrection. Far from hampering the United States in achieving its aims in Eu-
rope, though, these helped it: faced with the spectacle of these striles and the ac-
companying communist ideological offensive, the overwhelming majoricy of
Western Europeans, who up to this point had always tended to dismiss as ground-
less American fears about an expansion of Soviet influence in Western Europe,
now themselves became convinced that the communist parties were indeed at-
tempting to topple the existing order in Western Europe and that the Kremlin
was trying to bring the whole of the continent under its control. There now scemed
no possibility of taking communists back into constitutional government. And so
it was that the communists found themselves consigned to the ghetto of the “coun-
terculture,” as the political pendulum swung noticeably to the right, and recon-
struction under the Marshall Plan proceeded on the basis of a broad anticommu-

nist consensus.

Restoring the Status Quo in Western Europe

Hence, from the winter of 1947-1948 on, the Cold War became an inescapable
fact of domestic politics in Western European states. In France, the socialists
saw themselves forced by circumstances into taking on the role of lef-wing
fringe group within a coalition headed by Christian Democrats and Conserva-
tives; as time passed, this coalition moved furcher and further away from the re-
forming spirit of the immediate postwar administrations thac had emerged from
the resistance movement. In the Iralian elections of April 1948, the Christian
Democrats, with massive American support, beat a coalition of communists and
lefr-wing socialists; the ghertoizarion of the communists henceforth ensured the
Christian Democrats an uncontested grip on power. In the western regions of
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Germany, the Social Democratic Party (SPD) found its backing much reduced
as a result of the heavy concentration of its supporters in areas now within the
Soviet Zone, while Christian socialists lost their former key position within the
Christian Democratic Union (CDU). Overall, the new anticommunist consensus
and a growing fear of the Soviet threat helped the traditional bourgeois ruling
clites, discredited either by their collaboration with the National Socialists or by
their defeat in the face of Nazi expansion, rehabilitate themselves and resume
their positions of power. In Great Britain, the ruling Labour Party came under
increasing pressure from the Conservatives and in the elections of 1951 lost the
majority it had gained in 194s.

This trend toward restoring the old order was greatly strengrhened by the
American pressure for rapid reconstruction and integrarion of European econo-
mies. Although in principle it was by no means hostile to social-democratic ideas
of reform, the Truman adminiseration nevertheless thought that it could ill af-
ford any further experiments, given the desperate situation in Western Europe.
Accordingly, it organized reconstruction under the Marshall Plan along the
lines of its own successful economic-liberal template. The rebuilding of western
Germany’s heavy industry was no longer held back on security grounds, with the
resule that German business soon began to assume its leading role on the conti-
nent once more. In the fall of 1947, under massive American pressure, national-
ization of the Ruhr industrial heartland~—the linchpin of reforming programs
sponsored by everyone from the German Christian Democrats to the French
Socialists—was postponed until the establishment of an elected Wese German
government, and so de facto killed off. In the preparations for West German
currency reform, the American occupation authorities worked closely with tra-
ditional liberal powers; by favoring existing asset holders and yet not at the same
time instituting a compensation scheme, the architects of West Germany’s new
financial structure clearly paved the way for a marker economy that left the pre-
vailing state of property ownership fundamentally unaltered. American Mar-
shall Plan funds had to be petitioned afresh from Congress every year, and their
disbursement was under the ultimate control of the American Economic Coop-
eration Administration (ECA); these two factors made it difficult for participar
ing countries to undertake any long-term economic planning, because the
Americans could use their position to influence certain aspects of a country’s
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national investment policy in favor of their own conceptions of a liberal eco-
nomic order.

Admittedly, the Western Europeans largely had themselves to blame for the
fact that they did not manage to assert their auronomy to any great extent in the
enactment of the Magshall Plan: given that it had no interest in a long-term
structural dependence of European countries on the United States, but instead
wanted to regain robust, independent trading partners, in the summer of 1947
the Truman administration expressly left the initiative for formulating the de-
tails of the aid package to the participating countries themselves. Only after the
Europeans found themselves unable to agree on an integrated reconstruction
program and even the first step toward integration of the member countries, in
the form of a European Customs Union, had fallen chrough, did the Truman
administration begin to impose its concept of an optimal reconstruction pro-
gram. The French government made repeated attempts to achieve unity among
the Marshall Plan countries in the interests both of European self-determination
and (insofar as this was still possible) of mediation in the East-West conflict, but
the British Labour government balked at committing the country to such close
ties to the continent. And without British involvement, most continental Euro-
peans, especially the Left and the Benelux countries, did not want to proceed
with European integration. As a result, despitc a considerable surge in support for
the unification movement in 1947-1949, the policy of European union never
got beyond the planning stage. The founding of the Council of Europe in
1949—which, in the eyes of continental Europeans, after exhaustive negotiations
was a first step toward the creation of a federal Europe—really only signaled a
farther delay in concrete moves toward real inregration: the Brirish resisted all
attempts to grant the Council responsibility for communal initiatives, and in so

doing condemned it to irrelevance.

Western Bloc Building

While European unification stagnated and the concept of che Third Force also
continued, de facto, to languish, the creation of blocs in Western Europe pro-
ceeded apace. Decply unsettled by the prospect of Soviet encroachment into
Western Europe, as carly as December 1947 the British foreign secretary, Ernest
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Bevin, urged his American counterpart, Marshall, to create “some Western
democratic system comprising the Americans, ourselves, France, Iraly, etc. and
of course the Dominions,” which would guarantee the Europeans in particular
milirary protection by the United States.” In advance, he offered the Americans
a collective defensive pact beeween Great Britain, France, Belgium, the Nether
Jands, and Luxembourg: the Treaty of Brussels signed on March 17, 1948. After
the violent end to Czechoslovak democracy in February 1948, which made the
specter of military aggression very real for many Western Europeans, this policy
gained mass support in Western Europe. Equally, in the United States, where
the government had inicially been lukewarm about a military pact because it did
not believe Europe was under military threar, there now arose a new willingness
to support the Brussels Pact with its own commitment. On June 11, 1948, the US
Senate voted in favor of a declararion thart for the first time in American history
committed the United States to a defensive alliance in peacetime.

The process of Western bloc building was accelerared by Stalin’s frankly des-
perate attempts to prevent at the last moment the establishment of a West Ger-
man state--a logical outcome of the integration of all three Western occupation
zones into the Western European reconstruction program. After representatives
from the United States and the Brussels Pact nations had reached an agreement
in London at the beginning of June 1948 on the basic form the new West Ger-
man state should take, Stalin took the implementation of currency reform in the
Western sectors of Berlin as a pretext to sever all road and rail links between
Berlin and the Western occupation zones (as of June 2.4). This appeared to him
the only possible way to prevent the London declarations from being put into
practice and to revive negotiations about a settlement that would take in the
whole of Germany.

In fact, the US State Department now seriously entertained a plan for the
withdrawal of troops by all sides from the four occupied zones, in the hope of
thereby avoiding what threatened to become a debacle for American policy on
Germany. The British and French military governors in Germany also argued in
the same vein. But when, from the end of August onward, it became clear that it
would be perfectly feasible to supply the populace of West Berlin by an airlift to
the British and American sectors, including for the coming winter, Marshall and

Truman not only resolved to stick it out—they also quite deliberately spun out
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negotiations over lifting the blockade. Because it provided such stark proof of
the aggressiveness and cynical brucality of che Soviets, it was an excellent means
of countering any remaining resistance to the idea of Western bloc building—
be this in the form of the West Germans’ hesitation in formally establishing a
state that would manifestly deepen the rift with fellow Germans in the Soviet
zone, or French misgivings abou the rise of a strong new Germany on their east-
ern borders, or, at home, congressional resistance to a costly and enduring Amer-
ican military commitment to Europe. On April 4, 1949, representatives from
the United States, Canada, Great Britain, France, the Benelux countries, Iraly,
Norway, Denmark, Iceland, and Portugal signed the North Atlantic Treaty in
Washington, DC, and on May 8 the Parliamentary Council of representatives
from the West German Lédnder (states) approved the Basic Law for the Federal
Republic of Germany.

When Stalin realized that his land blockade of West Berlin could not pre-
vent the founding of the Federal Republic, his only choice was to reopen the
road, rail, and canal links. The blockade was lifted on May 12, 1949. Even so,
he still hoped for a groundswell of popular resistance to che establishment of a
West German state. He repeatedly rebuffed requests by the SED leadership to
follow the West German example and form a government for the Eastern Zone;
instead, the German comrades were instructed to form a National Front to fight
for the “economic and political unification” of Germany.'? Only after elections
for the first federal German parliament had taken place on August 14 and all
hopes had vanished that the Allied Council of Foreign Ministers would reconvene
did Stalin finally agree, in September, to implemenc a constitution for a German
Democratic Republic, which a “German People’s Congress” had already adopred
(with dubious legitimacy) on May 30, and which for the time being would have
force only wichin the area covered by the Soviet occupation zone. This state was
formally founded on October 7, 1949, although the elections provided for in the
constitution were put back for a year. When they finally did rake place, on Ocro-
ber 15, 1950, they were conducted on the principle of a single list of candidares,
with no real choice for voters. So, right from ics inception the second German
state lacked democratic legitimacy.

By the end of 1949, the defunct system of a balance of power in Europe
had thus been replaced by two opposing blocs dominated by the two principal
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victors of the Second World War, which split Europe into an Eastern and a
Western hemisphere. The power vacuum left behind after the collapse of the
Third Reich was now filled, with the spheres of influence of the superpowers
clearly demarcared and realization of their fundamental interests secured. It re-
mained unclear whether and for how long the state of confrontarion that had
given rise to this division would persist, what dimensions the American and So-
viee involvement in Europe would assume, and hence how lasting this split
would turn out to be.

The Chinese Revolution

Unlike the downfall of the German Third Reich in Europe, the collapse of the
Japanese Empire in East and Southeast Asia did not lead to a partition of the re-
gion under the auspices of the Cold War. The prime reason for chis was that the
liberation of the East Asian region did not come about through a coalition of
Western and Sovier armed forces, but was basically carried out by US forces
alone. The Soviet Union did not enter the war against Japan uneil righe at che
end, on August 7, 1945. Even though the Russian offensive against Japanese
troops in Manchuria played a significant part in the Japanese High Command’s
decision to offer its surrender on August 10, Stalin failed to achieve anything
beyond a nominal Soviet involvement in the occupation of Japan. Officially, the
occupying force comprised eleven nations, but in reality 9o percent of the
eroops were from the United States, and cheir commanding officer, General
Douglas MacArthur, as Supreme Allied Commander, wielded practically un-
limited power.

Yet the fact that East Asia was still sucked into the undertow of the East-
West conflict can be ascribed to the attraction of Leninist political models for
populations in the region whose traditional modes of existence had been chal-
lenged by their encounter with Western modernity. This resulted in the growch
of communist-nationalist movements that became as much of a problem for the
USSR as they were for the United States.

Nowhere was this more dramarically evident than in China. Following the
withdrawal of Japanese troops, who had controlled the east of the Chinese Em-
pire from Manchuria to Canton and whom the warring parties on the Chinese
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side had found it impossible to dislodge through their own efforts, the Chinese
civil war between the Guomindang (GMD) National Party under General
Chiang Kai-shek and the communists under the new leadership of Mao Ze-
dong broke out with renewed force. US liberation forces in the country tried to
persuade the two sides to reach an accord, but the Guomindang, who had pushed
forward from their power base in the southwestern province of Sichuan to dis-
arm the great majority of the Japanese troops and take over the regions they had
once occupied, were adamant in their refusal to share power with the commu-
nists. For their part, the communists, who operated from a few strongholds in
the North, would agree to renounce the armed struggle only if in return they
were ensured a role in a coalition government.

Nor could Stalin prevail upon the communists to fall in line with the clearly
dominant administration of the Guomindang. Even though the Soviet dictator
allowed communist guerrillas to establish a foothold in the rural areas of Man-
churia overrun by the Red Army, he still denied the communists any substantial
military or economic aid, preferring instead to form an alliance with the Chiang
Kai-shek government on August 14, 1945. This agreement ensured his control
over Outer Mongolia and confirmed Russian rights to use of the railroads and
harbors in Manchuria. After first dismantling and transporting large sections of
the industrial infrastructure set up by the Japanese in this region, as agreed upon
with the US government, Soviet troops withdrew for good from Manchuria in
the spring of 1946.

Truman, on the other hand, decided to support the Chiang Kai-shek govern-
ment with large amounts of money and arms; he rejected any intervention by US
forces in the Chinese civil war. Instead, General George C. Marshall was dis-
patched on December 15, 1945, as the American special envoy to China, with
instructions to persuade both parties to enter into a coalition. Marshall could do
little more than arrange a temporary ceasefire in January 1946. In July 1946
Chiang Kai-shek decided to launch a renewed attack on the communist strong-
holds in the North. With armed forces totaling 4.3 million men at his disposal,
he reckoned on quickly overwhelming the numerically inferior and far less well
equipped communist army of 1.2 million and finally stamping his authority—
already ensured internationally—on the whole of his native country.

I
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The two superpowers were not moved to change their positions by this re-
sumption of hostilities. American observers were not convinced that Chiang Kai-
shel’s forces would be able to secure victory over the communist guerrillas; they
Also realized that the corrupt GMD regime was deeply unpopular and was fast
losing support. Consequently, it seemed prudent to provide nothing other than
economic assistance, even though its effect became more than quc5tionable. Con-
versely, Stalin did not believe chat the communists would prevail any time soon; he
was also concerned that the Chinese civil war might drag him involuntarily into a
confrontation with the United States. Ac first, then, he withheld any support and
once more urged restraint on his Chinese comrades. The outcome of the civil war
was therefore largely decided by the warring parties within the country.

Contrary to Chiang Kai-shek’s expectations, the decisive action in this con-
flict took place in the political racher than the military arena. Rural China’s pop-
ulace had experienced the GMD’s commanders as ruthless extorters of conscripts
and levies. By contrast, the communists, in the areas they controlled, instituted
an “agricultural revolution” by dispossessing rural landlords and redistributing 43
percent of land under cultivation to 6o percent of the peasantry. At the same time
the GMD government also increasingly alienated city dwellers through its re-
pressive measures against workers, its handing over of factories seized by the
Japanese to greedy party functionaries, and its reactionary policies that caused
galloping inflation and soon drove state employees and others on fixed incomes
into penury while favorites of the regime raked in millions. By the end of 1947,
then, most of the Guomindang’s legitimacy had evaporated.

Over time the growing support of the populace began to make up for what
the communists lacked in military firepower and supplies. From the beginning
of 1948 onward, entire units of the nationalist army defected to the communist
People’s Liberation Army (PLA). After the communists had gained control first
over rural areas in the North and then over large swaths of Central China, at the
beginning of November 1948 a decisive battle was fought out at Xuzhou (the
most important railroad hub in Central China). In this long engagement, which
lasted until carly January 1949, a key factor that turned che tables in favor of the
communists was guerrilla leader Deng Xiaoping’s mobilization of two million

peasants from the four neighboring districts to provide logistical support for the

{43



WILFRIED LOTH

Communist forces parade a banner of their leaders from a truck after the fall of Shanghai, May
1949. After crossing the Yangzi River in April, Mao Zedong brought the whole of the south and
west of China under his consrol. By the end of December, the last significant city in nationalist
hands, Chengdu, had also surrendered. (Popperfoto/Getty Images)

PLA. Thereafter, all the major cities of the central region that Chiang Kai-shek’s
troops had garrisoned fell into communist hands wich litcle in the way of resis-
tance. These victories began at Tianjin and ended with the capture of Beijing on
January 31, 19.49.

In response to the communists’ success in Central China, Chiang Kai-shek
entered into ceasefire negotiations, but these proved inconclusive. In April 1949,
in defiance of Stalin’s scrong advice against it, Mao Zedong led his troops across
the Yangzi River and in a lightning campaign brought the whole of the south
and west of the country under his control. The GMD forces occupying Shanghai
were forced to surrender as early as May. On October 1, 1949, Mao duly pro-
claimed che foundation of the People’s Republic of China in Beijing. Two weeks
later the PLA overran Guangzhou, and by the end of December the last signifi-
cant city in nationalist hands, Chengdu in Sichuan, had also surrendered. In the
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meantime, Chiang Kai-shek had withdrawn ro the island of Taiwan (Formosa).
Around half a million of his troops also decamped there.

The US government regarded che Chinese communist victory as a “bitter po-
litical defeat,” in the words of a National Security Council memorandum dis-
tribured in December 1949." Yer Washington perceived no threat to American
security resulting from it, if only because the new regime would for the foresee-
able future have its work cut out dealing with the massive social and economic
problems that had bedeviled China’s imperial rulers. Truman could not bring
himself to recognize the communist regime in Beijing, but he also ruled out any
military action to restore Chiang Kai-shek. In a speech before the National Press
Club on January 12, 1950, Secretary of State Dean Acheson announced that the
US defense perimeter in Asia extended from Japan to the Philippines. This
clearly indicated that neither the nationalists on Taiwan nor any other regime
on the East Asian mainland could now count on American milirary support.

Stalin was persuaded by his advisers to pledge the victorious Mao Zedong
economic aid and milicary assistance in the event of a US attack. However, in
concrete terms the formal friendship treaty between the Soviet Union and the
PRC rhar was concluded on February 14, 1950, stated only thae the rerritorial
concessions made by Chiang Kai-shek to the USSR in 1945 would not be re-
scinded. In Stalin’s view, the new regime in China was far from being commu-
aist, and Mao was not 2 reliable ally. Indeed, eleven of the twenty-four mem-
bers of the new Chinese administration were not members of the Communist
Party. To forcibly transform coalition-led China into a full-blown communist
country, Mao required several further campaigns, most of them conducted
with bloody terror. In the course of the Great Leap Forward program insti-
tuted in 1958, for instance, 15 to 46 million Chinese starved to death, and dur-
ing the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution of 1966 onward, fanatical Red
Guards systemarically liquidated the country’s educational and administrarive
elite.

The Korean War

The process of turning China into a socialist country was accelerated by the Ko-
rean War. After Japan’s forty-year hegemony over the Korean Peninsula was ended
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by defear in August 1945, the Japanese governor lost no time in installing a Ko-
rean administrator, the lefi-leaning and excremely popular Yuh Woon-Hyung, in
his place. From representative groups that had formed throughout the country,
Yuh assembled the Committee for Preparation of Korean Independence, and the
People’s Republic of Korea was duly proclaimed on September 6, 1945. One ofthe
first acts of the broadly based coalition government was to put in place a pro-
gram for expropriating the landed aristocracy, nationalizing major industrial
concerns, and bringing in limited social reforms. While this was happening,
Soviet troops moved into northern Korea from Manchuria, while US forces
landed in the south. Stalin had raised no objections when, after the dropping of
the atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and in contravention of agree-
ments reached at the Yalta Conference, Truman had demanded US involvement
in the occupation of Korea and proposed that the border between the occupa-
tion zones be drawn at the 38¢h Parallel.

While che Soviets allowed the government of the People’s Republic free rein,
the Americans installed a military government that relied heavily on former
collaborators with the Japanese occupation regime and often forcefully rode
roughshod over decisions of the People’s Committees. An attempt to create a
new administration for the whole of Korea was defeated by extremists from
both left and right. Accordingly, in September 1947 the US government decided
to entrust organization of the upcoming elections to the United Nacions. But
the interim Committee of the People’s Republic in the northern zone, under the
leadership of the communist Kim Il Sung, refused entry to the UN representa-
rives. As a result, the elections were held only in the southern zone (in May 1948),
and led to the founding of the Republic of Korea, whose jurisdiction extended
solely over the American occupation zone. Because supporters of the People’s
Republic and moderate groups had boycotted the poll for fear that it would split
the country, the conservative Syngman Rhee, a long-term exile in America, was
free to secure the presidency. The North responded by holding irs own elections
on August 25, 1948, from which Kim Il Sung emerged as presidenc of the Demo-
cratic People’s Republic of Korea. Soviet troops withdrew by the end of 1948.
The American army of occupation followed suit in the South in June 1949.

Yet neither Syngman Rhee and his constituency of property owners and for-

mer collaborators nor Kim Il Sung and the liberation movement were prepared
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to let the division of the country stand. Both sides rearmed and tried ro get their
protecting powers to support them in a “war of liberation.” Rhee’s pleas fell on
deaf ears in Washingron, but Kim Il Sung, after lengthy persuasion, finally got
Stalin ro listen. In mid-June 1950, the Soviet dictator gave his assent to an attack
on the South by North Korean forces. Evidently Kim had convinced Stalin that
war was inevitable in any case, that Syngman Rhee’s regime would quickly col-
lapse, and that the Americans would not return to rescue him.

North Korean troops crossed the 38th Parallel on June 25, 1950. As foreseen
by Kim, they advanced south rapidly; by the end of July they had overrun the
whole peninsula except for a narrow strip of land in the southeast around the
city of Busan. However, Truman and his advisers, who by now had come to view
the attack as part of a wider Soviet strategy of expansion through client states,
were determined to resist. Driven not least by the weight of domestic public
opinion, which still blamed the administration for letting China fall into com-
munist hands too easily, they ordered General Douglas MacArthur, the US
proconsul in Japan, to urgently deploy naval and air power to help the South
Korean regime. Because the Kremlin was boycotting the UN Security Council
at the time (in protest ar China’s seat still being occupied by the Chiang Kai-shek
government), the Americans succeeded in securing a mandate from the United
Nations to defend South Korea. A total of sixteen nations, including Australia,
Canada, and Great Britain, took part in the military operation under MacArthur’s
overall command. Even so, half of the UN force was supplied by the Americans;
South Korea’s own troops made up another 40 percent.

MacArthur’s counteroffensive began on September 15 with a seaborne
landing at Inchon (the port near the capital, Seoul). Within a fortnight Seoul
was recaptured, and the UN force capitalized on this success to drive the
North Korean army back across the 38th Parallel. Stalin, who was still deter-
mined to avoid at all costs a direce confronration with the United States, had
already resigned himself to an American vicrory. “So what?” he rold the Polit-
buro in Moscow. “Let the United States of America be our neighbors in the Far
East. They will come there buc we shall not fight them now. We are not ready to
fighe.”™

Kim Il Sung’s regime was rescued by Mao Zedong, As MacArthur'’s forces
advanced along a broad front toward the Chinese border, Mao overruled his
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prime minister, Zhou Enlai, and on October 13 decided to heed Stalin’s call for
Chinese involvement in the conflict. Mao feared chat MacArthur’s troops would
not halr at the Yalu River. But above all he was worried that an American victory
in Korea might embolden Chinese Nationalist forces to take up arms against his
regime again. On November 25, then, just after the UN forces had reached the
Yalu, China launched a major offensive. MacArthur’s troops were driven back
south once more. On December 31, Chinese and North Korean forces recrossed
the 38th Parallel, and shortly afterward Seoul was in communist hands again.

MacArthur now called for an invasion of the mainland by Chinese Nation-
alist troops and advocated nuclear scrikes against China. With imminent defeat
staring him in the face, Truman came close to acceding to these demands. He
decided against this course of action only after the front stabilized once more.
The war thus remained confined to Korea. Following a new American offensive,
which retook Seoul in March 1951, and a failed Chinese spring offensive, the
conflict descended into a static war of attrition. In early April, when MacArchur
tried to lobby Congress in favor of taking the war to China, Truman dismissed
him for insubordination. The Truman administration was afraid that the USSR
would use an expansion of US involvement in East Asia as an opportunity for
further encroachment into Europe and the Persian Gulf. It took the view that
a war against China was “the wrong war, at the wrong place, at the wrong time,
and with the wrong enemy.”

But even this “limited war,” as it was called thereafter in Washingron,
claimed many lives. Estimates of Korean dead, both soldiers and civilians, are
put at some 1.3 million in the South plus 1.4 million in the North, or around 10
percent of the total population. In addition, around a million Chinese soldiers
and fifty-four thousand Americans were killed. Cicies and industrial installa-
rions on the peninsula were largely destroyed. Accordingly, in June 1951 the
North Korean and Chinese leadership called for ceasefire negotiations to begin.
These dragged on for a long time with no definite outcome, not least because
Stalin advised his allies not to settle roo hastily. He had a vested interest in keep-
ing US forces tied down in Korea, Only after his death in March 1953, with his
successors seeking “an acceptable pach toward the soonest possible conclusion of
the war in Korea,”® could an armistice agreement be signed at Panmunjom near

the demarcation line.
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The ceasefire line in part ran south of the 38th Parallel, and in part north of
it. Korea was now permanently divided, with a brutal regime in the North that
became increasingly Stalinise but still sought to tread a fine line between its two
powcrful socialist neighbors, and a South that was entirely dependent on US aid.
Under the protection of American troops, Syngman Rhee continued to rule in
authoritarian fashion until April 26, 1960, when the army refused to suppress a
protest by students and university teachers and forced him to step down. South
Korea then entered a brief phase of democracy, before a military regime under
General Park Chung Hee embarked upon an extensive modernization program.

Democratizing Japan

American involvement in Japan went on longer than originally envisaged, as a
result of the Korean War. The American occupation authorities began by insti-
tuting a democratization program that involved demilitarizing the country,
bringing war criminals to justice, introducing an extensive land reform, and
establishing a parliamentary system. In October 1946 they had the Japanese
patliament enact a constitution that had been drafted by US officials and thar,
among other provisions, reduced the role of the emperor to a hgurchead, a
“symbol of the State and the unity of the people,” and established a bicameral
legislature. Civil and human righes were guaranteed by the consticution, and
women were placed on an equal legal footing with men. Furthermore, in Ar-
ticle 9 of the Constitution the Japanese people agreed to “renounce war as a
sovereign right of the nation and the threat or use of force as means of settling
incernational disputes.”

It was this clause above all that proved the most contentious among the Japa-
nese populace. Yet the first postwar election, held on April 25, 1947, returned a
socialist-led government that overwhelmingly backed the demilitarization plan.
Shortly thereafter, definie moves became apparent in Washington to turn Japan
both economically and militarily into a buffer state to contain communist ex-
pansion in the region. Accordingly, efforts to break up the cartels formed by Ja-
pan’s major industrial conglomerates (2aibatsi) abated, the right to strike was
curtailed in light of increasing union militancy, and a purge of ultranationalists
was supplanted by a purge of left-leaning forces. After the outbreak of the Korean
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War, Japan was granted the right to maintain a seventy-five-thousand-strong
National Police Reserve, which included tanks, combat aircraft, and naval units.

The Pentagon now dropped its objection to a formal peace treaty with Japan,
albeir on the condition that American strategic bases be allowed to remain on
Japanese soil. In fact, under the terms of the Treary of San Francisco, signed on
September 8, 1951, the United States retained full jurisdiction over the island of
Okinawa, which, along with 117 American military bases, played a vital role in
the creation of a US defensive shield in the Pacific region. In a security pact con-
cluded at the same time, Japan agreed to the stationing of US troops on Japanese
sovereign territory. Mindful of public opinion, Prime Minister Yoshida Shigeru,
a conservative, resisted American pressure to have the Japanese obligation to
rearm written into this treaty; in response, the United States made no formal
commitment to defend Japan against foreign aggression.

Nevertheless, in secret Yoshida had been obliged to promise the US negotia-
tors that he would esrablish a domestic force of fifty thousand troops. However,
it was March 1954 before a bill providing for the creation of a Self-Defense Force
could command a majority in the Japanese parliament. This prompted calls
within Japan for the government to revise the unequal security treaty of 19s1.
Difficult negotiations finally resulted in the revised security pact of January 21,
1960. This still accorded the United States the right to station its forces in
Japan and to expand existing airbases. In return, though, the United States
now pledged Japan military assistance and commitred both sides to mueual con-
sultation on defense questions. In addition Japan was granted the right to re-
scind the treaty unilaterally. Yet despite these concessions, the new pact was ve-
hemently opposed by the socialists, communists, and labor unions. Tt was ratified
against the backdrop of mass demonstrations and a general strike. The Japanese
conservatives, now unified in the Liberal Democratic Party, won the ensuing
November 1960 elections with a clear majority. The Left was consigned by
these events to long-term opposition, a position it has occupied virtually unin-
terrupted ever since.

The United States also exerted pressure on Japan to reach an accommodation
with other former enemies. A peace treaty was agreed to with the Chinese Na-
tionalist regime on Taiwan as early as 1952. To ensure that the 1951 security pact
was ratified by the US Congress, Yoshida expressly refused to recognize the
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People’s Republic of China. Deals wich countries like Burma (1954), the Philip-
pines {1956), Indonesia (1958), and South Vietnam (1959) took far longer to con-
clude, due to the settlement of war reparations claims. The most difficult nego-
riations of all were with South Korea; the legacy of bitterness left by the Japanese
occupation of Korea meant that diplomatic relations between the two countries
were not established until 1965, and even then amid furious protests by the Ko-
rean opposition. An agreement on the formal cessation of hostilities was signed
with the Soviet Union in October 1956. Japan had demanded the return of for-
mer territory now under Russian control but in the end had to settle for a joint
declaration promising the handover of Shikotan and the Habomais in the south-
ern Kuril Islands chain to Japan.

Decolonization in Southeast Asia

'The first adversary faced by the communist-nationalist liberation movement in
Indochina was France, the former colonial power. When the Japanese occupiers
of this region surrendered on August 14, 1945, mass demonstrations were held in
the cities in favor of national independence, and local committees of the League
for the Independence of Vietnam (Viet Nam Doc Lap Dong Minh Hoi, or Viet
Minh for short) assumed control. On September 2, their leader, the communist
Ho Chi Minh, proclaimed the Democratic Republic of Vietnam in Hanoi. How-
ever, international recognition of the new state was not forthcoming. Instead,
Charles de Gaulle dispatched troops to the south of the country, which had tem-
porarily been occupied by the Bricish. By February 1946 de Gaulle’s force was
able to reestablish French military and political authority. Meanwhile, in order
to be rid of the Chinese troops occupying the North, Ho Chi Minh was pre-
pared to reach a compromise with the French: in a treaty of March 6, 1946, French
troops were granted free access to the North. In return, France undertook to
withdraw from Vietnam within five years. It was agreed that a plebiscite would
be held on unification of the counery; it was then envisaged that Vietnam would
constitute a free scate within che framework of an Indochinese federation, which
in turn would form part of the Union Frangaise—the entity created to replace
the old French colonial system, a French equivalent of the British Common-
wealth. This arrangement meant that France was de facto foreseeing a situation
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where the Viet Minh extended their authority over the south of the country as -
well, albeit with the proviso that the country as a whole would remain within

the French sphere of influence.

However, this compromise did not last long, Thierry d’Argenlieu, head of the -
French civil administration in the South, was under no circumstances prepared
to hand control of the country over to the Viet Minh. Instead, on July 1, 1946, he -

established in Saigon the autonomous government of Cochinchina, which in
the long term was expected to rule over the North also. Because no one in Paris
dared to countermand d’Argenlieu, negotiations on how to implement the com-
promise of March 6 soon reached an impasse. Parallel with this development, on
both sides the advocates of military confrontation were gaining the upper hand.
In response to attacks by the Viet Minh on French garrisons, on November 23
French forces bombarded Viet Minh positions in the port of Haiphong, killing
some six thousand Vietnamese in the process. General Vo Nguyen Giap, com-
mander in chief of a Viet Minh army that had in the interim grown to one hun-
dred thousand men, responded on December 19 with an atrack on French sertle-
ments in Hanoi.

For a long time the war was ar a stalemate. Although France was able to bring
most of the cities under its control, the countryside and jungle remained firmly
in the hands of the elusive guerrilla army. Even the installation of the former
Annamese emperor, Bao Dai, as ruler of the State of Vietnam within the French
Union, failed to win hearts and minds: a large section of the Vietnamese people
regarded Bao Dai as so corrupt that he actually became a liability to the former
colonial power. Following Mao Zedong’s victory in China, the Viet Minh also
began to get weapons and logistical support from China, a fact chat the French
used to persuade the Americans to provide marterial help for their crusade against
the advance of communism. The fighting came to an end only after the fall of the
key French military bastion at Dien Bien Phu, 300 kilometers west of Hanoi on
the border with Laos, on May 7, 1954. This devastating loss finally convinced
Paris that the war was unwinnable.

However, because Stalin was concerned to keep Mao in check, and because
Mao himself wanted to avoid any new confrontation with the United States, the
French defeat did not amount to victory for the Viet Minh. Instead, an embic-
tered Ho Chi Minh was forced to accept the provisional division of Vietnam
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along the 17th Parallel that was setled at the peace conference in Geneva,
acrended by delegates from the two Vietnams, alongside representatives of France,
Great Britain, the United States, the Soviet Union, and China. In the armistice
agrecment of July 21, 1954, it was agreed thac all French troops should withdraw
south of this demarcation line. Two years later, free elections were planned for
both parts of the country.

These elections never came about. In June 1954 the Cartholic leader Ngo
Dinh Diem became prime minister of the State of Vietnam and with American
backing forced French troops to withdraw from the whole of the country. He
then deposed Bao Dai, appointed himself head of state, and in May 1956 refused
to participate in the joint elections, on the grounds that his administration had
not signed the Geneva peace accords. This move effectively postponed the reuni-
ficarion of Viernam indefinitely. As Ho Chi Minh consolidated his grip on
power in the North, often using brural methods to recast the country into a so-
cialist state, Diem’s corrupt and authoritarian rule in the South acted as an effec-
tive recruiting sergeant for opposition guerrilla units. In Seprember 1960 the
Vietnamese Workers’ Party voted to widen the military campaign for reunifica-
tion. Thus, the war in Indochina entered a second phase, which would go down
in history as the Vietnam War.

Island Southeast Asia also witnessed a clash between an independence move-
ment, which proclaimed an auronomous republic after the Japanese surrender
on August 17, 1945, and a former colonial power, which after the temporary oc-
cupation by British forces resumed control over its old domain. But before Dutch
troops arrived in the region in March 1946, the government of the Republic of
Indonesia under Sukarno had taken over Java, Sumatra, and Madura. After re-
pulsing the first offensives by the Dutch, however, the Republican administra-
tion was forced to reach an accommodation with the colonialists in the Lingga-
djati Agreement of November 15, 1946. The Netherlands agreed to recognize
Republican authority over the region so long as the Republic became a constitu-
ent state of the United States of Indonesia and formed the Netherlands-
Indonesian Union (with the mother country and other former Dutch colonies).
This compromise did not last long, either. In July 1947, in response to alleged
treaty violations by the Indonesian government, the Dutch launched a bloody

police action, occupying most of the cities on Java and a large part of Sumarra.
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The Indonesian government was saved only by the intervention of the United
Nations. On January 17, 1948, a UN arbitration commission brokered a new
settlement, the Renville Agreement, which saw Republican control reduced still

furcher to Central Java and the highlands of Sumatra. ‘The important rice-
growing area in West Java, along with the plantations and oil resources on Surma-
tra, all remained in Dutch hands. Nevertheless, the Netherlands government
still pressed for this rump republic to be incorporated within an Indonesian

federation. Faced with Sukarno’s implacable opposition, the Dutch resumed
hostilities in December 1948. Following an assault on the Republican seat of
governmenc in Yogyakarta, Sukarno, his depury Mohammad Hatea, and almost

the entire administration were taken into custody.

A decisive factor in the outcome of this conflict was the fact that, unlike in
Vietnam, communists did not play a prominent role in the Indonesian indepen-
dence movement. After the suppression of a revolt at Maidun in East Java in
September 1948, in which Indonesian communists were involved, their position
had grown even weaker. This helped sway US public opinion in favor of the In-
donesian nationalists, and the administration joined the Arab League and In-

dian subcontinent countries in calling for recognition of Indonesian indepen-

dence. In the fall of 1949, a threat by Washington to the Netherlands to suspend

aid under the Marshall Plan brought about a change of heart in The Hague. On
November 2, 1949, the Dutch duly waived all territorial claims in Sourheast
Asia, wich the exception of West Papua (Irian Jaya Barat). Sukarno was able o
assert his authority there only in 1963, after mobilizing Indonesian forces for an
armed intervention.

On the neighboring Philippines, the United States was itself the colonial
power. However, it had already guaranreed the territory independence for July 1,
1946, according to a plan for step-by-step liberation, which it had begun to im-

plement from che mid-1930s onward (albeit while retaining certain economic

and military privileges). The United States therefore found itself on the side of

the government when a peasants’ revole against the politically dominant major
landowners broke out there shortly after independence had been declared. The
Huk movement, which grew out of the People’s Anti-Japanese Army, was par-
tiatly supported by the communists but by no means controlled by them. Even
s0, America’s allies on the Philippines chose to regard it as a communist threar.
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US support for the regime of President Manuel Roxas was correspondingly ro-
bust. Although the Huk gained a strong following in some parts of the counery,
they were forced to give up military operations in May 1954. This gave the United
States a frec hand to strengthen its economic influence and its key milicary bases
on the Philippines right up to the late 1980s.

On the Malay Archipelago, it was the British who returned as the colonial
power after the Japanese surrender and found themselves faced with demands
for independence. The liberation movement was led by the communists, but was
confined to the Chinese part of the population. In suppressing the rebellion that
broke out in 1948, the British high commissioner could therefore draw on loyal
support from indigenous Malay army and police units. After more than half a
million Chinese peasants were relocated from guerrilla-controlled regions to
“new villages,” the rebels were able to operate only in a restricted area along the
Thai border. The British invested a great deal in the economic development of
the country and withdrew peacefully in 1955 once the rival ethnic groups of Ma-
lays, Indians, and nationalist Chinese had agreed to form an elecroral coalirion.
In doing so, the former colonial power ensured that the Federation of Malaya,
which gained its independence on August 1, 1957, remained closely tied to Great
Brirain.

Overall, communism was successful in places where it could help poor peas-
ants improve their wretched conditions, and where its activities were not op-
posed by an alliance of a local elite with the former colonial power. The Cold
War drew the United States deeper into these conflicts than its anticolonial
philosophy would otherwise have allowed, causing it to grow into the foremost
military and economic sovereign power in the Pacific region. Yer this region
never atrained anything like the political cohesion of the Atlantic alliance.
Countless problems associated with the internal composition of nation-states,
plus the continuing antagonism between Japan and its former colonies, meanc
that when the United States called for a military alliance against “communist
aggressors” in the spring of 1954, the only countries to rally to the cause—
alongside the Commonwealth countries of Great Britain, Australia, and New
Zealand—were the Philippines, Thailand, and Pakistan. As a result, the South-
cast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO), officially established on September 8,
1954, had little political significance.
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The Partition of India

The process of decolonization was not restricted to those regions that had once -

been part of Japan’s empire. In the Near and Middle East, South Asia, and Af
rica as well, the great European powers of Great Britain and France found them-

selves obliged to wind up their former empires. In Latin America also, there were :

growing attempts in many quarters to end the region’s economic dependence on
the United States. As in East and Southeast Asia, detachment from colonial he-
gemony was inextricably bound up with moves toward modernization and ambi-
tious efforts to forge modern nation-states. Thus, even where these developments
were not directly caughe up in the East—West standoff, they were still character-
ized by conflict. And because the former colonial powers and the narionalist
modernizers alike displayed varying degrees of shrewdness in their dealings, the
outcomes were also very divergent. Many problems therefore arise in trying to
reduce the process to some facile formula like the emergence of the Third World
or the proliferation of nonaligned nations.

By the end of the war, the transition of India from subjugation under the
British Raj into an independent nation had become an urgent and incontrovert-
ible necessity. The arrest of sixty thousand supporters and leaders of the Con-
gress Parcy for demanding immediate independence in 1942 had achieved noth-
ing except bloody unrest in northern India. There was widespread concern as to
how more than two million Indian soldiers, who had been mobilized for service

in the British Indian Army, were to be kept under control. But the overriding

problem was thar Indian manufacturing industry, which had been developed to
aid the war effort and was now turning out goods at a far lower cost, was begin-
ning to make inroads into Great Britain’s export earnings on global markets,

while Britain’s reliance on this mass production to prosecute the war had made

India into a major creditor of the mother councry. British debts to India

amounted to one-fifth of the country’s gross national product.

The chicf problem with independence was that it was completely unclear to

which bodies the administration of the various provinces and the plethora of lo-

¢al authorities should be handed over. The Congress Party under the leadership

of Jawaharlal Nehru seemed the obvious parener for creating a centralized In-

dian state that would unify all of the country’s diverse racial groups, castes, and
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- religious communities. However, its authority was challenged by the Muslim

League led by Muhammad Ali Jinnah, who called for the crearion of a separare

 srate for India’s Islamic population—a “Land of the Pure,” or in his native Urdu,

- Pakistan. It is conceivable that Jinnah’s demand was designed only to ensure

equal treatment of Muslim and Hindu states within a loose Indian confedera-

- tdon. But because this notion was wholly incompatible with the Congress Party’s

plans for a unitary state, in practice independence could be achieved only at the
cost of partition.

In March 1947 the British Labour government sent Lord Louis Mountbat-

.~ ten to India as viceroy, with a mandate to bring about the country’s indepen-
- dence by August of the following year. After several failed attempts to win Jin-
" nah round to the idea of a single state, Mountbatten opted for a partition along
- ethnic-religious lines. This meant that Jinnah could secure neither the whole of
- the province of the Punjab in the northeast nor the southeast province of Bengal

in its entirety for Pakistan, but only those districts that had a Muslim majoriry.

-~ 'The fertile eastern districes of the Punjab and the teeming metropolis of Cal-
- curtta {Kolkara) remained within India. In an attempt to forestall upheaval and

anarchy, Mountbatten took immediate steps to institute this plan. Agreement
was finally reached on June 3, 1947, and on Aungust 15, India and Pakistan were

 declared independent republics.

Yet bloody clashes berween Hindus and Muslims could not be avoided. As
carlyas August 1946 in Calcutta, the Bengali prime minister, Shaheed Suhrawardy,

- had incited Muslims to purge the city of Hindu workers, through expulsions
- and mutrder, in the hope that it would thereby be co-opted into the Muslim

state. At the point when independence was proclaimed, however, the charis-
matic leader (mabatma) of the independence movement, Mohandas Gandhi,

-~ forced Suhrawardy to spend time with him in a poor quarter of Calcutra and ro

beg forgiveness for the bloodbath. This action, plus a hunger strike by Gandhi
asting several days, succeeded in largely quelling the unrest in West Bengal. But

oo

violence exploded in the Punjab all the more savagely. Hundreds of thousands of

Hindus and Sikhs fled to Dethi, where they threatened to rake revenge on the
city’s Muslims. Gandhi rushed to the west to try to stem the tide of violence in
Delhi as well. When the interior minister of the Indian government refused to
release to the Pakistanis the share of treasury funds proportionate to their
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population that was owing to them, Gandhi began a new hunger strike. On ern India; the unrepresented remaining western provinces and Bengal in the far
east had no option but to fall in line with this clique’s authoritarian directives.
Only in 1956 did the constitution of a presidential Islamic Republic of Pakistan

come into force. Even then elections were still postponed, not least because the

January 30, 1948, the Mahatma was shot dead by a young Hindu extremist, who
claimed his action was justificd recribution for Gandhi’s supposed high ereason.

‘The exact number of those killed during Partition will never be known, but
ruling elice feared a Bengali majority. During his term as president (1958 to
1969), General Mohammad Ayub Khan achieved a degree of stability coupled
with cconomic growth. But when in the spring of 1971 the West Pakistani mi-

is estimated at somewhere between 250,000 and ¥ million. No fewer than 17 mil-
lion Indians fied in one direction or the other across the border. Hundreds of
chousands of civil servants and railway employees were exchanged, as the man-
nority tried to block the formation of an elected narional assembly, the East
Bengalis resolved to secede from the unitary state. The West Pakistan Army

power and plant belonging to administrative departments were punctiliously
divided up. In Kashmir, which as an independent princely state was free to de-
took steps to quell the secession but was forced to surrender to Indian troops,
who came to the aid of the East Bengalis. On December 16, 1971, the newly inde-
pendent state of Bangladesh was recognized by Pakistan.

cide which of the two successor countries of the Brirish Raj it would join, armed
conflict broke out. When Pakistani irregulars atrempted to annex the over-
whelmingly Muslim state for Pakistan, the Hindu maharaja asked the Indian .
government for military assistance and formally declared the state an integral:
part of the Indian republic. It wa.s only in January .1948 that the LTmted Nations Conflict over Palestine
was able to broker a ceasefire. Since then, two-thirds of the territory has been:

' In the Near and Middle East, the principal European powers found themselves

facing awakening Arab nationalism, fueled by the rise of a modern middle class.

under Indian control.
India under Nehru’s stewardship persistently refused ro hold the plebiscite in-
Kashmir that was promised under the UN agreement. In all other respects,. The nationalist movement opposed both dependence upon the imperialist pow-
though, it did manage to establish a remarkably stable parliamentary system. ers and the traditional elites on whom the Europeans relied to maintain order in
based on a delicate balance of power between individual states and central gov the region. Consequently, once formal independence was granted, the Enropean
ernment. The first nationwide elections, held between October 1951 and Febru-. powers were largely unable to sustain any economic and military influence; not
ary 1952, sectired a clear majority for the Congress Party, an outcome repeated infrequently, they were ousted by internal revolts and unrest.
The growth of Arab nationalism was greatly accelerated by the conflict over
Palestine, resulting from Greac Britain’s Balfour Declaration of November 1917,
which had promised to support “the establishment in Palestine of a national
 home for the Jewish people.” While the British government artempred to trans-
;_ form its League of Nations—mandated rule over the territory into a binational
- state for Arabs and Jews, at the end of the Second World War Jewish settlers de-

- manded the immediate formation of their own state. From October 1945 onward,

time and again until the 1990s. This gave Nehru a mandate to st India on a
course of socialist modernization, which yielded some impressive results in the.
development of heavy industry but made litcle headway against cither the caste.
system or the country’s encrenched power structures. Even so, hundreds of indf:-;
pendent princely states were incorporated with virtually no violence into the
centra) state, while the numerous language conflicts were defused by some clever
redrawing of state boundaries.

In stark contrast, the successors to Jinnah (who died in Seprember 1948) ex- - extremists reinforced these demands with a series of attacks against Brirish tar-
gers and assassinations in Palestine. In September 1947 the British authorities
. announced their impending withdrawal from the mandared territory by the

following summer. As in the case of India, they hoped to use the prospect of in-

perienced enormous difficulties in trying to forge a unified state from the two
former Muslim-majority regions of India, which lay a thousand miles (1,600
kilometers) apart. The Pakistani leadership comprised both the ruling elite in
dependence to bring about a resolution between the opposing parties.
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But under the influence of an effective Zionist lobby, which argued for che Arab Self-D ) )
urgent need to offer a new homeland to Jewish refugees still remaining in Eu- rab Self-Determination
rope after the Nazi genocide, on November 29, 1947, two-thirds of the UN Gen-

eral Assembly vored in favor of a partition plan that involved the formation of

Defeat by Israel prompted Arab nationalists to rise up against their traditional rul-
ers. In Syria, which had gained independence following the departure of the last
cwo states in Palestine. The two were to form an economic union, while Jerusa-
fem would be placed within an international zone under UN trusteeship. That
same day, fighting broke out between Jewish military units and Palestinian Arab

militias, both determined to either prevent the other side from forming its own

French and British troops on April 14, 1946, a military coup in March 1949 swept
away the regime of the old urban elite, which was widely blamed for the debacle in
Palestine. Further coups and councercoups followed, from which the Baath Social-
isc Party (Party of Rebirth) emerged as the country’s strongest political grouping,
In Jordan, also independent since carly 1946, King Abdullah found it difficult to
integrate East and West Jordanians and a large influx of Palestinian refugees. In
July 1951 Abdullah was assassinated in Jerusalem by a Muslim extremist. His
grandson Hussein, who ascended the throne in May 1953 while still a2 minor, had
great difficulty fending off Syrian and Iraqi territorial designs on his country.

state or at least expand the boundaries of its own territory.

By the time the last British troops departed on May 14, 1948, without having
formally handed the terricory over to anybody, Jewish forces were already in a
strong position. David Ben-Gurion, chairman of the Jewish National Council,
immediacely proclaimed the independent state of Isracl. This was recognized
straight away not only by the United States but also by the USSR, which saw the
creation of a Jewish state as a good opportunity to counter the influence of its
rival, Great Britain, in the Near East. Sovier arms shipments and military train-

ing helped the Jewish fighters establish a modern army and stave off the armed

In Egypt, discontent with the collaborartionist regime erupted in the first

months of 1952. The country had been nominally independent since 1922, but in

reality the British {in conjunction wich the French) still controlled the strategic
Suez Canal and maintained an extensive complex of military bases within the
so-called Canal Zone. In January 1952, after British troops opened fire on the
barracks of a rebellious Egyptian police unit, killing fifty policemen, rioting
~ broke out in Cairo. Farouk gradually lost control of his country. On the nighe of

July 23, 1952, a group of “free officers” under Gamal Abdel Nasser and Anwar
Sadat seized power. Farouk was driven into exile, and a respected general, Mu-
hammad Naguib, was installed as prime minister. Two years later Nasser had
consolidated his power sufficiently to assume the role of prime minister him-
self. After a failed assassination attempt, the radical Muslim Brotherhood or-

threat facing the fledgling state.

The Palestinian Arabs did receive some support from Arab states. However,
cheir leaders were less concerned with expelling the Jews than they were with
limiting the territorial ambitions of their neighbors. As a result, the Isracli army
was able to press home its advantage and make extensive territorial gains beyond
the areas originally envisaged in the UN Partition Plan. Around one million
Arabs were forced out or fled, and over 350 Arab villages destroyed. The first six
months of 1949 saw a succession of Arab states sue for peace, beginning with
Egypt (February 24), soon followed by Lebanon (March 23), Jordan (April 3),
and finally Syria (July 20). The West Bank was left under Jordanian control, and
the Gaza Strip was placed under Egyptian jurisdiction. But on four-fifths of the
Palestinian territory there now arose a Jewish state, which deliberately refused to
inregrate those Arabs who had remained. For the most part, displaced Arabs -
were resetcled in temporary camps in neighboring states, often in appallingly
squalid conditions. These camps became the breeding ground for the Palestine
Liberation Organizacion (PLO), which in the 1960s would spark a new round of -

ganization was banned and elections to a constituent assembly were postponed
indefinitely.

Negotiations with the British authorities led to an agreement in October
1954 in which the British government undertook to withdraw irs forces within
twenty months. However, if the Arab seates or Turkey were subject to an atrack
by any country other than Israel (a clear allusion to the Soviet Union), then the
British retained the righe, up to 1961, to return to their former bases. Through
this accord, Nasser hoped to have secured British and American support for his
modernization plans. But when in September 1955, fearing an atrack by Israel, he
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signed an agreement on arms shipments with the USSR, the Western powers’

reaction was instant and hostile: London and Washingron immediately stopped

financing construction of the Aswan High Dam, Nasser’s flagship civil engi-
neering project, which was intended both to secure Egypt’s electricity supplies

and to rationalize its agricultural production. In July 1956, Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles publicly announced that the United Stares was withdrawing -

from the dam project for good.
Nasser countered by announcing that he intended to nationalize the Suez
Canal. The revenue from ship transit fees would offset the lost British and Amer

ican subvention for the Aswan High Dam project. Shareholders in the Canal’
Company were compensated, and on September 13, 1956, the canal began operat-
ing once more, this time under Egyptian management. Under the auspices of thc':
United Nations, where Britain had lodged a formal complaint against the na-

tionalization, a resolution was prepared calling for joine regulation of canal

operations by the Egyptiansand a conglomerate of the principal user states.

Yet the British and French government had no intention of lecting this
perceived humiliation stand. As far as they were concerned, Nasser’s attempt to
style himself as the leader of Arab nationalism threatened Britain’s role in the
Middle East and undermined France’s position in Algeria. And so French prime
minister Guy Mollet and his British counterpare, Anthony Eden, agreed to ask
the Israelis to spearhead an artack on the Palestinian guerrillas and their Egyp-
vian backers. British and French troops would then intervene in this conflict,
ostensibly to separate the warring parties, buc in reality in order to retake the
Suez Canal Zone and depose Nasser. The Israel Defense Forces (IDF) duly
launched their offensive against Egyptian positions on October 29, 1956. Britain
and France, as agreed, presented their ultimarums and on October 31 started
bombing cities in the Canal Zone.

Bur just when the two European powers were on the point of taking control
of Egypt, US president Dwight D. Eisenhower brought the operation to a grind-

ing halt. For Eisenhower, this attempt at unilateral action by Europe’s colonial

powers on the eve of the US presidential election was not just extremely insensi-

tive. He was also concerned that the Soviet Union might exploit this situation to .
parade its credentials as the advocate of oppressed peoples everywhere. Moscow,
which was just abour to crush the Hungarian Uprising, threatened all parties
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nvolved in the conflice thart it would deploy its “devastaring weapons of mass
destruction” unless a ceasefire was agreed upon forthwith. At the instigation of
he United States, the UN Security Council therefore passed a resolution on
November 6 calling for an immediare ceasefire and the withdrawal of all often-
ive forces. Eden was the first to comply, leaving Mellet and Ben-Gurion no
hoice but to follow suit.

This defeat saw Great Britain and France relinquish forever any meaningful
ole in the Near East, Nasser rose to become the leader of a pan-Arab movement
vhose influence was felt all across the region and that reached its high-water mark
n the formal union of Egypt and Syria on January 2, 1958, in the so-called United

Arab Republic. On July 14, 1958, Nasserite sympathizers in the Iraqi milicary de-
posed Faisal IL, king of Iraq, and established a Baathist regime, which forced the
British to withdraw. The Soviet Union, presenting itself as the protector of the
nascent Arab states, supplied Egypt, Syria, and Iraq with extensive military hard-

vare and economic aid. In November 1958, Moscow also pledged the bulk of the

funds needed to complere the Aswan High Dam. The United States countered by

ssuming the role of the USSR’s main adversary in this region as well, determined
t all costs to keep Jordan and Lebanon in the anti-Egyptian camp.
Above all, however, the United States rose to become the protecting power of

Israel, which had emerged from the Suez Crisis militarily strengthened but dip-

omatically totally isolated. Positions in the Gaza Strip from which Palestinian

militants had carried out border raids against Israel were destroyed, the Egyp-
. tian sea blockade of the Gulf of Aqaba was lifted, and UN peacekeepers were

nstalled in both locations. Yet the grudging respect for Israel’s military scrength

among her Arab neighbors, earned by the IDF’s rapid gains in October 1956,

ould not in itself guarantee peace in the long term. As a result, Isracli democ-

. racy became increasingly dependent on US military and economic su
¥ pport.

Support for Israel and for anti-Nasser groups in Lebanon and Jordan went

hand in hand with an alliance with conservative-feudal forces in the major oil-
producing countries in the region. After a nationalist coalition in Iran had na-
tonalized the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company in 1951 and began to make moves to
depose the shah, in August 1953 the CIA helped organize a coup d’état, which
overthrew prime minister Mohammad Mosaddegh and rescued the Pahlavi dy-

nasty. The shah collaborated with mainly American companies in exploiting his
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country’s oil wealth; the British now had to make do with a much smaller share.
Saud, king of Saudi Arabia, after an initial flirtation with Arab nationalism, also
soon found himself reliant upon the United Stares in quelling revolutionary
movements. His brother Faisal, who took over the reins of power in 1958, became
the main political and ideological adversary of pan-Arabism. For many years all
the profits accruing from oil production in Saudi Arabia were splic evenly be-
tween the Saudi government and the United States.

Oil also played a part in Algeria, which had been a French colony since the
carly 1830s. But an even more significant factor here was the large number of
French settlers (pieds-noirs) who had established themselves as landowners,
thereby largely eradicating the country’s traditional tribal culture. By the early
1950s, more than eight hundred thousand of Algeria’s inhabitants, or around 11
percent of the population, were French. In constitutional terms, the country,
which was divided into three departments, was an integral part of the French
motherland. After their enforced withdrawal from Indochina, the French exeri-
cated themselves relatively easily from their protectorates in Tunisia and Mo-
rocco after an outbreak of bloody unrest in 1956. By contrast, in Algeria, where a
radical faction of the nationalist movement, the Front de Libération Nationale
(FLN), under Ahmed Ben Bella embarked on a terror campaign from Novem-
ber 1954 onward, the colonial power responded with unchecked violence.
Shocked, the same government of Guy Mollet that had readily granted Tunisia
and Morocco independence curtailed an attempt to meet Algerian Muslims’
concerns through a program of social reform and equal citizens’ rights in the
face of furious protests by the pieds-noirs. The war escalated into a full-blown
French troop deployment against an increasingly strong and daring guerrilla
movement, with atrociries committed by both sides.

A solution to the Algerian conflict became a realistic prospect only after de

Gaulle was returned to power in France in May 1958; both the rerrified setelers
and the impotent advocates for granting Algeria its independence hailed him as
a savior. After repearted failed attempts at ending the fighting by offering conces-
sions to the Liberation Front, in January 1961 the founder of the Fifth Republic
organized a referendum, which gave him a clear mandate to begin pulling French
forces out of Algeria. Against the backdrop of a failed coup by rebel generals and

attacks on prominent supporters of independence (de Gaulle himself was the
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rarget of two assassination attempts), the negotiations finally led to the signing
of an independence agreement at Evian on March 18, 1962. France secured oil
concessions, the right to conduct nuclear tests in the Algerian Sahara, and con-
rinuing use of the naval base at Mers-el-Kébir; however, hundreds of thousands
of French Algerian settlers fled the country for fear of reprisals.

Disaster in Sub-Saharan Africa

Compared with Southeast Asia and the Arab countries, the mainsprings of
modern nationalism—export-driven agriculture, trade networks, and industrial
growth—-—were still largely undeveloped in sub-Saharan Africa at the end of the
Second World War. The governments in London and Paris therefore believed
that the way forward lay in “development through parcnership.” By this, they
meant modernization through exploitation of the continent’s abundant raw ma-
rerial resources, which would at the same time help foster economic recovery

in the exhausted mother countries. An integral part of this modernization

would be the creation of new African elites, to whom responsibility and power
would gradually devolve. But in whar ultimate measure this would occur remained
- unclear; most of those charged with implementing this program envisaged it as a
long-term process of thirry years or more.

However, this concept bore only modest fruit in countries dominated by ru-
ral societies and where European interests were limited to trade: notably in cer-
tain regions of West Africa. For example, in the Gold Coast, long held up as a

model colony, the British introduced a legislative assembly as eatly as 1946; on
+ January 1, 1951, they put a constitution in place that held our the prospect of lim-
ited joint governance by an elected assembly. The election winner, Kwame
Nkrumah, achieved internal autonomy with a purely African cabinet in 1954,
and after being reelected in 1956 won full independence. The new state of Ghana
came into being on March 1, 1957; separatist movements advocating different
state boundaries had to concede defeat in the face of Nkrumah's overwhelming
majority in the former British colony.

'The French government reacted in similar fashion to the rise in their colony

- of Céte d’Ivoire (Ivory Coast) of the Rassemblement Démocratique Africain (RDA;
African Democratic Assembly) under Félix HouphouérBoigny, a prosperous
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n these assemblies. Accordingly, Céte d’Ivoire became an autonomous republic
vichin the French Community on December 4, 1958, with Houphouét-Boigny
as prime minister.

Bue in the neighboring territory of Guinea, the concept of mutually benefi-
cial evolution ran aground. Guinea was rich in resources, such as bauxite, gold,
and diamonds, that the French were still keen to exploit. So here the French were
far less prepared to make concessions, which in turn made opposition to their
rule, by a working-class independence movement, all the more milirant, In a
French Union referendurm, the movement’s leader, Ahmed Sékou Touré, pushed
- for a No vote, which was duly delivered, and Guinea, alone among France’s Afri-
can colonies, achieved full independence without becoming part of the French
- Community, on October 2, 1958. This clean break spelled the end of all financial
- and other support from the mother country. The former colonial masters even
took the telephones with them when they lef.

What had been designed as a deterrent sanction had precisely the opposite
effect, as all other executive councils now clamored for full independence. De
Gaulle, who was preoccupied with the Algeria question, granted it without any
regard for individual countries’ level of development or the territorial configura-
tion of the frequently fragmented colonial possessions, which took no account of

economic links or ethnic differences. By September 1960, fourteen French colo-
nial territories in Africa were transformed into formally independent states. Even

In Ghana, Kwame Nkrumah achieved internal autonomy with
a purely African cabinet in 1954 and, after being reelecred in
1956, won full independence for his councry. The new state was
one of the rare cases where the British concept of “development
through partnership” bore fruit. (€ Bettmann/CORBIS)

Houphouét-Boigny, fearful of being sidelined by more radical forces, jumped on
the full-independence bandwagon. Admirredly these countries remained heavily
dependent on France in economic terms; the only difference was that French
firms now had to compete with other Western countries’ representatives in the
exploitation of raw material resources.

cocoa farmer, Suppressed ac first, the RDA was given free rein to campaign by In eastern and southern Africa, the stronger presence of white settlers had the

the French from July 1950 onward in return for agreeing thar the Ivory Coast
would join a commonwealth of former colonies within the planned French
Union. In January 1956, Houphouét-Boigny became a minister in the Mollet
cabinet. Wich his assistance, the French Nartional Assembly passed a framework
law for overseas territories on July 23, 1956, which put in place national assemblies
based on universal suffrage in all of France’s African territories and announced

increasing governmental responsibility for the executive councils elected to serve

effect of driving the strategy of “development through partnership” into the
realms of the absurd. British settlers in Kenya, Uganda, Tanganyika, and Rhode-
sia put up such stubborn resistance to London’s attempts to grant equal voting
rights to the majority black population that the nationalist movements in these
colonies, inspired by France’s capitulation, also began to press for full indepen-
dence. The first to achieve his goal was Julius Nyerere in Tanganyika in May 1961.
In Ocrober 1962 it was Uganda’s turn, with Milton Obote as prime minister,
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followed by Kenya (Jomo Kenyatta, December 1963), Nyasaland, henceforth °
lnown as Malawi, under Hastings Banda in May 1964, and finally Northern
Rhodesia, as the Republic of 7.ambia, under Kenneth Kaunda in QOcrober 1964.
In November 1965, Southern Rhodesia, which in 1923 had become a selfgoverning

British crown colony run by white settlers, proclaimed its Unilateral Declaration iionotco

of Independence (UDI), thereby cementing white supremacy and chwarting any

chance of independence under black majority rule. Negotiations with the British E
Caaer

government over democratization and the lifting of sanctions went on until 1980.

Yer although Britain took more seriously than France did its responsibilities
for the development of the peoples it had colonized, such considerations did not
figure at all for the smaller European powers. Portugal responded to liberation
movements in its colonies of Angola, Mozambique, and Guinea-Bissau with
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military crackdowns; only afrer the dictatorship in Portugal was toppled in the

ETHIOPIA

1974 Carnation Revolution did disengagement from the colonies become a real-

ity. Belgium, which had combined its development of mining and the industrial
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sector in the Congo with a strict ban on any political activiry, reacted to an out- =
N . . - . IQUATORIAL n A
break of serious unrest in the capital, Leopoldville, in January 1959 by announc- L SEVCHELLES
ing the earliest possible transition to independence. This was duly granted on doonte
) . . PRIHCIPE
June 30, 1960. After Europeans left the country in droves and the administrative
infrastructure collapsed, armed conflict broke out over the secession of the prov- .
. ; . , {CHAGROS
inces of Katanga and Kasai, along with violent power struggles among the cen- -,
tral government leadership. The fighting finally came to an end with the estab-
lishment of a repressive military dictatorship by General Joseph Mobutu in MADAGASCAR”  NAURITIUS
Lo ] V958

November 196s. In 1962, Belgium also granted Rwanda and Burundi their inde-
pendence, without having first addressed the long-standing problem of deep ani-
mosity beeween the Hutu and Tursi people in these territories.

Therefore, the price that had to be paid for swift decolonization was a vicious
circle of economic stagnation and renewed repression. Only very rarely did self-
supporting economic development get under way in the newly developed states.

A far more common situation was an unholy alliance between a regional plutoc-

racy and European concerns who continued to exercise a stranglehold over the
country’s commerce, mining, and manufacturing industries. With progress largely The rise of independent staces in Africa, 1945-2012.
bypassing the indigenous population, then, sub-Saharan Africa degenerated into

a Fourth World, lacking any long-term positive economic prospects.
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US Intervention in Latin America

Compared to Aftica, the nations of Central and South America were well ad-
vanced on the road of postcolonial development. But during the first half of the:
rwentieth century, the neighboring United States rose to become the region’s.-
principal foreign investor, bringing the Srates into a strategic alliance with do-
mestic economic elites in those countries. So long as the people who found:
themselves disadvantaged in this scheme of things—subsistence farmers, factory
workers, and other members of che lower classes—sought their salvation in cor-
poratist regimes—say, in Mexico and Brazil, but above all in Peronist Argentina
the United States saw no reason for direct intervention. Afrer Mexico and Brazil
nationalized the oil companies, the United States merely responded by boycot-
ting exports. And when a workers’ and peasants’ revolurionary movement seized
power in Bolivia in 1952, the Eisenhower administration even supported the new
regime with food and economic aid. Trs gamble chat this would strengthen mod-

erate elements within the Bolivian government paid off.

But as soon as Latin American revolutionaries made common cause with =

communists, the United States adopted a hard line against them. This first oc-

curred in Guatemala in June 1952, when President Jacobo Arbenz Guzmdn, with

the support of the country’s small but increasingly influential Communist Party,

began expropriating and redistributing uncultivated farmland. The main victim =
of these expropriations was the United Fruic Company, a powerful American J

concern that had long controlled Guatemala’s whole economy through its exten-

sive banana plancations. The condemnation by its owners of the land reforms as .
a Soviet bid to scize power prompted Eisenhower to order the CIA to destabilize
and bring down the Arbenz regime. And so, in June 1954 the CIA launched an
“invasion” by hundreds of expatriate guerrillas from neighboring Honduras;

CIA aircrafc bombed Guatemala City and other urban centers. The majority of

army officers promptly defected from the Arbenz government; the president was
forced to flee, and the new military junta that took his place drove the peasants

off their newly acquired land.

The US reaction was the same when Fidel Castro came to power in Cuba in
early 1959, after a bitterly fought guerrilla campaign that had lasted more than
two years, and immediately instituted a land reform that threatened American
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sugar plantations on the island. Castro was no communist, but in the struggle o

conerol the revolutionary regime, he came increasingly to rely on the support of

- the Communist Party, the only mass-membership political organization on
 Cuba. In February 1960 he concluded a trade agreement with the Soviet Union
that was intended to break the American stranglehold over the sugar export mar-
ket. In Eisenhower’s eyes, this was enough to brand him as the ringleader of 2
_ revolutionary movement that threatened to engulf the whole of Latin America.
- The president therefore detailed the CIA to prepare an invasion on the Guarema-
- lan model. When Castro went on to nationalize the most important US concerns
onthe istand, Congress restricted sugar imports and placed 2 partial embargo on
- all trade with Cuba. In February 1962 this was extended to cover all imports.

'The invasion plan was executed by Eisenhower’s successor, John F. Kennedy,

~in April 1961. Unlike in Guatemala, however, the fourteen hundred Cuban exiles,

armed and trained by the CIA, failed in their mission. Castro had completely
reorganized the Cuban army and also took the precaution of jailing one hundred
thousand political opponents. As a result, there was no popular uprising against
Castro, and the hapless invaders were forced to surrender after three days. Far
from toppling Castro, the Bay of Pigs fiasco only succeeded in strengthening his
position. Encouraged by the example of the Cuban revolution, revolutionary ac-
tivists now began guerrilla campaigns in several Latin American countries. In
time these were all put down by police and military units that had been trained in
counterinsurgency techniques by American security experts and that were also
funded in part through US military aid programs. Even so, the threar remained,
and the United States fell into disrepute for filling the vacuum left by the demise
of European imperialism with its own brand of superpower hegemony.
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2. A Global Cold War

vichdrawal of US troops to the Atlantic coast, followed by a massive air offen-
ive against the invading forces. But now there could be no fallback on nuclear
uperiority, while the communist victory in China also suggested that conrtain-
nent chrough economic means alone, as was being practiced in the Marshall
Plan, was not enough. A memorandum (NSC-68) issued by the Nartional Secu-
icy Council on April 7, 19s0—primarily the work of Secretary of State Dean
Acheson and his director of policy planning, Paul Nitze—therefore urged that
. he communist “design for world domination” be checked by building up US

military superiority. To this end, the memo argued, an effective organization for

_ Western defense needed to be created, plus defense spending increased by a fac-
- vor of four to five cimes the current level .’

THE superpowers’ interpreration of decolonization within the broader pic-
ture of the Cold War lent further impetus to the formation of blocs in Europe.

The institutions that were created in 1949 were initially only of a provisional na- '
cure. Neicher the Truman administration nor the American public regarded the -
Norch Adlantic Treaty as laying the foundation for a lasting American military :
presence in Europe; rather, they fully expected US troops to come home imme-
diately after the specified term of occupation was over in Germany and Austria
"The consticucion of the Federal Republic of Germany was quite expressly con
ccived as a Basic Law, which was designed to impart “2 new sense of order” to-
affairs of state in West Germany “during a cransitional period.™ Likewise, the
GDR was, in Stalin’s eyes, just a first—and by no means voluntary—step on the
path toward a “peace-loving, democratic Germany.”® In the telegram of con-
grarulation he sent to the leaders of the new state, there was no mention of so-

Logic dictated that the creation of an effective defense organization for the
. West necessarily entailed i

o . 1{ deploying German troops. After all, the Federal Re-
public was in the most exposed position, right on the front line of the West’s
defenses. It was therefore inconceivable to leave it defenseless or to ignore the

contribution it could make to its own security. But because rearming German

raised the specter of a revival of aggressive German narionalism, at first there wa);
a cor:mderablle reluctance to address this aspect of the program to upgrade Eu-
rope’s defensive capability. Proponents of rearming the Federal Republic were
able to go over to the offensive only after the North Korean attack on South
Korea suddenly made far more plausible the scenario of East German commu-
nists launching an offensive against West Germany. On August 29, 1950, Federal
Chancellor Konrad Adenauer offered to make “a contribution in the f(,)rrn of a

cialism in Germany.

Naturally, over time these provisional arrangements began to rake on an air
of permanence. But just as the division of Europe threatened to become a lasting
reality, resistance against the idea made icself felt in many quarters. A vehement -
debate arose over the formation of blocs within Europe, whose outcome became F}erman contingent in the event of an international Western European army be-
ing created.”®® Two weeks later, Acheson called on the British and the Fanch
governments not only to increase their defense budgets, but also to throw their
weight behind the raising of around ten divisions of German troops. Only if
Fhesc condirions were met would the US government be prepared to strengtif};cn
its own milicary contingent in Europe and assume overall command of the Joints
Chiefs of Staff of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATQ).

The French government responded to this blackmail by putting forward its
own suggestion of a European Defence Community. If the deployment of Ger-
man'troops was inevitable, then at least this force should be under the control
of a joint West European High Command rather than the Federal German
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clear only in the mid-1950s.

NATO and the European Defence Community

On the American side, it was the successful testing of the first Soviet atom bomb -
on August 29, 1949, that triggered a change of attitude. Up to that point the
Truman administration had banked on America’s meonopoly in nuclear weapons -
lasting for many years and so cook the view that it could afford to scale down the
nation’s conventional arsenal. Strategic planning for the eventuality of a Soviet
accack on Western Europe (which was considered highly unlikely) envisaged the
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vernment. Therefore, as prime minister René Pleven ex jained on QOctobe ; . . .
govein » A5 p P contingent upon a unanimous vote by the ministerial council. The troops were

to be integrated at division level, and the Federal Republic was to have its own
Ministry of Defense. For the time being, at least, the Federal Republic was not
made a full member of NATO, though the Federal Republic government was
granted the right to call joint sessions of the EDC ministerial council and the
NATO council. The Convention on Relations between the Three Powers and
the Federal Republic, concluded in Bonn on May 26, 1952, also anticipated the
ending of the occupation statute. At the same time, however, the Western pow-
ers retained all righs relating to “Germany as a whole” and banned Germany
from manufacturing strategic arms for the foreseeable future.

The Korean War and the readiness of the Europeans to reach compromises
in the interest of their own security helped steer the ambitious rearmament pro-
gram embodied in the NSC-68 memorandum through Congress. It approved
not only the increase in US troop numbers in Europe {(from two to six divisions),
plus new military aid for America’s European allies, but also the development of
the hydrogen bomb (subscquently tested successfully for the first time in No-
vember 1952) and the expansion of the US Army from 1.5 to 3.5 million men.
From $13 billion in 1950, the US defense budger increased to over $so billion by
1953, while the share of defense spending as a proportion of GNP rose from s to
13 percent. The United States thus became the overwhelmingly dominant mili-
tary power within the Western alliance.

2.4, 1950, France proposcd the creation of a European army, answerable to a Eu-.
ropean defense minister, and comprising various national contingents “on the.
basis of the smallest practicable unic.”*" This meant that there would be no Ge '
man General Staff; instead, existing European armed forces would be involved
in the new organization only as far as was necessary for the defense of Europ
The defense of European interests in overseas territories was to remain the pre-.':
serve of individual countries.

Of course, such discrimination against the Germans within a Western de--
fense community was wholly uncenable within Germany, and Adenauer rejected
the plan out of hand. On the contrary, he wanted to use the need for German
troops as leverage to try to break the shackles of the occupation sratute that the
victorious Western powers had imposed on the young West German state. Like-
wise, the governments in Washington and London also considered the French
suggestion a complete nonstarter—polijcally unviable and utterly absurd in
miljtary rerms. Faced with the danger of US troops being withdrawn from Ger:
many to bolster the war effort in Korea, the French government therefore agreed
in principle on December 6 to the deployment of German troops within the
context of NATO; at this stage, the precise form the German contribution
would rake was still undecided. In recurn, on December 18-19, at a meeting in
Brussels, the ministerial council of the North Aclantic Treaty voted to create an
integrated NATO force. General Dwight D. Eisenhower, the legendary supreme
commander of the Allied Expeditionary Force in the Second World War, was
named its first commander in chief. : Soviet Offers

Long, drawn-out negotiations finally brought agreement over the exact form
of the West German contribution to NATQ. In mid-1951, Acheson reached the
conclusion that the idea could not be sold in France unless it was presented in

Stalin reacted to the West’s move to rearm, and to the militarization of West
Germany, by instituting his own rearmament program. Certainly, as long as US
troops were engaged in Korea, he considered an atrack by the West on Soviet
positions in Europe unlikely, but he seriously enterrained the possibility of such
an attack in the period thereafter. Accordingly, at a planning meering in Mos-
cow in the second week in January 1951, Communist Party leaders and defense
ministers from the Eastern European peoples’ democracies were enrolled into a
coordinated rearmament program, which was designed to bring their combined
troop strength up to three million men by the end of 1953. Plans to develop a

terms of an integrated European solution. In return, though, the French foreign
minister, Robert Schuman, would have to accept that the Germans must be ac
corded the same rights within the European army as all other member states
The European Defence Community (EDC) Treaty, which was signed in Paris -
on May 27, 1952, by representatives from France, the Federal Republic of Ger
many, Iraly, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg, made all resolution
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Soviet hydrogen bomb were also fast-tracked; the first successful test of this’

prime minister in 1951, now believed the time was ripe for an accord with the
weapon rook place in August 1953, Just ten months after the detonation of the

..OVICt Union. In a speech in the House of Commons on May 11, 1953, he called
'._for an urgent summit, at which the Soviets should be given cast-iron assurance
that neither Germany nor the Western powers would attack them. As he ex-
piaincd to his colleague Pierson Dixon, one sure signal of the West’s good faith
would be to create a “reunified and neutralized Germany."*

American device.
At the same rime, Stalin renewed his efforts to restart negotiations on 2

peace treaty with West Germany, which would ac least dispel the danger of its
potential milicary might being added to the West’s arsenal. In November 1950,
the Soviet government called for a new conference of the Allied Council of For-
eign Ministers to be convened; in February 1951 the Kremlin began work on a
draft treaty for presentation at this meeting. But Acheson refused point-blank to
discuss the German question until the decision to deploy West German troops
had been implemented. In response Moscow decided to go public with the basic

provisions contained in the Soviet peace plan, in the hope that this would spur’ ':
“public opinion to exert strong pressurc on both the patliaments and govern-
ments”? both in West Germany and elsewhere in the Western alliance, thereby -
persuading the politicians to agree to 2 German peace treaty after all. So, on'
March 10, 1952, the Kremlin published a1l its memoranda on this subject to
Western governments. These held out to the Germans the prospect of an end to:
the occupation and the withdrawal of all occupying forces, albeit in return for-
West Germany agreeing not to enter into an alliance that clearly had hostile in-

The June 17 Uprising

However, moves to reach an understanding on the German question, which ran
counter to the general trend roward bloc building, were thwarted by two evenes
First, the glaring contrast between the announcement of a “new” direction in.
the GDR, geared toward reunification, and the leadership’s insistence on raising
the work norms in the country led, on June 16, to a street protest by construction
workers in East Berlin, which expanded into a nationwide revolt the next day.
Beria declared a state of emergency and sent in Soviet tanks to confront the pro:
testers. The crushing of the uprising against the SED regime cost fifty-one
lives—enough to inflame public opinion throughout the West and put advo-
cates of a neutral Germany on the back foot. By mid-July, Adenauer met with no
opposition among his Western allies when he suggested that, the next time a
Four-Power Conference was held, there should be an a priori insistence on free
- elections throughour Germany and unrestricted freedom of action for any pan-

German administration. There was no longer any talk of Churchill’s guarantees
to the Soviets.

rent toward one of the victorious powers.”
However, the Soviet attempt to mobilize West German and international
opinion in favor of a neutral Germany failed miserably. In their reply, the West-
ern powers called for free elections throughout the whole of Germany with no
precondition of neutrality. Sralin’s reaction was to include the GDR in his rear-
mament program; SED general secretary Walter Ulbricht was given the green
light to “proceed at full speed toward socialism.” Afrer Stalin’s death on March s,
1953, his successors cried to revive the idea of a peace treaty. Lavrentiy Beria went
farcher than Stalin in emphasizing that a unified Germany “would take the form®
of a bourgeois-democratic republic,”* and he inscructed the SED leadership to
halt their drive toward socialism. This spacked a flurry of discussion and intrigue:
within the SED Politburo, which culminated on June 24, 1953, in a recommen
dation to depose Ulbricht.
Hopes that an agreement might indeed be reached on a peace treaty with
Germany were boosted by the fact that Winston Churchill, reelected as British

On June 2.6, Beria was arrested; he was executed six months fater. Yet his ri-
-~ vals in rthe Presidium of the Supreme Soviet, who wanted to preempt their own
 fall from grace, pursued fundamentally Beria’s course on the German question
+ and with regard to détente with the West; yet they were much more naive in
their grasp of political realities in Germany than their deposed comrade, and
acted far less flexibly and consistencly than he had. At the beginning ofjuiy’ For-
eign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov resolved to stop Ulbricht from being top’pled

On July 18, Ulbricht’s opponents lost their majority in the SED Politburo anci
f&ight days later the Central Committee voted for their expulsion. The part;r line
in the GDR swung once more toward the “implementation of socialism.”
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“remlin followed up wirh a memorandum in which it conceded that the United

tates could participate on an equal footing in a European collective security

When on August 15 the Soviet leadership put forward the suggestion
already mooted under Beria—of allowing a provisional all-German government
to organize elections to a constituent National Assembly, there was no further ysrem, and also proposed that the Soviet Union might become parr of NATO.
ut these belated suggestions failed to deflect the Western powers from their
ctermination to integrate the Federal Republic into a Western alliance.

mention of Beria’s plan for a simultaneous withdrawal of the occupation forces:
Instead it was envisaged that the administrations of the two divided states
should remain in office until a new constitution for the whole of Germany had
been passed. This sounded like a hedge against the eventuality that the elections
might not turn out as the Soviets wished and took most of the shine off the pro-
posal. But when the Council of Foreign Ministers of the Four Powers met in
Berlin on January 25, 1954, after much diplomatic wrangling Molotov appeared
more flexible, floating the idea that only small contingents of troops responsible

The Failure of the EDC

Ilrimately the Soviet leadership scored just one success with all their offers and
_'iciativcs: the collapse of the European Defence Community project. In partic-
lar, the notion of a European treaty on collective security raised such great
opes in France for a rapprochement berween East and West—a potential way
ut of the invidious position of having to both sacrifice its own sovereignty and
ccept German rearmament—that the American government’s insistence at the
same time that the EDC treary be ratified became counterproductive. As such,
no parliamentary majority could be found to approve the treaty. A rapid succes-
on of administrations in Paris kept putting off ratification and urging their al-
es ro make further concessions that would increase the chances of the National
ssembly passing the legislation; however, these pleas fell on deaf ears.

On August 30, 1954, French prime minister Pierre Mendés France finally put
the treaty to the vote, withoue risking his own future by lobbying for a positive
utcome. As expected, the treaty was resoundingly rejected. By a majority of 319
264, the delegates declined even to enter into discussion of the EDC pact.
denauer and his American allies were outraged ar chis humiliating snub, while
Moscow believed that it was finally close to the long-awaited breakchrough.

| Yet the Soviets’ euphoria was shortlived. Faced with the danger of a com-
plete collapse of the Western security system, all the Western allies suddenly
und themselves prepared to make concessions that they had previously avoided.
Mendés France accepted without demur the Federal Republic’s immediate entry
into NATO. Churchill’'s successor, Anthony Eden, voted in favor of including
West Germany and Iraly in the Treaty of Brussels (the modified treaty led to the
tormation of the Western European Union). US secretary of state John Foster
Dulles announced thar he was in a position to increase the American military

presence in Europe. Adenauer stressed his country’s renunciation of all atomic,

for “control duties” would remain stationed in Germany until the peace treaty.
came into force. :

However, this concession was not enough to mobilize significant support fo
the idea of a neutral Germany. Churchill’s demand that the Soviets be offered
security guarantees now scemed hopelessly ouc of step with current thinking

Rarher, the representatives of the Western powers at the Berlin conference de
manded that a commission for overseeing the elections be allowed to adjudicate
on a majority basis and that any future pan-German government should hav
the right to form alliances with other states “for peaceful purposes.” The inten
rion behind this was to preserve the European Defence Community after reunt _'
fication and to incorporate the GDR into its realm of jurisdiction. No one was.
surprised that Molotov rejected this proposal. Indeed, Western negotiating tac-:
rics were aimed precisely at ensuring that this conference would fail, thus paving.
the way for final ratification of the EDC Treaty.
Conversely, Molotov’s proposal for a European treaty on collective security
found little resonance among his Western counterparts. As long as reunification
had not yet taken place, it provided thar the two existing German states should.
both be signatories. By contrast, the United States was accorded only observer
status, along with China as the final permanent member of the UN Security
Council. This remained unacceptable to Western governments even when Mo-
lotov conceded that the creation of such a securiry pact need not entail the dis-
solution of NATO. The Berlin Conference ended on February 18, 1954, with no
progress whatever achieved on the German question. At the end of March the
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biological, and chemical weapons production, and also signed the Saar Sratun
which recognized the Saarland’s continuing economic ties to France until such:

f the Eastern Bloc mer in Warsaw on May 14, 1955, to conclude a Treaty of
;endship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance, the prime minister of the
time as a peace treaty was concluded. On October 23, 1954, the Western foreig DR was also present, and the country, albeit initially only with observer status,
ministers signed the Paris Agreements, which set our the terms for resolution of incorporated into the Warsaw Pact organization. Following a series of fucile
all these issues. '

The Kremlin redoubled its diplomatic efforts to block Western integration of
the Federal Republic, once again sending out signals that it was prepared to

make concessions in all the contentious matters concerning the mechanism fora

undings during the July 1955 summit in Geneva, Khrushchev announced at a
ally in East Berlin that “the German question cannot be solved at the cost of the
crests of the German Democratic Republic” and thar it was out of the ques-
n to “set aside all its many social and political achievements.”” Two months
ater, on September 20, 1955, the USSR signed a treaty with the GDR on mutual
ations, which proclaimed the GDR “free to decide on matters of its own inter-

peace treaty and in the establishment of a collective security system. This charm
offensive was at its most effective in March 1955, when the Sovicts agreed not to
make their withdrawal of their troops from Austria contingent any longer upan
signature of a peace treaty with Germany. With the Austrian government mak-

1al-and foreign policy,” subject to the provisions of the Four-Power Agreements
b\'{erning “Germany as a whole.” At the start of 1956 the National People’s
‘my (Narionale Volksarmee; NVA) was formed from units of the Barracked
eople’s Police. Its integration into the milivary organization of the Warsaw Pact

ing its own unilateral offer of a state of armed neutralicy, it proved possible to
conclude an Austrian State Treaty in no time, which was duly signed on May 15,
1955, in Vienna. Soviet troops began withdrawing from the east of the country, inder Soviet overall command, decided by the committee of signatory nations
and the Sovier media was only too keen to emphasize that the same thing could n January 28, 1956, concluded the formation of a military bloc in the East.
also happen in Germany. At the beginning of June, Adenauer was invited to

Moscow to inaugurate diplomatic relations, which, as the invitation cxprcssly
26

The Spirit of Geneva

stated, would help “restore the unity of a German democratic stace.”

Yet none of this made any real inroads with the majority of people in favor o
an integration of the Federal Republic with the West. A general strike in protes
at the Paris Agreements, called by the pro-unification, anti-bloc Paulskirche

Jespite the fears voiced by advocates of neutrality in both the East and the
West, the completion of the bloc-building process did not result in a sudden in-
rease in tension. Rather—given that expansion of its own sphere of influence
as not on the immediate agenda of either the Western alliance or Moscow—it

lent impetus to efforts to reach an accommodation on the basis of the existing

movement, never came to anything. On February 27 the Bundestag ratified th
Paris Agreements by a clear majority. Exactly a month later the upper chambe
of the French National Assembly also ratified them. The Agreements entered.
into force on May s, 1955. Four days later, delegates from the Federal Republi
government took part in a meeting of the NATO ministerial council. In No

tacus quo. A series of test explosions of H-bombs in the spring of 1954, which
brought home vividly to both sides the very real danger of humankind annihi-
lating itself, served to sharpen this pragmatic approach. Ten years after the end
f the Second World War, a sense of relief on either side that its own camp had
been consolidated and concern to avoid a nuclear conflict combined to create a

vember 1955 the first volunteers moved into the barracks of the newly formed:
Bundeswehr (federal army). Two more years would clapse before a large influx o
conscripts doing compulsory military service swelled the ranks.

After all atrempts to prevent the Federal Republic from being incorporated.
into NATO had proved fruiless, Nikita Khrushchey, the new strongman in th
Sovier Presidium, steered the Kremlin’s European policies increasingly toward
stabilizing the SED’s rule in the German Democratic Republic. When the lead

new dialogue that transcended the frontiers of the two blocs.

- This first became apparent at the Geneva Summit of July 18-23, 1955, which
the Western powers agreed to hold following the signing of the Austrian State
reaty. At this meering the Soviets put forward a disarmament plan that would

entail transferring inspection of nuclear arms production, with no right of veto,
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to a UN agency and would impose identical upper limits on conventional arms
stocks on both sides. Eisenhower, who had replaced Truman in the White
House in January 1953, was not yet ready to sign on to such an ambitious plan;
which ran counter to his concept of nuclear deterrence as a way of offsetting a
shortfall in conventional capability. However, as a first practical step he did sug
gest an open-skies policy on reconnaissance overflights and a free exchange o
information on military installations. Both sides agreed to continue dialogue on
disarmament measures. As Khrushchev remarked, Geneva demonstrated “tha
there was no prewar sicuation in existence at that time and that our enemies were..
afraid of us in the same way as we were of them.”*®

The Kremlin’s offer to establish diplomatic relations with the Federal Repub
lic of Germany also helped further the goal of an understanding on the basis of
the status quo. For Adenauer, this was an ambivalent offer: on the one hand
he must have been interested in opening up a direct line ro Moscow, but on the.
other, it risked undermining his claim to speak on behalf of the Germans in the
GDR as well. But the Soviet leadership’s pledge to release the last ten thousan
German prisoners of war who had been sentenced to hard labor in gulags, made.
during his visit to Moscow on September 9-13, 1955, forced his hand. Thereafter.
West German diplomacy sought to limit the damage caused by the Soviet Union’s.
recognition of two German states, threatening any other states that recognized
the GDR with “serious consequences,” including as a last sanction the severing of
diplomatic ties. Furthermore, the Federal Republic refused to maintain diplo-:
matic relations with those Eastern Bloc countries that had already recognized the
GDR. Alchough this so-called Hallstein Doctrine (named for Adenauer’s secre-.

Men remove a pile of smoking rubble from a streer during the 1956 anticommunist uprising i
. ) ; ) . ] : ! 4 prising in
tary of state for foreign affairs) helped isolate the GDR internationally, it also’ 5

Hungary. Impelled both by fear for his position and by real concern that the Eastern Bloc mighe
begin to unravel, Nikita Khrushchey let Sovier troops crush the uprising againse the country’s

proved a stumbling block to all atcempts at healing the division of Germany.
Stalinist regime. (€ Hilton-Deutsch Collecrion/COREBIS)

In the context of a mutual nuclear threat, the “policy of liberation” coward:
Eastern Europe, which Dulles had raised during the US presidential election cam-
paign as a counterpart to Adenauer’s reunification concept, turned out to be noth~ On October 31, impelled both by fear for his own position and real concern that
the Eastern Bloc might begin to unravel, Khrushchev ordered Soviet troops into

Hungary to crush the uprising. On November 4 they began their assault on Buda-

ing but rhetoric. When an uprising broke out in Hungary on October 23, 1956,
against the country’s Stalinist regime, Dulles was at pains to stress thar the United
States did not look upon Moscow’s satellites as “potential milivary allies.™ None- :pesc; by November 1o they had managed to put down bitrer resistance throughout
the country. The Eisenhower administration confined itself to submitting resolu-

tions protesting the Soviet action to the UN General Assembly.

{8 )

theless, the new reformist Communist prime minister, Imre Nagy, announced
that Hungary would institute multiparty democracy and leave the Warsaw Pact.
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Czechoslovakia. On September 5, 1944, the governments of Belgium, the Neth-
erlands, and Luxembourg agreed to establish 2 customs union (Benelux), which
would come into force on January 1, 1948. Once Stalin had forbidden Eastern
European governments from taking part in the Marshall Plan, planning and
discussion on questions of unification could be realized only in Western Europe,
The decisive first step was taken by the French government when, in July 1948, it
put forward the idea of a European Parliamentary Assembly, which would form
“che core of a European federal organization.”® If the establishment of 2 West
German state was inevitable, then it should at least be brought within the con-
trol of a European community.

In this way, the system of nuclear “mutually assured destruction” conspired to-
keep communist functionaries in power in Eastern Bloc countries and to cement
the Soviet Union’s dominance over its allies. No sooner had it been created than
the Warsaw Pact proved itself an instrument for safeguarding this hegemony, not:
just against external threats, but much more so against liberation movements.
within its own camp. Buc at the very least, from the time the Hungarian Uprising: ©
was crushed, in the West the Soviet model lost much of the appeal that it had
once held for the labor movement and for intellectual critics of the capitalist sys-
tem, The brural measures enacted to ensure the continuance of communist rule’
stood in glaring contrast to the West's success in fostering economic recovery and
stabilizing popular democracies throughout Western Europe. Yet because, right from the outset, most continental Europeans were keen to
nclude the British within chis European community, but the British were reluc-
tant to accede to the jurisdiction of any supranational authority, the French ini-
' iative led only, in the first instance, to the creation of the Council of Europe.
. But the French foreign minister, Robert Schuman, was not prepared eo let the
matter rest there. In signaling his willingness {in the Declaration of May 9, 1950)
to create the European Coal and Steel Community, which would bring these key
industries of the time under a single regulating authoriry, he effectively forced the

European Unification

The failure of the European Defence Community did not spell an end to efforts
to unify Europe. These had begun long before the Cold War and were not solely
aimed at strengthening cthe West in its conflict with che Soviet Bloc. The primé
mover behind the European unification movement, which had its origins in
British there and then to decide for or against participation in a supranational
Europe. As widely anticipated, the British voted against. Accordingly, the only
signatories to the treaty establishing the European Coal and Steel Communiry
(ECSC) were France, the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Belgium, the Nech-
etlands, and Luxembourg, The treary’s entry into force on July 23, 1952, marked
the beginning of the supranational Inner Six. A High Authority of the ECSC,
which was installed in Luxembourg under the presidency of Jean Monnet,

democratic resistance (including exiled parliamentarians) during the Second
World War, was ensuring peace on the continent. Another major concern was to
create a larger economic region that would allow European countries to compete
with the economic superpower of the United States. Together these two factors
led to the conviction that only lasting cooperation and economic integration
among Europeans (and che prosperity that flowed from this) would creare a
firmer bedrock for democracy in Europe than had been achieved after the First -
henceforth saw to it that the reconstruction and modernization of European
heavy industry neither led to a new German dominance nor disadvantaged the
employees who were engaged in it.

World War. This was especially true of Germany: only integration of the Ger-
mans into a strong European community could ensure that Germany would no
longer pose a threat to its neighbors. And finally, a unified Europe might also
help stave off the risk of a one-sided dependence upon either of the two main Avid supporters of the idea of an integrated Europe tried to salvage the treaty
on the European Defence Community by supplementing it with a European
Polirical Community. For the Italian prime minister, Alcide de Gasperi, the es-
tablishment of a supranational authority with the power to rule on matrers of
foreign policy and defense was a necessary prerequisite for the foundation of a

European army; the plan also found favor with many people in France as a way

victorious powers, the United States and the USSR.

"The European unification movement was a continene-wide movement. The
first agreement on forming a confederation in the postwar world was signed on
January 15, 1942, between the Greek and Yugoslavian governments in exile. One
week later came a similar accord between the exiled governments of Poland and
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of pcrmanently dispelling any danger of Germany going it alone. In Septcmb ; BCIOES of the business community and his own administration. For instance, his

1952 the parliamentary assembly of the ECSC was tasked with producing a draft owhn finance minister, Ludwig Erhard, considered a customs union with just six

“« . »31
treaty for the creation of a Political Community. However, the project became members to be “economic nonsense.

bogged down in negotiations over the form the new government commission Political interests in forging a stronger incegration therefore played a more

should take: the Netherlands would agree to participate in a Political Commu: mportant role than pure economic considerations in achieving a breakrhrough

l'lity Ol'lly on the condition that the Inner Six formed a common marker at thc n the ncgotiations. The evenrual outcome was the Rome Trearies Of March 25,

same time. Yet the French were opposed to this idea, because they thoughe theis 957 They embodied the creation of the European Economic Community

economy was not yet sufficiently competitive. EEC), albeit in three stages over a period of twelve years (or fifteen at the out-

The rejection of the EDC by the French Assembly on August 30, 1954, also ide), and the formation of the European Atomic Energy Community (EURA-

cur the ground from under the feet of the European Political Community TOM), which had no commercial or regulatory interest in the milirary domain.
(EPC), a full draft of which had been prepared in the interim. In the search fo

alternatives that would carry on the European project beyond the ECSC, Jean

‘These were framework treaties, each of which laid down the bases for creating
ommon institutions—for example, a Customs Union, a Common Agricu!tural

Monnet’s next move was to propose thar a European Artomic Energy Commu Policy, and an agreement on ownership of fissile material—but they made the

nity be established. This would be a vital step if France and the other European evolution of further political responsibilities to community level contingent on

nations were to keep abreast of the technological change, while also being more _Unanimous agreement by the individual participating governments. In the back-

achievable than any economic or political union. National aromic authorities round, working to ensure that the treaties were ratified, was the Action Com-

had not had a chance to develop yet, meaning tha there were no existing lobbies. - mictee for the United States of Europe, in which Monnet, following the expiration

to form a common front against the formacion of another supranational author: ofhis rerm as president of the High Authority, gathered together important parlia-

icy. But the Durch foreign minister, Johan Willem Beyen, once more raised the - mentarians from all the member nations. Both treaties came into force on January

question of a common market, which was especially important in regard to hi 1, 1958. An independent commission of nine members, which was to manage the

country’s exports to Germany. Restricting integration to just a few areas of com ay-to-day business of the economic community, set to work in Brussels, at first on

mercial activity like coal and steel or the nuclear industry seemed to him to be a provisional basis.

cconomically counterproducrive. The readiness of France and the Federal Republic of Germany to compro-

Hence, real progress in achieving unity among the Inner Six could be made mise on the basis of the Rome Treaties also helped dispel a potential problem

only by agreeing to a bilateral approach: the creation of an Atomic Energy Com ‘arising from the reaction of the people of the Saar region to the Paris Agree-

munity and an Economic Community. The first step toward a compromise came ments of 1954. Contrary to the expectations of the governments in Paris and

when the Inner Six’s foreign ministers passed a resolution at a conference in- Bonn, in a referendum held on October 23, 1955, voters in the Saar region over-

essina, Sicily, in early June 1935, to appoint an expert commission to examin 5 . &
M Sicily, ly 955, to appoint pert v | whelmingly rejected the idea of it becoming a joint European territory. As things

both proposals. Its chairman, Paul-Henri Spaak, showed great definess of touch’ stood, the only solution was to incorporate it with the Federal Republic. Yer chis

in putting forward a viable plan, and thereafier Adenauer and his French col- threatened to deprive France of the Saarland’s rich coal stocks, which all French

league Moller ensured that the plan made it over several tricky negotiating hur-- governments and the French people had taken as settled since the end of the war.

dles. Both had to push the concept through in the face of domestic political op In the context of the negotiations on the economic community, Adenauer agreed

position: Mollet against a majority in the French parliament, who were skeptical - that coal in the Saarland’s seams could continue to be mined from French terri-

in particular about the idea of economic union, and Adenauer against certain tory and also promised German aid in financing the canalization of the Moselle
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River, essential for the transportation of French iron ore and steel. The result wa the inseruments of the Economic Community to this end. The favorable eco-

the formal accession of the Saarland to the Federal Republic on January 1, 1957,
Transfer from a French to a German economic region, with the Deutschmark

nomic conditions in Western Europe when he took office helped him immeasur-
ably, and the boom was lent further impetus by the progressive dismantling of

rather than the franc as legal tender, took place, after a transitional period, on conomic barriers between countries. So, although negotiations on the creation

July 6, 1959.

Great Britain did not join either the EEC or EURATOM. Instead it pushed-
the idea of a free trade zone involving all the member states of the Organizatio
for European Economic Co-operation (OEEC), which had been set up to ad-
minister the Marshall Plan, By gradually abolishing the tariffs on manufacrured

of an Economic Community did not go entirely without a hitch, the upshot was
hat the Customs Union of the Inner Six was completed on July 1, 1968, eighteen

1onths before the deadline stipulated in the treaty.
De Gaulle also lobbied for a political union among the Inner Six. The pri-

mary purpose of this would be to carve out autonomy afeer all for Europe in de-
goods between the member states, while maintaining various trade barriers w1thg fense matters, thereby overcoming its foreign policy dependence on the United
third-party states, this arrangement was designed to prevent British industry: Srares. Because the USSR had, since the late 1950s, developed long-range bomb-
from being excluded from a liberalized Common Market among the Inner Six ers that could deliver a nuclear payload on American soil, he no longer placed
However, discussions on the formation of such a zone foundered at the end of any credence in the American guarantee to deploy nuclear weapons if Western
1958 when the French demanded special protectionist provisions for the Com urope should be invaded by the Soviets. Thus, de Gaulle reasoned, Europe
mon Market. The British government responded by assembling other OEEC should develop its own nuclear capability. He was prepared to use the French
members, who for various reasons also rejected membership of the EEC, into. A-bomb in the defense of Europe; but in the long term, he envisaged a scenario
a “smaller” Free Trade Area—the European Free Trade Association (EFTA);,

founded on May 3, 1960. Aside from Britain, its members were Denmark, Swe-

in which other European nations would have their own nuclear weapons, per-

haps even under a joint command structure. Following the first successful test

den, Norway, Austria, Switzerland, and Portugal. Finland joined as an associate: ing of the French atom bomb in February 1960, on September 5 of that year he

member in 1961. put forward to his EEC colleagues the idea of a standing committee of European
heads of state, with the power to formulate common foreign and defense policies.
De Gaulle and Political Europe Adenauer was extremely interested in de Gaulle’s proposal. The German
hancellor was also looking for some reassurance in the event that the American
De Gaulle’s accession to power in May 1958 shifted the balance berween the guarantee was no longer valid, and he also wanted to forestall any agreement
Atomic Energy Communicy and the Economic Community. For the president between France and the Soviet Union at the Federal Republic’s expense. In con-
of the French Fifth Republic, the maintenance of absolute independence from rast, Belgium and the Netherlands could see no merit in the plan: they feared
rench dominance in place of American protection, and in order to prevent this

hey wanted to bring great Britain into the Common Market. De Gaalle also

the American nuclear industry was more important than the rescarch and devel:
opment synergy any joint nuclear program mighe bring. Bue this meant that
precisely the country that had been the main driving force behind the creation howed an inclination to subordinate existing European institutions to the new
of an Atomic Energy Community now dropped out of the picture. As a result, inisterial committee, whose votes, at least for the time being, had to be unani-
no common market for nuclear reactors came into being, nor was it even possible mous. This threatened, then, to impose 2 loss of supranational organization after
to integrate the various nuclear research programs. On the other hand, the Eco- all, a retrograde step that many found unacceptable.

Negoriations on political union therefore turned out to be commensurately

ifficult. A French proposal of October 19, 1961, drafted by Christian Fouchet, a

nomic Community became a reality faster than originally agreed. De Gaulle
drove the modernization of France ahead full-speed and knew how to exploit
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confederate of de Gaulle, (the so-called “Fouchet plan”) fioated the idea of revis

ing the treaty on the European Union after three years, wich the aim of unifying.

foreign and security policy and centralizing the existing institutions. Yet the

Netherlands, Belgium, and Iraly insisted that after three years, the rights of the:
European Parliament should be serengthened and that a system of majority vor-

ing should be introduced in the ministerial commitcee. When de Gaulle re:
jected their suggestions, in April 1962, they promptly quit the negotiatin
table. The French president then tried a new tack, putting forward the idea of a
dual union berween France and the Federal Republic. Adenauer hesirated at first’
but then, during a visit to Paris on January 21-22, 1963, surprised everyone by
signing the Franco-German Friendship and Cooperation Treary (Elysée Treaty).
This committed both signatories to working closely together in formulating for-
eign and defense policy. In addition, summits were to be held at least twice a
year, while the foreign and defense ministers were to meet every three months:

and lowerranking officials even more frequently. Another provision was the

creation of a Franco-German Youth Office, to help put understanding between::.
the two peoples on a long-term firm footing. The two governments agreed to

« s . - . :
consult one another over all imporeant questions of foreign policy before any-

decisions are reached” and in the defense realm to “pool ideas in order to arriv
at a mutually acceprable approach.*

However, this went too far for most German politicians, both in the govern

ment and in the opposition. Incited to revolt by Jean Monnet, who feared that:

Europe was turning its back on the United States and that European institu-
tions were being weakened, when the treaty came to be ratified in the German-
parliament, they added a preamble that effectively prevented it from being fully
enforced. In this preamble the delegates stated their determination to uphold
the close ties with the United States and to work roward as swift an integration
as possible of Great Britain into the Economic Community. De Gaulle rightly
interpreted this as a slap in the face. In July 1964 he made one last effort to get
Adenauer’s successor, Ludwig Erhard, to sign on to a common foreign and de-
fense policy; when this failed, he viewed with extreme skepticism all German
and Iralian initiatives on resuming negotiations about policical union.

In the absence of any realistic prospect of an independent Europe, in the :
years that followed de Gaulle concentrated on giving those he perceived as -

| 90 |-

QUATIONS OF POWER

STATES AND THE CHANGING E

ili de in Reims, July 8,
Franco-German military para
¢ and Charles de Gaulle ata i ;
e ing man chancellor to 2 prestigious stace visit in France, the French prc'sxdcn:l
‘ en France and the Federal Republic. Adenauer gave in an
y 12,1963 (@ Beremann/

1962. By inviting the Ger
promoted the idea of a dual union betwe

signed the Franco-German Friendship and Cooperation Treaty of Januar

CORBIS)

i i s
ject fessons in his understanding of mdependcnce. Thus,

America’s allies clear ob st . '
in the spring of 1965, when the EEC Commission, with Walter Hallstein as
1 3

interest in communal finance arrangements for
(CAP)asaleverto strengthen the righrs of the

issi he French prcsidcnt re-
- ment and hence also the Commission, T ' .
e i policy: on june 30, 1965, his foreign

. {9 L
sponded with his notorious empty chair o e e .
1kl ine of the ,
ini otiations on the funding
minister broke off all neg : -
jwiti s, paralyz
ded to boycott all Community activities for the next seven mMONtHs, paraly
e y h rcprcsentatives was that

he Commission- His price for the return of Frenc : _ :
oricy voting in the Council, which was due t0

3
prcsident, rried to use Frances

the Common Agricultural Policy

ingt .
the plan to go Over o qualified maj
1966, be dropped. 1
layed his hand. His EEC partnets knew full well
just as much as they did. And

come into force on January I,
But de Gaulle had overp

that France needed che Economic Community

Tot )




WILFRIED LOTH STATES AND THE CHANGING EQUATIONS OF POWER

while this affair did effectively defer any increase in power for the European Pa of Six gradually became more imporrant for the British economy than its tradi-

liament, it also delayed a definitive sectlement on the question of CAP financin cional ties to the Commonwealth. At the same time, Britain was keen to avoid
At the end of January, de Gaulle gave up his boycotr, even though his fellow che threat of French or German political dominance on the continent. Accord-
EEC members had not acceded to the French demand that unanimity voting ingly, on August 9, 1961, the British government lodged a formal request to join
should be mandatory in the Council where vital national interests were at stake. the EEC. The Irish and Danish governments immediately followed suit, Ireland
Only on the question of the role of the Commission could de Gaulle, after more because of its close commercial ties with Great Britain, and Denmark because it
than six months’ more wrangling, score a nominal victory: so that the merging had a keen interest in free access to the German market. In April 1962, Norway
of the executive functions of the three communities (and with it the develop- also asked to join, fearful that it would find itself economically isolated if the
ment of 2 common energy policy) would be delayed no further, at the end of bids by the other three were successful.
April 1967 the Federal Republic chancellor, Kurt Georg Kiesinger, agreed to re- By and large, these applications were warmly received by the Inner Six. Great
strice Hallstein’s term in office as president of the joint commission of the ECSC

the EEC, and EURATOM to six months and to immediately name his succes-

Britain and the other applicants were welcomed with regard to both the Com-
munity’s economic development and its future political strength, and their ac-
sor. Hallstein was not prepared to go along wich this, however, and so when the cession was viewed by the smaller member states as promising to create a coun-
three executives were merged on July 1, 1967, Hallstein stepped down and the terbalance against either French or German preeminence. Yet de Gaulle and
Belgian Jean Rey took his place. _' other advocates of a politically integrated Europe were concerned that any ex-
On March 7, 1966, de Gaulle announced France’s withdrawal from NATO’s

military organization, without having managed to advance his plan for a Euro

pansion of the Communicy before this had been achieved mighe risk a collapse
of the whole edifice. In particular, de Gaulle believed that the goal of an inde-
pean alternative to Atlantic integration. France remained a member of the Ax pendent Europe was seriously threatened by the transatlantic slant in British
lantic Pact but wichdrew its troops from NATO command and asked the Allies politics.
to quit their bases on French soil. France’s NATO partners acceded to this de- Under these circumstances it was to prove counterproductive for Macmillan,
mand, moving the organization’s headquarters from Paris to Brussels. Though with an eye to appeasing the conservative establishment, to insist upon special
this allowed de Gaulle to secure the independence of the French nuclear Force de provisions with respect to Brirain’s Commonwealth links and to prevaricate
Frappe, it made political union among the Inner Six an even more distant pros- over the question of a joint European nuclear deterrent. Negotiations on Bricish
pect: France’s European partners once again felt snubbed by de Gaulle’s unilat- accession ground to a halt in August 1962. When no progress had been made
eral behavior and so sought an even closer understanding with the United States. after several months, de Gaulle unilaterally guillotined the discussions at a press
At the end of 1967, the remaining NATO members officially adopted the policy conference on January 14, 1963. His veto brought bitter recriminations from
of “fexible response.” continental supporters of British accession, but it could not be rescinded. The
other countries’ bids to join were also thrown out.

British Accession to the EEC Four years Iaref, thou.g!".i, the question c?f Britain jo-ining was back on thc? a-
ble. The Labour prime minister, Harold Wilson, submitred a new request to join
The stakes in the discussions over the future development of the European Com- on May 11, 1967; once more the governments of Ireland, Denmark, and Norway
munities were raised in the summer of 1961, when Harold Macmillan’s govern- also put in their own submissions. In view of the continuing decline of the Brit-
ment set abour reviewing Britain’s original decision not to participate in Euro- ish economy, joining the EEC was a more pressing matter for Wilson than it had

pean integration. Trade with the countries of the dynamic European Community - been for his Conservative predecessor. From the outset he was at pains to stress
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that he was ready to waive any special provisions, and declared himself in favor
of a politically integrated Europe. This secured him not only the unanimous
support of the smaller member states, but also the support of Iraly and Germany.

Unlike in 1961, this time the Commission also threw its weight behind the ac--

cession bids. Another unilateral intervention by de Gaulle on November 27,
1967, served to delay the start of negotiations but ultimately could not entireiy'
prevent them.

As long as de Gaulle opposed the start of accession negotiations, the govern-
ments of the Benelux states and Italy blocked every move to strengthen the
European Communities that also beneficed France: not only a new attempt to
forge a Political Union, but also the development of a common energy policy
and a technology policy that would help Europe make up some of the ground
lost to the Americans, plus plans for monetary union, which had become all the
more pressing in the face of West Germany’s growing economic dominance.
When EEC members began entertaining the possibility of political cooperation
with Grear Brirain without French participation, de Gaulle finally gave in: on
February 4, 1969, he informed the British ambassador, Christopher Soames,
that he was ready to begin ralks on reconstituting the Communities as a larger
economtic association.

Because Wilson preferred accession to the existing Communities to some
nebulous new formulation, though, this proposal only led to a further souring of
Anglo-French relations. But under de Gaulle’s successor, Georges Pompidou,
France finally gave the green light to commence negotiations over British acces-
sion. These duly began in July 1970, five weeks after the Conservative Edward
Heath had succeeded Harold Wilson as prime minister. Heath was able to ex-

tract some concessions from Pompidou on the question of the imporration of
dairy goods from New Zealand and sugar from the Caribbean, which were of
vital importance for producers in those countries, but he had to accept that
Great Britain, in line with EEC regulations, would have to contribute a dispro-
portionate amount to the financing of these importations. The negotiations :.

came to an end in June 1971, and the accession treaty was signed, in conjunction *

with those of the other three countries, on January 22, 1972, in Brussels.

Because accession inevirably impinged upon certain vested commercial inter-

ests, objections were raised in all the candidate countries against joining on the ';
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rerms that had been negotiated. So vehement was the opposition in Brirain that
Wilson was even prompted to call for further talks. However, on July 13, 1972,
cthe House of Commons ratified accession, albeit by only a slim majority. By con-
crast, a referendum had to be called in Denmark, resulting in 63 percent in favor.
In Norway the outcome was 54 percent against. And so, when the treaties on the
first enlargement of the EEC entered into force on January 1, 1973, Norway was

no longer present.

Consolidating the Communities

France’s acquiescence in the matter of accession also paved the way for the devel-
opment of Community projects that supporters of enlargement had up to that
point been vetoing for tactical reasons. At the Hague Summit, the heads of stare
and government agreed on a final package for financing the Common Agricul-
tural Policy from community contributions, combined with an extension of the
European Parliament’s powers to set budgets. In addition they also agreed for
the following year, in close collaboration with the Commission, to drafra phased
plan for the creation of a full economic and monetary union. Lastly, they rasked
the foreign ministers with working out a proposal for “progress in the realm of
political union.”

French reservations meanr that the institurionalization of collaboration on
foreign and defense policies did not go as far as German chancellor Willy Brandt
deemed necessary. In line with a report prepared by an expert commission under
the chairmanship of the Belgian diplomat Etienne Davignon, October 1970 saw
the founding of the European Political Cooperation (EPC) system, an informal
intergovernmental consultation mechanism enabling foreign ministers to meet
regularly to search for a common approach to major international policy ques-
tions. The administrative basis of the foreign ministers’ meetings was restricted
to a Committee of the Political Directors of the foreign ministries concerned.
Nevertheless, it did not take long for the governments of the Communities to
develop a common policy on both the Middle East and South Africa. In the
preparation and execution of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in

. Europe (CSCE), held in 1973-1975, they spoke with one voice and consequently
were largely successful in pushing through their agenda. The Final Act of the
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CSCE was Slgncd on behalf of the European Communities by Aldo Moro, thcn '-H'ilt such a European Council might disempower the Commission and lead to a

president of the European Council. 55 of supranationality, no agreement to implement this body could be reached

Where monetary union was concerned, the plan of an expert commission a ‘the Copenhagen Summit in December 1973. It was only ac the Second Paris

chaired by the Luxembourg prime minister, Pierre Werner, which also reported immic in December 1974 that it was finally decided to establish the European

back in October 1970, envisioned a package of measures aimed at convergence of suncil. However, to try to assuage any lingering concerns about the role of the

the economic, budgetary, and monetary policies of the narional governments, ommission, its president was now included in discussions between the heads of

combined with a step-by-step development of communal institutions. This ¢ and government. At che same time, it was agreed to lay the groundwork for

would pave the way for the introduction of a common currency within a decade. i rect elections to the European Parliament from 1978 onward.

The plan was adopted by the member states” governments, with some modifica- Following the establishment of the European Council, Jean Monnet dis-

tions, in March 1971. However, its implementation was immediately compro- 'Ivcd his Action Committee for the United States of Europe. He regarded it as

mised by wild fluctuations on the currency markets; thereafter, French concerns rcdundant given that crisis management and further development of the Euro-

over loss of sovereignty and German fears of inflation meant that hardly any P an Communities was now the responsibility of the heads of state and govern-

unanimous regulations on reaching agreed-upon targets were ever put in place. ent: “Our committee, which had helped create and breathe life into this mech-

Even so, in April 1972 the six European Community states, rogether witch nism, now seemed to me to be less essential and less able to see through a rask

Gfﬁﬂt Britain, Ircland, aﬂd thc Scandinavian COU.HEI'iCS, agrccd to cstablish thC \at, in thc Wake of all the treaties had now been exprcgsly CI'IEI'LISECd o the or-

European Exchange Rate Mechanism—the so-called currency snake. This pro- gans of the Communitics, individual governments and the new institutions.”

vided for purchasing weak currencies and selling strong currencies in order to nd in truth, after many disagreements and compromises, the project for Euro-

limit fuctuations between them, thereby creating a haven of currency stabiliry pean union had now, in its basic configuration and working method, taken on a

in a sea of raging worldwide speculation. Yet even this interim step proved too form that would prove extremely durable.

ambitious: Great Britain was forced to leave the snake even before it joined the

European Community, in May 1973 the Federal Republic suspended its support

for weak currencies, and following the onset of the global crisis that resulred The Berlin Crisis

from a fourfold increase in the price of crude oil in 1973~1974, France also found or financial reasons, the plans that both the Western powers and the Eastern

itself obliged ro withdraw from the snake. At this stage, 2 common currency loc drew up at the start of the 1950s for a huge increase in conventional arms

seemed only a distant mirage. suld not be realized in full. Both the American and the Soviet leadership there-

In the light of the difficulties experienced in realizing both political and re came to rely increasingly upon their nuclear deterrents: the threar to deploy

monetary union, Willy Brandt (as in the matter of a common currency, follow- omic weapons was designed both to compensate for a shorrfall in conven-

ing the advice of Jean Monner) argued strongly in favor of institutionalizing tional arms and to enable a reduction in the costly conventional arsenal. Yet the

summits. His first success on this front was ro persuade Pompidou to hold an- ansition to a system of nuclear deterrence also invoked the specter of total

other summir following the conclusion of the negotiations on enlargement—the inihilation. As a result, the leaders of the two nuclear-capable superpowers

Paris Summit of October 1972. One year later he also secured the French presi- und themselves obliged to engage in a constant dialogue. This was an arduous

dent’s agreement to hold regular meetings of the heads of state and government. process, hampered on both sides by ideological misconceptions and lack of expe-

The plan was for them to meet three times a year to resolve problems on the way - ence in dealing with nuclear stalemate, and it led on many occasions to a ratch-

to achieving European Union. But because the smaller member states feared . ing up of tension in East—West relations.
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The rapid expansion of the United States’ nuclear arsenal began even under  excuse to drag their feet over calling the meeting, Instead, at the end of March,

the Eisenhower administration. In 1955 the United States had a fleet of 1,309 - Adenauer got a majority of the Bundestag to vote in favor of making the
long-range bombers that could reach Soviet rerrirory, 698 tactical nuclear weap- - Bundeswehr nuclear-capable, while on April 8, the defense ministers of the Fed-
ons for deployment in Europe, and a total of 3,008 warheads. The doctrine of - eral Republic, France, and Italy concluded a treaty on joint production of nuclear
massive retaliation dicrated thac any potential Soviet conventional offensive - arms.
would be met with an extensive nuclear counterstrike against targets within the. The failure of the Rapacki Plan was all the more galling for Khrushchev be-
Soviet Union. As compensation for the planned scaling down of American. cause he was being pressured at the same time by Ulbricht to do something
troop numbers in Europe in 1956, the European allies asked for their own forces - about the continuing presence of the Western allies in West Berlin, who were
to be equipped with miniaturized tacrical bartlefield nuclear weapons. In 1957 ~ thwarting his attempts to secure an economic victory in the struggle between
Washington agreed to this request in principle, albeit with the proviso that the - the ideological systems in the two Germanies. Every month, some ten thousand
nuclear warheads would remain under American control; the Allies would only or more citizens of the GDR used the border between the sectors in Berlin as an
be supplied with American launch vehicles. . escape route to the West, In particular, well-educated, professional people were
In an effort to counter this move, the Soviets under Khrushchev likewise leaving the country in droves; in the long rerm this threatened not only the abil-
began to shift from conventional to nuclear arms: from a high point of 5.7 mil- ity of the Workers’ and Peasants’ State to compete with its neighbor, but also its
lion men in 1955, built up by Stalin in the final years of his life, by 1959 the Red very survival. Khrushchev responded to these developments by issuing the Ber-
Army had shrunk to around 3.6 million, while at the same time an arsenal of lin Ultimatum of November 27, 1958: in a memorandum to the three Western
intermediate-range missiles that could hit targets in Europe was assembled: powers and the governments of the two German states, he called for Berlin to be
However, the buildup of the Soviet nuclear medium-range arsenal was a slow transformed into a free city without Western troops, and for an understanding
process, and even slower was the construction of long-range bombers and inter- to be reached with the GDR abour access to the city. In the event that regula-
continental ballistic missiles that could reach American territory. Therefore, tions to this effect could not be agreed upon within six months, he announced,
Moscow was predisposed to view the expansion of NATO's tactical arsenal as a the USSR would conclude a separate peace treaty with the GDR.

In making this threat, Khrushchev's main aim was to force the Western
powers to recognize the GDR. In turn, he hoped, recognition would make the

Worlkers’ and Peasants’ Seate a more attractive place and stem the flow of refu-

new advance in the arms race that it could scarcely match; moreover, it appeared
all the more dangerous in that it gave the Western powers and the Federal Re-
public new options. Accordingly, Khrushchev gave his backing to a proposal by
the Polish foreign minister, Adam Rapacki, thar the two German states and Po- gees. In addition, a peace treaty would free the two Germanies from their exise-
land should become a nuclear weapons-free zone. : ing milirary alliances. Thus, a nuclear weapons-free zone could be achieved in
Because Rapacki’s suggestion gained a good deal of support in the West as central Europe after all and, freed from the constraines of military confronta-
well, in March 1958 Khrushchev managed to persuade the Western powers to tion, socialism could demonstrate that it offered the better model for sociery.
Under the pressure of Khrushchev’s ultimatum, the Western powers did in-
deed begin to move toward recognition of the GDR. Yer the effect of this brutal

Soviet threat was to put advocates of a disengagement of the world powers from

call a new summit to discuss creating a zone in Cenrtral Europe in which arms
proliferation would be limited and subject to inspection. However, he miscalcu-
lated badly in his attempts to stir up public opinion in the West for this proposal
and to introduce the question of a peace treaty with the two German states into: Germany even further on the back foot. A meeting of the Council of Foreign
the summit agenda. The Western governments were able to portray this as a sign Ministers held by the four victorious powers in Geneva from May 11, 1959, on-

that Khrushchev was not really serious about disarmament, giving them an ward to discuss the German question and the status of Berlin quickly ground to
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a hale. And a summit that Khrushchev had arranged wich Eisenhower while on nounce his intention of signing a separate peace treaty with the GDR by year’s

a state visit to the United States in late September 1959 was over before it had end, much to Ulbrichts disappointment. However, informal preliminary talks
begun: because it had become clear in the meantime that the West would maké_ on regulating macters relacing o the two Germanies and Berlin came to noth-
no concessions on the German question, Khrushchev took the discovery of. ing, as Adenauer and de Gaulle once again took their stand against any form of
Western spy-plane flights over the Sovier Union as a pretext to demand an apol- concession.
ogy from Eisenhower before the talks opened in Paris on May 16, 1960. When
this was not forthcoming, he immediately left the French capital in a flurry of The Cuban Missile Crisis
furious imprecations.

Another atrempt to reach an agreement, this time with Eisenhower’s succes- In this tense situation, an urgent request by Fidel Castro for aid to help him re-
sist another American invasion tempted Khrushchev into an all-or-nothing

gamble that brought the world to the brink of a third world war. The Soviet

sor, John F. Kennedy, foundered on the young president’s dererminarion to not
let himself be intimidated. When Khrushchev and Kennedy met on June 56 in: -
Vienna, the president announced without more ado that he would not “give up” Union had no further means of strengthening Cuba’s conventional arsenal or
Berlin under any circumstances. Khrushchev responded by reviving the long- even of sending troops to fight off an invasion. And so Khrushchev hit upon the
since lapsed ultimarum, and Kennedy prepared himself and public opinion for idea of supplanting conventional arms with nuclear arms in this theater as well.
the possibility of armed confrontation over freedom of access to Berlin. None- Stationing Soviet intermediate-range missiles on Cuba was also designed to
theless, in order to not completely close off any last remaining avenues of under- Jessen the danger of an American first strike. In the interim, US nuclear arms
standing, when he made his public announcement stressing his readiness to superiority had increased hugely: the United States now possessed seventeen
fight, Kennedy also clearly spelled out his essential non-negotiable conditions: times as many long-range bombers and ICBMs as the Soviet Union, giving it the
free access to Berlin, the right of the Western powers to maintain a military and capability of largely or completely wiping out the Soviet nuclear arsenal in a sin-
diplomatic presence there, and freedom of movement into the Western sectors. gle massive surprise atrack. Soviet intermediare-range missiles on Cuba, which
This gave Khrushchev the opportunity to enact a measure to stem the could hit American cities, could not redress this situation in military terms. But
growing flood of refugees from the GDR that was totally at variance with the their visible presence there alone might dissuade US leaders from entertaining
objective of neutralizing West Berlin or even incorporating it into the GDR— the possibility of a preemptive strike. So, at the end of May 1962, Khrushchev
namely, to seal off the border between the sectors by building a wall straight steered through the Presidium of the Soviet Central Commiteee a resolution to
across the city. Ulbriche had repeatedly demanded just such a solution but had station the missiles; from July onward, eighty missiles and forty warheads would
been rebuffed by Khrushchey, who thought that it ran too great a risk of spark- be shipped to Cuba.
ing a war. But after Kennedy had failed to include the rights of the Allies to But what Khrushchev had failed to take into consideration was the domestic
political pressure that Kennedy found himself under. Since the Bay of Pigs de-

bacle, he had been criticized for doing too little to help liberate Cuba. Therefore,

travel freely throughout the whole of Berlin in his list of “essentials” that he was
prepared to go to war over, Khrushchev thought that a provisional cordoning off.
of the sector border might be a viable option. On August 1, 1961, Ulbricht got the when the first rumors began to circulate about the stationing of missiles on
go-ahead to build the Wall, which was put up during the night of August 13. Cuba at the beginning of September, he immediately declared publicly that he
Kennedy’s reaction was one of relief, and he signaled his readiness to discuss would not tolerate the presence of any offensive missiles on the island. When the
recognition of the GDR, so long as the freedom of West Berlin was guaranteed news was confirmed in mid-October, he found himself obliged to back his words

witch action. His first inclination was to destroy the missile sites in a surprise air
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assault before they had a chance to become operational. But because this risked:
starting a full-scale conflict, he decided instead, on Octrober 21, to putin place a
naval blockade to prevent the arrival of any more Soviet missiles and warheads;:
and to publicly challenge Khrushchev to withdraw the missiles already on
Cuba. On October 22 he went on television to tell the American people about
the missile threat and to let Khrushchev and the world know what his response.
would be.

The Soviet leader’s first reaction was to tough it our, but during the night of
October 25 he ordered the Soviet freighters to stop just outside the American
exclusion zone. In the Presidium, he sought authorization to withdraw the mis-
siles on the condition that the United States would not artemprt to occupy Cuba.
However, an agreement on this basis initially faltered after Khrushchev, in a ra-
dio broadcast on October 27, made an additional demand that the United States
dismantle the medium-range missiles thar it had stationed in Turkey. Kennedy
refused to agree to this extra condition for the withdrawal of missiles from
Cuba, because he was afraid of losing the trust of his allies. Only when his chiefs.

of staff urgcd an attack on Cuba within forty—eight hours did he give his assent. A Cuban refugee in Mizmi watches President John E. Kennedy's relevision address of Ocrober 22,
1962. By announcing a naval blockade and challenging Nikita Khrushchev to withdraw the nuclear

in a secret communiqué to Khrushchev, albeit with the proviso that his conces-
missiles already in Cubs, Kennedy compelled the Soviet leader to break off his provocative maneu-

sion on the Turkish missiles not be made public. Khrushchev concurred, and in .
: ver and consent to a more cooperative course to forestall the danger of a nuclear war. (® Betemann/

another radio address on the morning of October 28 (Washington time) an- CORBIS)

nounced the immediate dismantling of the missile sites on Cuba, with no men-

tion of Turkey. The threat of war was thereby dispelled. In June 1963 Kennedy urged the American people to “re-examine our atti-

Mutual awareness of having stood on the brink of nuclear annihilation tude roward the Soviet Union™™ for his part, after the signing of the Test-Ban

caused the leaders of the two superpowers, despite their diametrically opposed Treary, Khrushchev invoked a Spirit of Moscow, in the tradition of the Spirit of

positions, to come together to try and find ways of ensuring peace. After an ini- Geneva. In the fall Kennedy suggested another summit meeting with Khrush-

tial phase of continued saber rattling, blamed on the hawks on both sides, the chev, at which the agenda would include further steps toward improving rela-

spring and summer of 1963 brought a string of attempts at rapprochement and tions: cooperation in spaceflight, expansion of trade links, and reciprocal reduc-

concrete accords. Khrushchev ceased demanding that Berlin be made a free city, tions in troop numbers. In addition, Khrushchev mooted further talks on

thereby making the provisional division of the ciry into a permanent arrange- banning nuclear weapons in space, nuclear-free zones, and the conclusion of a

Non-Aggression Pact between NATO and the Warsaw Pact.
Even though the dialogue on détente that these initiatives opened up suf-

ment. To forestall the danger of a nuclear war breaking ourt over a misunder-
standing, a telex line and a direct radio link were established between the two

capitals {the “red telephone” hotline). The foreign ministers of Great Britain, the fered setbacks when Kennedy was assassinated in November 1963 and Khrush-

United States, and the USSR signed the first nuclear test-ban treaty, outlawing chev was deposed in October 1964, it was basically unstoppable. Both sides were

all aboveground testing, now all too aware that any attempts to alter the status quo could lead to a nuclear
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catastrophe. And so they focused their policies on securing conerol of their own'
camps and limiting the spread of nuclear weapons and reducing the chances of
their deployment. Talks between the administration of President Lyndon B,

Johnson and Khrushchev’s successors, headed by general secretary Leonid
Brezhnev and Prime Minister Alexei Kosygin, led in 1966 to an accord on the

nonproliferation of nuclear weapons. After some difhcult horse-trading wich

non-nuclear nations and those on the brink of acquiring nuclear capabilicy, the
agreement was finally signed on July 1, 1968.

The Vietham War

The ongoing dialogue on dérente was also hampered by US involvement in Viet- .

nam. When the North Vietnamese communist government decided to widen
the guerrilla war being waged by the Viet Cong against the Diem regime in the
South, the Kennedy administration responded by bringing the various opposi-
tion groups together under the umbrella of the National Liberacion Front (NLF)
and implementing a complex “pacification program.” This comprised three key
elements: first, corralling the rural populace of the South into “strategic vil-
lages” that offered protection against the rebels; second, strengthening the
South Vietnamese forces by equipping them with modern weapons and provid-
ing military training; and third, sending in American “milirary advisors,” some
of them within their own discrete units. This program was intended to halt in-
filtration from the North within eighteen months. Kennedy was well aware of
the weakness of the Diem regime, but he was also worried that a communist
victory in South Vietnam would encourage anti-American elements in South
Korea and Japan and undermine his own credibility as the leader of the free
West.

Yet the pacification missions undertaken by the American “advisors,” who
up to the fall of 1963 rotaled some sixteen thousand, had little effect, not least
because Diem’s arrogant brother Ngo Dinh Nhu and his wife managed to so
antagonize the country’s Buddhists that they rose up against the government.
When Nhu ordered army units to storm Buddhist temples in August 1963, kill-
ing or wounding many monks in the process, the Kennedy adminiscration lent

their support to 2 military coup. This took place on November 1, 1963; Diem and
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Nhu were shot dead. There followed a quick succession of regimes in Saigon,

- while the NLF secured control over more of the country’s rural areas.

Under President Johnson, the covert operations rapidly developed into a

regular, if still undeclared, war. On February 1, 1964, South Vietnamese units

began, with American support, an offensive against military positions along
the northern coast. During this operation, in the night of August 2—3, a US
destroyer allegedly came under fire from North Vietnamese patrol boats in the
Gulf of Tonkin. Johnson responded on August 5 by ordering the first air strike
against supply bases in North Vietnam, whereupon the regime in Hanoi mobi-
lized the regular troops, who rushed to lend support to the Vier Cong in the
South. Johnson’s advisors now concluded that a huge increase in American troop
numbers would be required, to prevent a communist victory. In March 1965,
round-the-clock bombing raids began against targets in the North and in areas
occupied by the Vier Cong (Operation codename “Rolling Thunder”); May saw
the arrival of fresh American ground forces, whose mission was to make the de-
cisive breakthrough in winning back areas captured by the Viet Cong.

US combat troop numbers in Vietnam increased from 40,000 in May 1965
to 275,000 in July, and 443,000 in December. By June 1966 the US Expedition-
ary Force numbered 542,000 men, the large majority of them conscripts. They
were supported by 50,00 troops from South Korea, 11,000 from Thailand, 1,500
from the Philippines, 8,000 from Australia, and 500 from New Zealand—all
driven by the fear that communist influence mighe spread throughout Southeast
Asia. The South Vietnamese also expanded their forces to over half a million. In
June 1965 the government of South Vietnam was taken over by a military junta
led by Nguyen Van Thieu and Nguyen Cao Ky; however, the direction of the war
was left entirely in the hands of the American general staffs. Up to the end of
October 1968, the US Air Force flew 107,700 combat missions, dropping 2.5 mil-
lion tons of bombs in the process—more than in the entire Second World War.

Yet for all the massive deployment of men and mareriel, the United States got
no closer to achieving its desired “pacification” of South Viernam. The Viet Cong
and North Vietnamese Army were outnumbered (with forces of around 230,000
guerrillas and 50,000 regular troops), but they had the advantage of fighting
from the cover of the jungle regions. They built a warren of tunnels into which
they could melt if pursued, and used a nerwork of concealed supply lines (che
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so-called Ho Chi Minh Trail) that ran mainly through the east of Laos and
Cambodia, to ensure a constant Aow of men and weapons from the North. Inan
actempt to deny their opponents the cover afforded by the dense jungle canop
the Americans sprayed the region from the air with a defoliant containing the
highly toxic chemical dioxin. The use of Agent Orange not only destroyed an
area of forest the size of the Netherlands but also afflicted countless Viernamese
with liver cancers, epilepsy, and a wide range of allergies. But this action broughe
no breakthrough in the conflict cither. To the contrary, the brutal tactics of the
American forces only increased the population’s sympathies for the Viet Cong
guerrillas. The bombing campaign against munitions dumps and factories in the
North was offset by regular supplies from the Soviet Union and China. Mag
Zedong was happy to provide this kind of limited support, not only to hclp
weaken the Americans’ position in the region, but also to ensure that the Vietnam
ese did not become too strong. The Soviet leadership, on the other hand, was more
concerned to maintain its standing within the wider communist movement. -
To bolster this reputation still further, Brezhnev and Kosygin also declined.

an invitation by Johnson to visit the United States and thrash out the difficult
questions surrounding disarmament. In February and June 1967 they did su
port Johnson’s peace initiatives by acting as go-berweens to convey to Ho Chi
Minh the offers Johnson made during talks. But contrary to Johnson’s hopes,
they did not bring any special pressure to bear on the leadership in Hanoi ro ac-
cept these offers. The Vietnamese communists were not prepared to bring a halt
to the US bombing campaign against the North by renouncing their claims on
the South, nor were they ready for peace talks with the United Stares. A chance
encounter berween Johnson and Kosygin on the fringes of a meering of the UN
General Assembly in the small town of Greensboro, New Jersey, on June 2324
1967, was perfectly affable but brought no concrete resules.
Afrer the Viet Cong launched a coordinated offensive against a number o
towns in the South on January 31, 1968 (the Tet Offensive), American publi
opinion and the US military leadership began to incline to the view that the wal
was unwinnable. The fragmentation of the Viet Cong into various faction
brought considerable losses, but Johnson now went public with his negotiatiri.
offer: on March 31, he announced that he was prepared to suspend the bombing
of rargets in North Vietnam if the regime in Hanoi would engage in peace talks
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Now that the North Vieenamese leadership had also had its faich in decisive vic-
tory shaken by the failure of the Tet Offensive, this time they accepted Johnson’s
offer. Mediated by de Gaulle, who had set himself up as eatly as 1965 as an op-
ponent of US involvement in Vietnam, armistice talks got under way in Paris on
May 13, 1968. The bombing campaign against North Vietnam finally ended on
November 1, 1968.

The Path to Détente

_ All the impediments to a meaningful dialogue on dérente meant that the arms

race continued to escalate. The United States installed a new generation of Min-

- yreman intercontinental ballistic missiles in silos, while also greatly enlarging its

avsenal of submarine-launched missiles. These grew from a stockpile of 144 in
1962 t0 416 in 1964 and 656 in 1967, while the rotal number of American ICBMs
increased from 296 to 834 to 1,054. After the Cuban debacle, the Soviet Union
also invested heavily in constructing ICBMs and nuclear-armed submarines,
though progress was slower than in the United States. By 1964 the two dozen or
more ICBMs that the Soviets possessed on the eve of the Cuban missile crisis
had increased to some 190, and three years later stood at 500. These were supple-
mented from 1963 onward by around a hundred submarine-launched missiles.
This expansion gave the USSR a clear second-strike capability, even though the
Americans retained the upper hand in the arms race.

When, in 1964, Soviet missile experts put forward plans to create an anti-
ballistic missile (ABM) system designed iniially to shield the Greater Moscow
region and the Western borders of the USSR on the Baltic from incoming mis-
siles, US defense minister Robert McNamara immediately pressed for a treaty to
outlaw the building of such systems. In his opinion they only served to escalare
the arms race wichout offering any real protection. Accordingly, both sides
should, he reasoned, settle for murually assured destrucrion (MAD). Moscow
agreed to engage in talks to this effect only on the condition that strategic arms
limitation be discussed at the same time. Conversely, though, this proposal
found no favor in Washingron, because it was clearly aimed at achieving strate-
gic parity for the Soviet Union. As a result, contacts on arms limiration re-
mained in place without negotiations ever coming to fruition.
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"This slow pace of the American-Soviet dialoguc allowed de Gaulle to put hi
own European slant on détente. His concept of détente was aimed at overcom
ing the existing deadlock, gradually dismantling the military blocs within
Europe, and changing the totalitarian character of the Soviet empire through
intensive contacts between East and West. “We must seek the resolution,” h
told Khrushchey in March 1960, “not by having two monolithic blocs, but rathe
by practicing détente, entente, and cooperation one after another on the Conrt}

nent. In this way, we will create a relationship, binding ties between Europeans.
from the Atlantic to the Urals, bring about an atmosphere that would firstl
take the virulence out of the German problems, including Berlin, then allow th
Federal Republic and your republic to the East to approach one another and to’
unite and finally to bring the whole Germanic entity securely into a Europe of:
peace and progress where it can develop anew.”¢

In parallel with this, de Gaulle also widened his cooperation with the Soviet:
Union. A cultural exchange between the two countries in 1963 was followed by a
trade agreement in October 1964, including France’s extension of long-term
credit to the USSR, March 1965 saw the conclusion of an agreement in which:
the Soviet Union adopted French technology for the inception of color televi-
sion. Two months later the two countries reached an accord on cooperation in
the peaceful use of atomic energy. Finally, during a prestigious state visit by de
Gaulle to Moscow, agreement was reached on regular contact at the highest
level, to be prepared by a standing joint commission, as well as an accord on co-
operation in space travel. De Gaulle was also the first Western head of govern-
ment to establish diplomatic relations with Mao Zedong’s regime in China. And
during a state visit to Poland in September 1967, he openly encouraged his hosts
to go farther in asserting their independence from Soviet domination.

Under pressure from de Gaulle, the Federal Republic of Germany also began
to move toward a policy of détente. In 1964 the Erhard government signed trade
treaties with Poland, Hungary, Romania, and Bulgaria. The Berlin Senate, with
Willy Brandt as the governing mayor, also signed a passage agreement with the
GDR government that allowed West Berliners to visit relatives in the east of the
city over the Christmas period. Similar arrangements were put in place for All
Saints’ Day and Churistmas the following year, for Easter, Pentecost, and Christ-

mas in 1965, and for Easter and Pentecost in 1966. Over and above this, in
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ovember 1966 the Grand Coalition government of West Germany, in which
randt headed up the foreign ministry, announced that it was prepared to estab-
Jish diplomatic relations with Eastern European states. This signaled, for all in-
-tents and purposes, a renunciation of the Hallstein Doctrine. In fate January
1967 the Federal Republic announced the beginning of diplomaric ties with
Romania, which under Nicolae Ceaugescu had begun to follow a course of pro-
‘nounced autonomy from Moscow. The resumption of diplomatic contacts with
Yugoslavia followed in December 1967.

However, Moscow made it abundantly clear to the governments of Hungary,
Bulgaria, and Czechoslovakia, which were keen to follow Romania’s example,
that they should not allow the GDR to become isolated. At the end of April
1967, a conference of communist parties held at Karlsbad (at which neither
Romania nor Yugoslavia were represented) proclaimed that Bonn’s “repudiation
of its presumption of sole representation,” its recognirion of the “inviolability of
existing borders in Europe,” and the normalization of relations “between the
special political entity West Berlin and the GDR” were prerequisites for normal-
ized relations with the Federal Republic.*” To obviate the danger of an erosion of
the Warsaw Pact, which might result from the French or German attempts at
rapprochement, the Soviet Union rescinded its offer of significant reductions in
troop numbers in Europe, hitherto a constant feature of its disarmament pro-
posals. At the same time, the especially embartled GDR was bolstered by treaties
of friendship and mutual assistance, which its Eastern European brother states
concluded at the behest of Moscow.

The limits of the European conception of détente were brought even more
sharply into focus when Czechoslovakia embarked on an attempt to liberalize its
regime in the spring of 1968. In the face of major economic difficulties, tensions
with the Slovakian minority, and massive student protests, reformist forces came
to the fore in the country’s Party and state apparatus. Under the leadership of
the former Slovakian Communist Party chief Alexander Dubéek, an action pro-
gram passed by the Czechoslovakian Communist Party promised “socialism
with a human face.” Many intellectuals understood this to mean self-government,
as proclaimed in Yugoslavia. Economic reformers argued in favor of a significant
increase in trade with the West, while foreign policy officials called for genuine
sovereignty and equality in relations with the Soviet Union. The secret police
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were disbanded and a separation of party and state was initiated. The new ince- sion was taken to invade Czechoslovakia, the leadership of both superpowers

rior minister, Josef Pavel, took up the struggle against KGB influence. Elements  had finally agreed o begin negotiations on both an ABM treaty and the fimita-

in the army loyal to Moscow were dismissed, and party authorities prepared for - . tion of strategic arms. Moscow had given in to Johnson's urging to hold a new

the abolition of “democratic centralism.” - summit, and had invited the US president to Moscow at the beginning of Octo-

The dynamics of the Prague Spring soon mobilized defenders of the estab- ber. Prompted by the widespread sense of outrage at the suppression of the

lished order—chief among them Walter Ulbriche, who was having to contend |  Prague Spring, at first Johnson was disinclined to accepe this invitation straight

with economic problems similar to those in Czechoslovakia. Ocher members of - - away, and no new date could be settled on before his term of office expired in

the old guard were Wladystaw Gomutka in Poland, who found himself facing  January 1969. Yet across Western capitals there was general consensus that the

student unrest, the Ukrainian parcy leader Petro Shelest, who saw that the na-  former policy of détente and ushering in a peaceful world order should be con-

. v . - . R » - s M 3 .
tionalist undertones of the Czech movement were fast catching on in his own . ginued. Richard M. Nixon, elected in November 1968 as Johnson’s successor in

republic, and not least of all the top leadership of the KGB. As early as May 8

Ulbricht and Gomutka demanded military action against the counterrevolution -

- the White House, shared this view. For all his past anticommunist rhetoric, he

had become enough of a realist to see the creation of a “structure of peace™ as

in Czechoslovakia. At that stage Brezhnev was not prepared to go that far, but - the best method of containing Soviet power and avoiding the danger of nuclear

after the presence of Soviet troops remaining in Czechoslovakia after taking part - catastrophe.

in maneuvers had failed to persuade the party presidium to take action against Soviet leaders were all the more concerned to reach an agreement with the

the reformers, and the KGB had put forward fabricated “proof” of a Western West because tensions with the Chinese communists, which had been evident

plot, he decided on August 14 to give in to the urgings of those calling for inter- since Mao’s proclamation of the Great Leap Forward in 1958, now escalated seri-

vention. Occupation forces moved into Czechoslovakia on the night of August ously at the end of the 1960s. After Beijing had made a clean ideological break

a1. Taking part in the invasion alongside Soviet forces were Polish, Hungarian, - with the motherland of the socialist revolution in July 1964, with the publica-

and Bulgarian units; the GDR National People’s Army provided logistical sup- tion of a lead article entitled “On Khrushchev’s Pseudo-Communism and Its

port. Dubéek was not toppled immediately, but had to watch as the Soviets im- Historical Lessons for the World,” fierce clashes took place on the Sino-Soviet

posed a gradual “normalization” on the country. In April 1969, he was forced to border along the Ussuri River in March 1969. These emphasized that China

relinquish his office to the Soviet yes-man Gustav Husak. could no longer be co-opted to support the Soviet position in the global power

Brezhnev’s decision to crush the Prague Spring helped him consolidate his struggle. Rather, the country had become a serious rival of the USSR in the

grip on power. Defending the privileges of the “new class” of communist func- struggle to gain influence in the Third World.

tionaries (as described in a famous essay by the former Yugoslav communist
leader Milovan Pilas) now took center stage in Soviet politics. A lead article in |

The Era of Detente

Pravda maintained that the “sovereignty and right of self-determination of the .

Socialistic states must be subordinated to the interests of the Socialistic world After the painful learning experiences of the 1960s, the prospects of achieving

system.”*® The West reacted with outrage to this Brezhnev Doctrine and its bru- some substantive results in the dialogue on détente finally looked favorable. Leo-

nid Brezhnev’s decision to intervene in Czechoslovakia placed him firmly in the

tal application. Those who, like de Gaulle, had placed great faich in the effects of

the West opening up to the East found themselves bitterly disappoinred. driving seat within the Soviet Union—a party functionary concerned with se-

However, the process of détente was only temporarily knocked off course by curing power, who accorded top priority to the maintenance of peace, and who

regarded any success in furthering détente as an opportunity to boost his own
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this “frustrating event” (as President Johnson called it). Shortly before the deci-
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prestige. His opposite number in the United States, Richard Nixon, who came. -rian Democrats. A government declaration of October 28 contained the decisive
to office in January 1969, was a pragmatically minded Republican who in discus-:
sions with his Soviet adversary needed to take less heed of ideological hard-liners
and the “military-industrial complex” {which President Eisenhower had com
plained about) than cither of his Democratic predecessors. Finally and most im
portantly, the election in the Federal Republic of Germany of a socialist-libera

coalition under the leadership of Willy Brandt as chancellor in October 1969-_.

concession that was essential for a compromise in the German question: “Even if
‘rwo states exist in Germany,” ran the key passage in the document, “they are not
foreigners to one another; their relations o one another can only be of a special
‘nature.””® One month later, the Federal Republic signed the Nuclear Weapons
‘Non-Proliferation Treaty, which the Christian Democrats had consistently
'opposed.

signaled the country’s resolution not to stand in the way of détente any longer, * In the discussions berween the Federal German government and the Soviets,
but rather to use the process to make the border between the two Germanies: which began in December 1969 at the Soviet Foreign Ministry, the Soviet for-
more porous. eign minister, Andrei Gromyko, at first insisted on unqualified legal recognition
of the GDR and on explicit rejection of any possibility of reunificarion. But with
the discreet support of KGB head Yuri Andropov, Brandt’s negotiator Egon
Bahr managed to push through a formulation that allowed for the possibility of

recognizing the GDR while still keeping the basic question of the two Ger-

The Federal Republic’s Eastern Treaties

At first Nixon put off the summit that Johnson had been at pains to arrange
with the Soviet leadership, and also dragged his feet on beginning negotiations

manies open; thus, in the Moscow Treaty concluded between the Federal Re-
on strategic arms limitation. Before he started concluding any treaties, the new: public and the USSR, and signed by Brandt and Kosygin on August 12, 1970,
president first wanted to get an overview of the situation and to consolidate the:

Western alliance under his leadership. This delay caused Brezhnev to focus his

there was only mention of the “inviolability” of the existing borders within Eu-
rope, “including the Oder-Neisse Line, which forms the western state boundary
attention in the détente dialogue far more intently on the Europeans than hf::; of the People’s Republic of Poland, and the border between the Federal Republic
had done hitherto~—and in particular on the Germans. In his Budapest Appeal
of March 17, 1969, he softened the hard line against the Federal Republic ex-

pressed in the Karlsbad resolutions of April 1967. Recognition of the GDR and

of Germany and the German Democratic Republic.” At the same time, the So-
viet government accepred without challenge a diplomatic note from the German
foreign minister, Walter Scheel, in which the Federal Republic government an-
the Oder-Neisse Line were now seen, not as prerequisites for normalizarion of nounced that “chis treaty does not conrradict the Federal Republic of Germany’s

relacions, but instead as interim goals in the context of a “pan-European confer- wider goal of working toward a state of peace in Europe, in which the German

ence on security.” And the Warsaw Pact countries no longer demanded a “peace “

people might regain its unity through free self-determination.”
The Moscow Treaty provided the framework for the Federal Republic to en-

ter into agreements henceforth with the GDR, Poland, and Czechoslovakia.

sertlement based on the existence of two German states” but instead soughc just
“recognition of the GDR's existence”; they also left a good deal of latitude re-
garding exactly what form this recognition should rake. The Poles—who would have preferred to conclude a treaty with Bonn before the
West Germany’s Grand Coalition government responded to the Budapest Moscow signing in order to stress cheir independence—made the first move. The
Appeal by proposing that negociations on a reciprocal renunciation of force signing of the treaty between the countries on December 7, 1970, at which
should be resumed. Coalition members disagreed, though, over how far they

should go in these discussions. Accordingly, on the night of the federal elections

Brandt spontaneously knelt down in front of the memorial to the victims of the
Warsaw Ghetto, was seen throughout the world as an expression of German con-
(Seprember 28, 1969} Brandr decided to form a coalition with the Free Demo- trition and a final renunciarion of all terrivorial claims in the East. Discussions

crats, who were more open to rapprochement with the East than were the Chris- with the GDR turned out to be more problematic. Only when implementation
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At the same time the Moscow Treaty smoothed the way for a resolution of
che Berlin problem. The Federal Republic government announced that the treaty
could not enter into force until a satisfactory sertlement of the Berlin issue had
been reached. This prompred the Four Powers to declare themselves ready to
make compromises in the Berlin negotiations, which had begun in March 1970.
Wich the active mediation of Egon Bahr {who was not officially a participant in
the discussions), the Soviet ambassador, Valentin Falin, and his American opposite
number, Kenneth Rush, agreed on the formulation that although West Berlin did
not form part of the Federal Republic, the “connecrions” berween the rwo should
be “maintained and developed.” The Soviet Union expressly assumed responsibil-
ity for guaranteeing free passage berween the western sectors of the city and the
Federal Republic, and the Federal Republic retained the right to represent West
- Berliners at consular level and under certain conditions to include them in interna-
 tional agreements. This Berlin Accord was duly initialed by the ambassadors of the
Four Powers on September 3, 1971.% Thereafter, at short notice, Brezhnev invited
Brand to a personal face-to-face. At the meeting in Oreanda in the Crimea in the
third week of September, the Soviet leader showed much sympathy for Brandt’s

call for détente to be realized in concrete terms through disarmament.
Chancellor Willy Brandt spontaneously kneels before the memorial to the victims of the Warsaw.
Ghetto after the signing of the treaty between Poland and che Federal Republic on December 7,
1970. His act was seen throughour the world as an expression of German contrition and 2 final . US-Soviet Accords
renunciation of all terricorial claims in the East. {@ Bectmann/CORBIS)

The rapprochement berween Bonn and Moscow persuaded Nixon and his security
advisor, Henry Kissinger, to abandon their reservations about the Strategic

of the “new Eastern policy” ran into difficulties in the Federal Republic’s domes- Arms Limitations Talks (SALT). Preliminary discussions began in Helsinki in

tic political arena did the GDR leadership show itself willing to sign a Basic November 1969, and from April 1970 onward the plenary negotiations got under

- - - - - H - - 3 - - -
Treaty {on December 21, 1972), in which the two sides agreed to improve inter- way in Vienna. The Americans’ fiest priority was to prevent the Soviets from

German relations and facilitate exchanges, although the preamble made it clear closing the gap in the stockpiles of intercontinental ballistic missiles, a process in

that there were “different perceptions on the national question.”* Negotiations which they had made rapid strides in the latter half of the 1960s. Therefore, their

with Czechoslovakia dragged on even longer. The main sticking point—the opening gambit was to suggest restricting reductions to land-based ICBMs and

question of the validity of the Munich Agreement of October 1938, which had serting an upper limit for the number of “modern, heavy missiles”™ each side could

ceded the Sudetenfand to the German Empire—was resolved in the treaty of deploy. Multiple-warhead missiles (MIRVs; multiple independently targecable

December 11, 1973, in which both sides declared Munich null and void, though reentry vehicles), such as those the United States had developed in the interim,

without touching upon the thorny question of the nationality of the Sudeten would be banned only on the condition that the Sovier side agreed ro mutual

Germans. on-site inspecrions.

{ o ]
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The Soviets did not agree to this condition, and so the SALT talks soon socialist brother country. After several days of inconclusive discussions, Brezhnev

reached a dead end. The only progress came in May 1971 when both sides con- :.managed to prevail by arguing that cancellation of the Nixon visit would jeopar-
sented to conclude an agreement limiting ABM systems, so long as these were ize the impending ratification of the Eastern Treaties in the West German
linked to an understanding about certain limitations on intercontinental mis- ';Parliament. Thus, wichout knowing it, Brandt came to the aid of both Brezhnev
siles. But on the American side this concession was still very much bound up and Nixon. Conversely, both Moscow and Washington brought their influence
with the idea that the United States should maintain its strategic superiority. o bear in helping the Eastern Treatics get over parliamentary hurdles. And
The Americans were prepared to allow the Soviets to develop just one ABM when Brandt was about to be ousted by a vote of no confidence, the GDR even
system; they themselves planned to set up four. At the same rime, the stockpile ensured his survival by bribing a Christian Democrat member of parliament.
of submarine-launched ICBMs, far smaller on the Sovietr side than on the chgotiations on the Basic Treaty were concluded shortly before the federal elec-

American, was to be frozen ar current levels. This once again made any agree- tions of November 19, 1972, which effectively became a referendum on the “new
' . Eastern policy.”

Nixon’s state visit to Moscow on May 22~26, 1972, was one of the high-water

ment difficult.

In February 1972, Nixon went on a state visit to China, primarily with the
aim of securing Mao’s support for an “honorable” US withdrawal from Viet marks in the politics of détente. Brezhnev immediately took the opportunity to

nam. But the opening of relations with the Chinese communists, whom the: forge a personal relationship with the American president, while Nixon showed

Americans had shunned up until then, might also have the useful side effect of - himself thoroughly receptive to the general secretary’s friendly overtures. In ad-

making the Soviet leadership more compliant on the question of the strategic:: dirion to the SALT package, the two men signed a whole raft of agreements on

balance of power. But once Nixon realized that this was a vain hope, he did fi- bilateral cooperation. Moreover, it was agreed chat talks on strategic arms limita-

nally assent to the principle of strategic parity with the USSR. Kissinger was tion should continue, especially with regard to technical innovations such as

now free to propose an upper limit to submarine-launched ICBMs that accorded - multiple warheads. Nixon also gave his backing to the Warsaw Pact’s call for a

with Soviet expansion plans. And on a quick visit to Moscow on April 21-22, Conference on European Security and Cooperation to take place the following

1972, he also accepted two ABM systems for each side—one to protect their - year. The two leaders concurred that the question of reductions in conventional

command and control centers and one guarding an offensive missile inscallacion. forces should be discussed at a separarte conference, because it concerned only the

Accordingly, the package of measures in the first strategic arms limitation treaty - members of cthe two military alliances. But above all Brezhnev and Nixon

(SALT I) included not only the ABM accord bur also an agreement to freeze the agreed to keep in regular personal touch with one another in the furure, with

launching facilities for ICBMs at the current (in the interim, roughly equal) : summits between the leaders of the world’s two superpowers becoming a fixed

level, plus a protocol on the upper limit of launching facilities aboard subma- arrangement. Both men were sure that they had laid the foundations for peace-

rines. These agreements were limited to five years. ful cooperation.

By October 1972, negotiations on a US-Soviet trade deal had also been suc-

Nixon’s planned signing of SALT I on a long-awaited presidential visit to -
Moscow was jeopardized at the eleventh hour by a major offensive by North - cessfully concluded. This agreement guaranteed the Soviet Union “most favored
Vietnamese troops that threatened to disrupt his strategy of “Vietnamizing” the nation” status, provided for trade credits, and included clauses on avoiding dis-
war, and to which he responded by mining North Vietnam'’s coastal waters and ruption of markets and regulating trade disputes, as well as the establishment of
resuming the bombing campaign against Hanoi and Haiphong. This gave op- official trade missions in Washington and Moscow. A separate agreement regu-
ponents of arms limitation in Moscow an opening to argue that the general sec- lated the mutual opening of ports and the equal distribution of cargo between

US and Soviet ships. Furthermore, the US president gave the Export-Import
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retary could not play host to a US president who was engaged in bombing 2
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Bank of the United States authority to extend its credit facilities to the Sovie . which only succeeded in stirring up public condemnation around the world, he

Union. The intention was to make American capital and American know-how s forced to give in. A peace agreement on Vietnam was signed in Paris by Kiss-
p W

readily available for the exploitation of raw materials in the USSR—which for inger and Hanoi’s representative, Le Duc Tho, on January 23, 1973. Five days

economic representacives in the Soviet leadership was one of the key objectives fater, the guns fell silent—albeit only temporarily.

of dérente, scarcely less important than the goals of mainraining peace on the
basis of the status quo and limiting the amount of resources squandered on the

The CSCE and MBFR Talks

Arms race,

Brezhnev’s return visit to the United States took place in June 1973. After: Preparatory talks on the forthcoming Conference on Security and Cooperation

in Europe began in Helsinki on November 22, 1972. By the start of June 1973,

first stopping over in Washington, at the president’s special request the genera

secretary then flew in the presidential jet to Nixon’s country retreat in San Clem- the thirty-five nations involved—including every European state except Alba-

ente, California. There, further treaties were signed, including agreements on - nia, plus Canada and the United States—were all agreed on the agenda, which

strengthening culeural and scientific ties and on the peaceful use of nuclear en- was to comprise four main points: questions of security in Europe; questions of

ergy. Brezhnev supported Nixon’s suggestion that summits should henceforth cooperation in trade, science, and technology, as well as environmental con-

be held on a yearly basis, alternating berween the two countries. Finally, an ac- cerns; questions of cooperation in humanitarian and other areas; and lastly,

cord on the prevention of nuclear war was concluded; it addressed the long- questions on the follow-up after the conference had ended. Initially for the first

standing Soviet call for a mutual renunciation of che first use of nuclear weap- point, informally dubbed Basket One, there was o be worked out a caralog of

ons. The United States had always rejected this idea, because it effectively meant principles to which the participants would commit themselves to adhere to in

revoking the guarantee of deterrence for America’s European allies. After some. their relations with one another. Over and above that, pressure from the Euro-

tough negotiarions, Nixon now put his signature to a general repudiation of the pean NATO member states and some neutrals secured approval for negotiations

use of force combined with an undertaking to consult the other side if a nuclear - on confidence-building measures in the military sphere. On the third point,

conflict looked likely. Aside from being a goodwill gesture, this arrangement did - delegates from the Federal Republic and their Western European allies managed

little more than formalize the existing consultation framework. to get onto the agenda negotiations on reunifying families, freedom of informa-

In parallel with the development of US-Soviet relations, America began to tion and of travel, as well as cultural and other kinds of exchanges. The represen-

withdraw from Vietnam. Afrer China halted its supply of military and other aid tatives of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact states accepted this only very

in the wake of Nixon’s visit to Beijing, the North Vietnamese leadership were . reluctantly; ultimately, though, they realized that if such marters were not dis-

persuaded—nort least by the ferocious bombing offensive in the spring 1972—to cussed, no significant progress would be made on economic cooperation (Basket

fall in with an arrangement that allowed che United States to at least maintain Two), an issue that they set great store by.

the semblance of 2 “peace with honor.” It entailed American troops, who by 1972 At the conference proper, which got under way on July 3 in Helsinki and was

had already been reduced to 78,000 men, to withdraw completely from the continued by diplomars thereafter in Geneva, representatives of the Western

country, while the Thieu administration and the revolutionary government of powers, mainly with the support of neutral countries, called for all joint com-

the NLF would remain in place until new countrywide elections were held in - muniqués to reflect Western principles of cooperation and peaceful change.

South Vietnam. Thieu was opposed to this settlement, fearing that he could not Gromyko, who led the Soviet negotiating team and was concerned to protect the

hold out for long against the Viet Cong with only material aid from the United Sovietr empire, was vehemently opposed to this demand, but in the end gave in

States. But after a resumption of the bombing campaign over Christmas 1972, every time it was raised. He did not want to be held responsible for scuttling the
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conference, which had always played a pivotal role in the Soviet conception of

dérente.

Indeed, the conference proceedings were ultimately a greater expression of a
commitment to change than they were an acknowledgment of the status quo. In

the basic declaration, the participants did stress the principles of territorial in-

tegrity, the inviolability of borders, and the commitment not to become involved

in the internal affairs of other states. Yet at the same time they called on all states
to observe “freedom and political independence” and to grant their peoples the
right to self-determinarion, pledged to repudiate “all forms of armed interven-
tion or threat of such action against another member state,” promised to respect
“human rights and basic liberties,” and declared that observance of these rights
was a basic prerequisite for the “furtherance of friendly relations and coopera-
tion” between states. At the urging of the Federal Republic of Germany, a pas-
sage was even included in the basic declaration of principles granting stares the
right to amend their borders “through peaceful means and agreement.” Basket

Three contained a commitment to the “free exchange of persons, informartion,

and opinions.” And in the Document on Confidence-Building Measures, the
participants undertook to announce major military exercises well in advance. .
Follow-up conferences would examine to what extent agreements had been -

observed.**

In the Moscow Politburo, this impressive statement of Western principles
raised the question of whether the Helsinki Final Act did not in fact open the '

floodgates for the Western powers to interfere in the internal affairs of the So-

viet empire. Nevertheless, Brezhnev still forced through its signature—because

he knew that he depended upon cooperation with the West, and because he was

confident he could always deal with any potential dissidents in the customary ..

manner. From July 30 to August 1, the thirty-five heads of government and state

met in the Finnish capital to put their signature to the Helsinki Final Actina
grand closing ceremony. It was subsequently published iz extenso in all the Parry

and government newspapers of the Warsaw Pact. This was in line with standard
practice in socialist countries, but in this instance it was also done to showcase
Brezhnev’s great negotiating triumph. Evidently no one in power paid any heed

to the fact that it also gave citizens of Eastern Bloc states the possibility of ap- .

pealing to the CSCE Final Act.

{ 2o ]

STATES AND THE CHANGING EQUATIONS OF POWER

The West was far less successful in the negotiations to reduce troop numbers
in Europe—for the simple reason that, unlike with the CSCE, the Western na-

- gions could not settle on a common position chat had any chance of being

accepted. While the Federal Republic pressed for a substantial reduction in both
foreign (American and Soviet) and domestic troops as a major contriburion to
the creation of a peaceful order in Europe, France opposed against any scaling-
down whatsoever of the American military presence. The Netherlands and Bel-
gium did not want to be affected by troop reductions, and the United Srates,
afrer showing some initial sympathy for Egon Bahr’s proposal, ended up offering
only minimal reductions in troop numbers. After several failed attempts to
bring the matter to a vote, preliminary ralks opened in Vienna on January 31,
1973, between delegations from NATO and the Warsaw Pact. By the end of July,
consensus had been reached on holding a conference on mutual and balanced
force reductions (MBFR), to include on the Western side the Federal Republic
and the Benelux countries alongside the United States, Great Britain, and Can-
ada as occupying powers, and on the Eastern side the GDR, Poland, and Czech-
oslovakia together with the Soviet Union as the occupying power. It was also
agreed that there should be present observers who were not themselves directly
affected by troop reductions—namely, Hungary and Romania on the Eastern
side and Norway, Denmark, Italy, Greece, and Turkey on the Western side.
France took no part in the conference.

The proposal that NATO brought to the conference table when the negotia-
tions proper began in October 1973 did not put forward any percentage reduc-
tions, but instead set identical maximum troop strengths for both sides. The
suggested ceiling of 700,000 men entailed a reduction of 235,000 for the War-
saw Pact but for NATO just 80,000. Likewise, the Warsaw Pact would have o
withdraw nine thousand tanks, while NATO would not have ro withdraw a
single one. Qualitative aspects of the reductions were not discussed, nor was
there any suggestion by what stages this unequal cutback on the part of the Ease-
ern Bloc forces should proceed. In contrast, the Warsaw Pact countries called for
modest reductions over three years to roughly equal strengths, with the occupa-
tion forces simply returning home, not disbanding entirely. In view of the great
difference in distance of the United Srates and the Soviet Union from Central
Europe, this was clearly to the disadvantage of the Western nations.
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Because NATO showed no sign of backing down from its demand that thc:_ gic weapons. At a meeting in Vladivostok on November 23 and 24, Nixon’s suc-

Warsaw Pact’s superiority in numbers be drastically cut back, Brezhnev did not. Gerald Ford, thrashed out an agreement with Brezhnev that obliged the

CCSSOI.’

feel overly pressured to require his own forces to make any major cuts. His Soviet Union to downgrade the superiority in strategic launch vehicles thar it

awareness of the need for substantial reductions, which he stressed repeatedly in: had in the meantime atrained but thar at the same time gave the USSR the op-
discussions with Brandt and Bahr, clearly rook a backseat ro the traditional stra- portunity of gradually making up its shortfall in MIRVs. But just as the experts
tegic dogma of maintaining the balance of power. And so the conference fizzled 'bcgan working out the fine derails of this settlement in January 1975, the Ameri-
out in fruitless wrangling over different conceptions of parity, which effectively can delegates suddenly insisted on counting the new Sovier Backfire long-range
precluded any possibility of agreement. The Federal Republic government was .bomber into their calculations of the upper weapons limir for the Soviet side,
not robust enough to break this vicious circle, and quickly gave up any actempt. while refusing to put the equally new American cruise missiles on the negotiat-
to do so. This meant that, for the time being, one absolutely key aspect of West.

Germany’s Eastern policy remained in abeyance.

ing table.

In December 1974 the Soviet side found itself even less willing to accede to
this unreasonable demand after the US Congress decided to make the granting
of most-favored-nation status to the USSR and the extension of low-interest
The Rocky Road to SALT I ) : -
credit—as stipulated in the Trade Treaty of October 1972—contingent on So-
The limits to personal diplomacy, on which Brezhnev and Nixon had staked so viet guarantees of free emigration for Russian Jews. Brezhnev had tried o fore-
much, immediately became apparent in the negoriations over strategic arms. stall just such an embargo on the Trade Treaty by tacitly increasing the USSR’s
Over the course of 1974, Brezhnev lost both of his former confederates in his emigration quotas. But after Senaror Henry Jackson made free passage for Soviet
détente policy: Brandt stepped down in May, after realizing that the unmasking Jews a condition of economic support, the general secretary saw no furcher pos-
of his personal aide Giinter Guillaume as a GDR spy meant polirical and per- sibiliry of saving the treaty. The treaty was rescinded, emigration dwindled, and
sonal ruin for him; in August, Nixon announced his departure after the House Brezhnev was faced with the problem of having to justify the military conces-
of Representatives instituted impeachment proceedings against him due to his sions made in the Vladivostok accord with no tangible economic benefits to
conduct in the Watergate affair. As a result, the German détente process ran out show for pursuing déeente.
of steam, while the remaining American advocates of the policy lacked Nixon’s Jackson’s moral crusade against the policy of détente was lent greater reso-
stature. Brezhnev, for his part, was by now beset by serious health problems that nance by the American defeat in Indochina. Whereas the Paris Peace Accords
sapped his former assertiveness; in November he suffered his first stroke, from : had somewhat glossed over the unpalatable fact that it was a defear, it was plain
which he only partially recovered. for all to see in the spring of 1975. The corrupt and demoralized Thieu regime
The erosion of his authority during his last months in office also meant thar - collapsed under the onslaught of a new offensive by the North Viernamese, who
Nixon ran into great difficulties in negotiating even the question of parity in captured the capital, Saigon, on April 30, 1975. Television images of the last US
MIRYVs with the Soviets. During his third meeting with Brezhnev in late June helicoprer to leave the ciry, unable to take all the supporters of the old regime
1974—initially in Moscow and then ac Brezhnev’s summer dacha in Oreanda who had assembled on the roof of the US Embassy, brought home dramatically
to the whole world the humiliation of the mighty American military machine.

A few days earlier, Phnom Penh, the capital of neighboring Cambodia, had fallen

where he had received Brandt—the only accords they could come to were on
subsidiary matters, such as a reduction in the permitted ABM systems from two
to one for either side, a ban on underground nuclear tests with yields of more into the hands of the Khmer Rouge, exponents of a drastic form of hard-line

communism, who promptly set abour liquidating or resettling the counery’s
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than 150 kilotons, and regulations for replacing and destroying ourmoded strate-
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entire urban population. In Laos, which had also been drawn in to the Vietnam
War, the communists were also able to assert themselves: at the end of August;:
the Pathet Lao seized control of the country.

The impression that communism was on the rise everywhere was further
enhanced by the collapse of the Portuguese colonial empire. In April 1974 a
group of young, left-leaning military officers roppled the heir to the long-
standing Salazar dictatorship, Marcello Caetano, immediately granted indepen-.
dence to Portugal’s African colonies, and with the assistance of a rapidly grow-
ing Communist Party conducred an enforced expropriation of large landholdings
in the south of the country. This Carnation Revolution raised the specter of a
communist takeover in one of the oldest NATO partners in Western Europe—
albeir only fleetingly, before the radicals were ousted by more moderate fellow’
officers in the fall of 1975. Thereafter, Cuban support for the Marxist liberation:
movement in Angola raised further concerns. Castro’s troops were bolstered by
Soviet arms shipments and logistical support—just as the CIA gave its backing
to the South Africans, who intervened in Angola on the side of rival, noncom-.
munist guerrilla groups. When the Marxist Movimento Popular de Libertagio-
de Angola (MPLA) gained the upper hand in the Angolan civil war in February
1976, it looked like yet another Soviet victory. '

Afrer Kissinger had managed to draw Egypt into the Western camp, follow-
ing its largely futile attack on Israel in October 1973, Brezhnev had no reserva-
tions in responding to a request for help from the Marxist leader of Ethiopia,.'
Lieurenant Mengistu Haile Mariam, whose country came under atrack from
Somalian troops in June 1977. To underscore its military might, the Sovier
Union'’s support was deliberarely organized on a grand scale. From December
1977, Soviet airplanes ferried to Ethiopia huge amounts of weapons and tanks,
fifteen hundred Soviet milicary advisors, and twelve thousand Cuban combat
troops. With their help, Mengistu managed to drive back the Somalians by Feb
ruary 1978. The Moscow Politburo was quite happy to let the rest of the world
construe this victory as yet more evidence of a concerted communist strategy of
global expansion.

The American presidential elections of November 1976 were won, nor by
Henry Jackson, but by his Democratic Party colleague Jimmy Carter. Carter
was a political greenhorn who was eager to continue the process of détente, but
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who went about it so ineptly that at first he succeeded only in making communi-
cation between the two sides more difficule. His desire to sidestep limiration and
instead bring about a radical reduction in strategic arms broughr a new negotiat-
ing proposal from the Pentagon, who in an attempt to reassert American domi-
nance unpicked the carefully woven compromise reached at Vladivostok, pro-
voking corresponding counterdemands from the Soviet milicary. At the same
cime Carter made a great show of publicly lending his support to Soviet dissi-
dents, which not only led to the Soviet authorities persecuting them more vigor-
ously but also made it more difficult for Brezhnev to establish a direct link with
the US president.

In view of the supposed successes of the Soviet expansion strategy in Africa,
Carter also allowed himself to be persuaded by his security advisor, Zbigniew
Brzezinski, to play the Chinese card more demonstrably than before. In May
1978 he sent Brzezinski to Beijing to discuss the possibility of strategic coopera-
tion and technological aid. The Chinese honored this clear display of partisan-
ship in the Sino-Soviet border dispute by indicating their willingness to normal-
ize relations with the United States without insisting any longer that America
first abandon its support for Taiwan. In mid-December, a joint Chinese-American
communiqué announced to an astonished world the establishment of diplomatic
relations. On a state visit to Washingron in late January 1979, Deng Xiaoping,
the new strong man in the Chinese Politburo, called upon his hosts to join in an
alliance against the Soviet Union.

On February 17, 1979, Chinese troops invaded North Vietnam, which had
just concluded a formal pact with the USSR and was waging war against the
Khmer Rouge in Cambodia. Carter, who had strongly advised Deng during his
visit against such a move, now realized that he had gone too far in taking the
Chinese side against the Soviet Union. On February 27 he instructed Brzezinski
to tell the Soviets that he regarded the “development of good relations berween
our two countries” as his “greazest responsibilicy as president” and therefore viewed
it as a marter of great urgency that the current tension be overcome.™ He then
intervened personally to remove the last vestiges of resistance by Brzezinski and
the Pentagon to restoring the Vladivostok formula in the SALT negotiations.

The SALT II package, which was signed by Brezhnev and Carter at a summit
in Vienna on June 15-18, 1979 {Brezhnev’s planned visit to Washington had been
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waived in view of his poor state of health), provided for a rapid reduction in the

3. New Players

number of Soviet strategic nuclear delivery vehicles to the agreed-upon common
upper limit of 2,250, in return for the Americans limiting both their stockpile of
missiles equipped with multiple warheads to 1,200 and the payload of cruise
missiles carried by each heavy bomber. The problem of the Backfire bomber was -
solved by limiting their number to 275, while Soviet ICBMs were reduced by 150.
This was once again an arrangement that brought no substantive reduction in WHILE East and West learned the hard way how to do business with one an-

nuclear arms, but at least it set limits to a porentially unrestricted arms race and other, new centers of power and new protagonists began to emerge in global

could thereby serve as a basis for further agreements. politics. This first came about as a result either of decolonization or of the libera-

The meeting between Brezhnev and Carter was overshadowed by the poor . tion of individual states from American or Soviet dominance. The process con-
health of the general secretary (who in the meantime, in 1977, had also assumed -

: rinued when, during the 1970s and 1980s, 2 number of Asian states made the
the office of president of the Supreme Soviet) and by the US president’s clear lack :

transition to becoming modern industrialized societies. Finally, the creation of

of preparation. However, both men assured one another that they were keen to * cartels among oil-exporting countries also brought shifts in the balance of power

take the process of international détente forward. They also broke the ice in cheir thar worked against the bipolar state structure. Western industrialized states

personal relations. Carter, who ar first had behaved in a very formal manner, was - experienced some difficulty in coming to terms with these changes, giving rise to

by the third day making toasts to “my new friend, President Brezhnev,” while in 3 many disputes, particularly between the United States and its European allies.
private circles Brezhnev described the American president as “essentially quitea
nice guy after all.”* After both had signed the SALT II Treaty at the conclusion . )
of negotiations, Brezhnev took the initiative to kiss Carter. The press photo of - The Non-Aligned Movement

this moment became an abiding universal symbol of the Vienna Summit. The origins of the movement of nonaligned states can be traced back to 1947,

when Jawaharlal Nehru, in his role as interim president even prior to Indian in-
dependence, invited Asian and Arab governments and leaders to New Delhi to
attend the Asian Relations Conference. The aim of the Indian premier was to
foster a sense of solidarity among the colonized peoples of the Asian continent
and thereby create a more concerted front when dealing with the world’s major
powers. This proved a dificult task, however. The permanent organization
of participating states that he called into being was largely insignificant. Com-
mon principles such as freedom of association and neutrality vis-a-vis the two
superpowers were not formulated until a conference organized by Egypt’s presi-
dent Nasser in Cairo in 1952. A conference in the Indonesian city of Bandungin
April 1955, attended by delegations from six African and rwenty-three Asian
countries (including, at Nehru’s insistence, the People’s Republic of China), then
promulgated a list of further principles, including reciprocal recognition of sover-

eignty, noninterference in the internal affairs of other countries, the settlement
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of disputes by peaceful means, and cooperation. There was also a call foraban on single common-interest group. Under the influence of dependency theory, which

all nuclear weapons. had been formulared by Latin Aimerican social scientists, the participant nations
In the same year, Nehru established relations with Josip Broz Tito of Yugo- Jaid aggressive demands at the door of imperialist and colonialist “exploirers.” At
stavia, who in 1948 had thwarted Stalin’s attempr to have him replaced, for his 2 further conference in Algiers in October 1967, attended by seventy-seven staes,
insubordinare artitude, by more compliant comrades, and who ever since had’ these claims were enunciated more precisely: these now focused on granting
been pursuing his own individual path roward socialism. This contact served to* rariff preferences for raw materials and commodities from developing countries,
expand the hitherto somewhat nebulous sense of solidarity among African and - more generous development aid packages from the industrialized countries, and
Asian countries into a much more rigidly organized group of nonaligned states. according developing countries special unconditional drawing rights in the In-
In September 1961, representatives of twenty-five nonaligned countries met in - ternational Monetary Fund. The Group of 77 thereby established ieself as che
economic lobby for the Third World.

The Group’s international profile rose in the 1970s when the huge debt prob-

Belgrade; those taking part included Cuba, together with a number of the newly -
independent African states, led by Ghana and Guinea. Nehru now tried to pres-
ent the group as a champion of world peace, but without much success. High lems of many developing countries started to emerge. Summits of the nonaligned
minded resolutions calling on the great world powers to return to the negotiar- countries were by then being held on a regular cycle of every three years, and
ing table tended to gloss over Soviet transgressions such as the building of the
Berlin Wall.

Bur the movement ran into a real crisis in Ocrober 1962 when Chinese roops

were increasingly dominated by Latin American countries. At the same time the
Group of 77 increasingly began using the United Nations as a forum to air their
grievances. In 1974, at the Sixth Special Session of the General Assembly, they
occupied the unpopulated region of eastern Ladakh, vital for communications managed to get passed a resolution calling for the creation of a “new world eco-
nomic order.” And at the Fourth United Nations Conference on Trade and
Development (UNCTAD IV), which met in Nairobi in 1976, they obtained an

agreement to implement an integrated program for commodities thar, it was

with Tibet, which lawfully belonged to India. Nehru's response was to try to -
draw the Soviet Union into the circle of Afro-Asiatic powers as a counterweight
to China. Indonesia voiced concern at this development and Pakistan found it
totally unacceprable; as a result, discussions on holding a second Bandung Con- hoped, would provide protection from excessive fluctuations in the price of raw
ference, which Indonesia’s President Sukarno had been strongly lobbying for, materials. The next two meetings of UNCTAD, in 1979 and 1983, yielded no
ended in October 1965 with an indefinite postponement of the planned meet- concrete proposals, but UNCTAD VII in Geneva in 1987 saw a rapprochement
ing. However, Tito and Nasser made sure that the Non-Aligned Movement between developing and developed countries, with the latter agreeing to provide
continued as an organization, by convening a second conference in Cairo in targeted support for homegrown development projects.

Naturally, UNCTAD accords suffered ultimarely from cheir lack of binding

force. The Non-Aligned Movement was also weakened by political disagree-

Qcrober 1964. China was not invited to these talks; instead, a whole slew of new
African countries took part in proceedings.

Yet the real impetus in giving new direction to the movement, and at the ments. In the late 1970s, Castro’s actempt to get the nonaligned nations to form
same time securing its long-term future, was provided by Fidel Castro with his a closer relationship with the Soviet Union was vetoed by Tito, Cuba’s military
Solidarity Conference of the Peoples of Asia, Africa, and Latin America, held in intervention on the side of the USSR in the conflict berween Erhiopia and So-
Havana in January 1966, to which he invited representatives of eighty-two coun- malia was heavily criticized, and Castro lost his leading role in the movement.
eries. This meeting emphasized for the first time the continuing economic de- More intensive South—South relations, such as the Cuban support for the MPLA
pendence on the world’s major industrialized countries of nations that had regime in Angola or the trade links between Brazil and several African countries,

emerged from colonialism, drawing states from three separate continents into a were either strictly remporary or confined to individual countries. Even so,
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cohesion between the nonaligned nations helped counter the polarization be:
eween East and West. They also succeeded in putting the problem of underdevel-
opment firmly on the agenda of international politics. Their efforts ensured that
this issue came to the fore again and was engaged with more seriously once the

East-West conflict had drawn to a close.

Japan and the Tiger Economies

However, of far greater influence on the course of international politics was the:
rise of Japan and the smaller East Asian states and territories of South Korea;
Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Singapore. This development had its roots in industri-
alization processes that began in the nineteenth century; although these were
then seriously disrupred by civil wars and other regional conflicts in the first half
of the twentiech century, they were not halted altogether. Shrewd, though indi-
vidually quite different, development strategies and discreet support by the
American or British colonial powers ensured that the growth of these territo-
ries’ industrial sectors took on a dynamism that earlier industrialized societies
had not experienced, and that in consequence took the Western world by
surprise. :

This development first became apparent in Japan. Under the protection of
high tariff walls and further aided by an undervaluing of the yen—both of which:

were tolerated by the United States in order to maintain stability in the region

during the Cold War—industrialization took off in Japan from the mid-1950s. :

onward. More and more people moved from the countryside into the cities. Sub-
stantial investment in education and low wages promoted the growth of a number
of world-beating branches of manufacturing, aided by a political organization of
the market, which was geared to raising productivity. The first industries to be-
come competitive in the international arena were textiles and the manufacture
of optical instruments. These were followed in the 1960s by shipbuilding and.
steelmaking, and shortly thereafter by the automobile industry, The next sector
to experience a boom, favored by rising wages in the interim, was electronics.
'Thus, as early as 1968, Japan generared a higher gross national product than the
Federal Republic of Germany, and it became the world’s second strongest eco-
nomic power after the United States. Per capita income in the country doubled
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‘in less than a decade, while the proportion of Japanese who worked in agricul-
‘rure fell from 38 percent in 1955 to just 12.6 percent in 1975,

- Growth rates slowed in the 1970s, in part as a result of the fourfold increase
in the price of crude during the oil crisis of late 1973, but also thanks ro growing
pressure to improve the standard of living. Public spending as a proportion of
GNP increased from 12,7 percent in 1973 to 17.7 percent in 1980, In principle,
though, growth continued unabated, because Japan flooded the world market
with high-value but still relatively cheap consumer goods. Japanese manufactur-
ing also partly benefired from a homegrown industrial know-how that out-
stripped foreign competition. Major investment in research and the targeted de-
velopment of high-tech industries {such as computers, electronics) laid the
foundarion of an unprecedented export boom in the firse half of the 1980s.

Japan’s economic rise played a major part in securing the country’s auton-
omy from the American occupying power. As early as 1967 the government
demanded that the United States return Okinawa to Japanese sovereignty.
During a 1969 visit to Washington, Prime Minister Satd Eisaku secured a US
pledge ro hand back the island by May 15, 1972. The American military bases
would remain, but jurisdiction over the territory would be transferred to the
Japanese authorities. In the renewal of the US-Japanese Security Treaty in
June 1970, both sides were accorded the right to rerminate chis arrangement
with one year’s notice. When Nixon established contact with the Chinese
leadership in the spring of 1972 withour first consulting his Japanese allies,
Tokyo decided to instigate diplomatic relations with Beijing with no further
regard for American interests. During a state visit by Prime Minister Tanaka
Kakuei to Beijing in September 1972, Japan announced that the peace treacy it
had signed with the Chinese Nationalist regime on Taiwan in 1952 was now
null and void: Japan recognized Taiwan as an integral part of the People’s
Republic of China.

The forging of diplomatic relations with Mao Zedong’s China by Japan was
followed by their intensification. When negotiations over a peace treaty with the
Soviet Union foundered on the Japanese demand for return of the southern Ku-
ril Islands, Japan promptly signed a Peace and Cooperation Treaty with the PRC
on August 12, 1978, despite opposition from the Soviet Union. Though it did not
put the Peace Treaty with the United States in jeopardy, through this act Japan
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had laid rhe foundation for an independent role in the four-cornered balance of

power in the Pacific region.
This role was further serengthened by a dramatic rise in Japanese oversea
investment. From 1975 to 1987, Japanese direct investment in foreign production
facilities increased tenfold. These investments were made in part to circumvent
protectionist measures in foreign markets, but also to outsource manufacturin
to countries with lower wages. There was also increasing invesement in foreign
bonds, shares, and debrt securities. As a result of the US trade deficit, by 1983
Japan had become the leading provider of credit in the global economy. In
1987, Tokyo replaced New York as the world’s leading stock market. In the
same year, though, it became clear that Japanese banks had incurred huge
losses by speculating on investment and property in Southeast Asia. The stock
markets crashed, and banks and companies recorded massive losses. Yet thi
end to disproportionate growth could not alter the fact that Japan had firmly
established itself as a leading international power in industry and finance.
The change to an industrialized society came later in South Korea and Tai:
wan than in Japan, but when it did come, it was even more dynamic. In both
countries, politically motivated support by the United States played a major role
A specific division of labor with Japan was also highly significant. Japanese firm
invested in South Korea in order to take advantage of the lower wages there, an
Taiwanese companies imported Japanese raw materials and parcly finished
goods for processing. In both cases, therefore, industrial growth was export
driven right from the starc. High-value finished goods at competitive prices were
shipped primarily to the United States—initially cheap, labor-intensive prod
ucts such as textiles and toys, followed in the 1970s by heavy industrial good
like ships and construction plant, and in the 1980s by high-specification elec
tronic appliances. Particularly with regard to the lareer, South Korea developed
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world-bearing technical know-how.

Export-oriented growth was still more dynamic in the city-territories of
Hong Kong and Singapore. Here it was not so much a case of a transition from:
agriculture to industry, but rather from trade to manufacturing, Both cities had:
developed as commercial centers and milirary bases of the British Empire, and
they now saw themselves cut adrift from their respective hincerlands: Hong Kon
by Mao Zedong’s communist regime, which became a closed, inward-looking .

$32,540
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Major recipients of Japanese foreign direct invesement, 1989 (in millions of US dollars).
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economic enticy, and Singapore by its separation from the Federation of Mala
sia in 1965. In the switch to producing high-quality goods, Hong Kong benefited
from the influx of well-educared Chinese refugees and Chinese capiral. Sing

reed to in 1984); its people were governed by a parernalistic administration
hat allowed them only minimal participation.

[t is 2 matter of political debate as to whether this curtailing of democratic

pore opted for openness to foreign investment in conjunction with state control ights promoted the modernization process. But what is beyond dispute is that

over the development ofinfrastructurc. Both states b}’ ncccssity manufacturcd' 1 five states were charactcrizcd by an CX[L‘CI‘E}Cl}’ shrewd combination of enrre-

o

from the outset for the world market, in the process developing a product rang

_pl-cncurial freedom with precise political micromanagement of the economy.
very much akin to that of South Korea and Taiwan burt wichout the heavy indus-

::}—Iowcver, protracted rule by a single party, or asingle president, led in the case of

trial component, which was an option only in states with more territory at their. Japan and South Koreato a high degree of corruption. It is also true to say that

disposal. Up to the 1980s, both also became important financial centers. in all five countries the social consequences of economic modernization under-
In this way, the per capita income of Hong Kong and Singapore rose durin
¥ p 8

the 1980s to more than twice that in South Korea and Taiwan. What made the

mined authoritarian rule over time.

growth of these four East Asian states so significant in terms of global politics was:
that by 1988 their combined output accounted for 8.1 percent of world trade. This'
was only slightly less than that of Japan (9.6 percent) and almost double thar of all:

The Middle East Conflict and the Oil-Producing States

‘The rise of the oil-producing states started long before the world began to take

Latin American countries put together (4.2 percent). Considering thar this share
had been just 1.6 percent in 1963 explains why these states collectively became:
known in the West as “tiger economies.”* They preferred to refer to themselves as

the “four Jittle dragons.”

Politically, the growth of the East Asian states took place under more or less.
authoritarian regimes. In Japan the ruling Liberal Democratic Party, in fact a
coalition of rival conservative groups, was able to consolidare its grip on power in’

an unbroken series of election victories; only after the economic collapse in the

late 1980s did a coalition of opposition parties take over the reins of government
for a short spell from 1993 onward. In May 1961 in South Korea, General Park
Chung Hee established a military government thar oscillated between repres-
sion and seeking an electoral mandate, bur did not allow free and fair elections

until 1987. Taiwan was ruled by the Guomindang, who had moved to the island

after losing the civil war, with their leader, Chiang Kai-shek, serving as president
from 1950 until his death in 1975. Only when martial law was lifted in 1987 did
the democratic process begin. In Singapore, the originally socialist People’s Ac-
tion Party (PAP) won election after election. Its longtime leader Lee Kuan Yew,
prime minister from 1959 to 1990, repeatedly turned to repressive measures from
the 19705 onward to stifle any opposition. Lastly, Hong Kong remained a British
Crown Colony until it was handed back to China in 1997 (the transfer was
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notice of it. Over the course of the 1960s, the industrialized countries of Europe
and Japan became increasingly dependent for their energy supplies on imported
oil. At the same time, American oil imports rose by so percent in ten years, as US
domestic oil reserves began to dwindle. Hand in hand with the increasing im-
portance of oil reserves in the Near and Middle East in supplying the energy
needs of the industrialized world—from just 7 percent at the end of the Second

World War, their share of world production had grown to 38 percent by 1973

came a growing sense of self-confidence within the regimes of oil-producing
countries and consequently an ever-greater share in the revenue generated by ex-
traction. In 1970 Colonel Muammar Gaddafi used the threat of nationalizing
the Libyan oil industry to demand a substantial hike in prices and quoras. Because
Western European states imported a quarter of their oil from Libya, Gaddafi’s
gambir paid off, opening the floodgates for other oil-producing countries to im-
pose similar increases. Around the same time, the British withdrew its forces
from Kuwait and the United Arab Emirates on the Persian Gulf, which together
supplied more than one-third of all the oil from the Near and Middle East.
Crude oil prices skyrocketed as the Middle East conflict loomed. Driven by
growing criticism from the Arab World, Egypt’s president Nasser decided in the
spring of 1967 to launch a new assault on Isracl. The Israeli government preempred
his artack by ordering, on June s, 1967, an air strike that virtually destroyed the

J 1zg Tt




WILFRIED LOTH

entire air forces of Egypt, Jordan, Syria, and Iraq on the ground. Thereafter, the
ground forces of the Arab allies stood no chance. Within the space of four days,
Israeli troops had occupied the Old City of Jerusalem, the West Banlk, and the
Sinai Peninsula as far as the Suez Canal. They heeded a UN appeal for a ceasefire
only after taking control of the Golan Heights on the border with Syria on June 1
However, this lightning-fast Six-Day War brought Israel no nearer to peace. The
Arab nations continued to deny the right of the State of Israel to exist, and a war
of attrition set in on the country’s borders.

Yet the Arab states could not endure the humiliation of the 1967 defeat for
long. Nasser’s successor, Anwar Sadat, found himself pressured to atrack Isracl
once again in 1973, this time with the aim of securing a frontier thar would be.
acceptable to both sides. With this objective in mind, Egyptian troops were to.
seize the zone around the Suez Canal, while Syria was to simultaneously retake.
the Golan Heights. These could then become bargaining chips to get Israel © f
the negoriating table; at the same time the oil-exporting countries, primarily.
Saudi Arabia, would bring pressure to bear on Western governments. Once:
Faisal, king of Saudi Arabia, had assured him of his support in August 1973,
Sadar prepared for war.

The armies of Egypt and Syria began their oftensive on October 6, 1973, on
Yom Kippur, the Jewish Day of Atonement. Equipped with far beteer arms than
in 1967, they soon achieved all their objectives. However, from October 8 on-
ward, Israeli armored units and ground-attack aircraft began to recapture the
Golan Heights. An Egyptian relief offensive in the Sinai was repulsed, and the
Israelis established a bridgehead on the west bank of the Suez Canal. Now thaca
military stalemate had been reached, the Organization of Petroleum Exporting
Countries (OPEC), meeting on October 17 in Kuwait and led by Saudi Arabia’s
skillful oil minister Ahmed Zaki Yamani, decided to raise oil prices by 70 per-
cent and to progressively choke off supplies, at a rate of 5 percent per month, to
countries that supported Isracl. When President Nixon announced $2.2 billion
in aid for Israel two days later, Faisal imposed a total oil embargo on the Unired
States.

But the pressure resulting from these decisions now prompted the Nixon:
administration to throw its weight behind an early ceasefire and a lasting peace
settlement. The Sovier Union had initially supported the Arab side by airlifting

J 136}

STATES AND THE CHANGING EQUATIONS OF POWER

men and materiel, for fear that otherwise it would lose any influence over its al-
Jies. At the same time, though, it also called for a ceasefire. The Nixon adminis-
rration responded in kind, airlifting vital supplies to Isracl and seeking an end ro
the fighting. When Israel, whose forces were now advancing beyond the west
bank of the Suez Canal, showed no sign of complying, Brezhnev sent a telegram
to Nixon on October 24 urging the dispatch of 2 joint US-Soviet military con-
tingent. If necessary, Brezhnev added, the Sovier Union would not shy away from
“taking appropriate steps unilaterally.” This message prompted Kissinger to
put US forces worldwide on red alert. He followed this up by putting pressure on
Isracl to fall in line, and hostilities were suspended on the night of October 2.6.

In order to progress swiftly from a ceasefire to a peace settlement, Kissinger
now embarked on an intensive round of shuttle diplomacy between Cairo, Tel
Aviv, and Damascus. By January 18, 1974, he had brokered a disengagement
agreement berween Egypt and Israel, under which Israeli forces would pull back
to positions just forward of the passes through the Sinai and hand over control
of the Suez Canal Zone ro UN peacekeeping troops. The negotiations with Syria
went on much longer; only at the end of May 1974, after a brief resumption in
the fighting, did Syria’s president, Hafez al-Assad, agree to a settlement rhar in-
volved Israeli forces withdrawing from the positions they had taken in Qcrober
1973 and the creation of another UN buffer zone on the border with the Golan
Heights. The oil-producing countries acknowledged Kissinger’s efforts by lifting
their embargo against the United Startes.

Yet irreconcilable demands still stood in the way of a wider peace settlement.
In November 1977, Sadar, driven by Egypt’s crippling debt to sue for peace, made
a dramaric bid to break the deadlock in the negotiations: he announced that he
would go “to the ends of the Earth” to secure peace, even to the Knesset. Israel
felt duty-bound to invite him. On November 20 he told the Knesset his price for
recognizing Israel and engaging in peaceful cooperation: wichdrawal from che
areas occupied in 1967 and the establishment of a Palestinian state on the West
Bank. This initiative was widely applauded throughout the world and placed
Israel under pressure to assent.

Followinga series of fruitless bilateral negotiations between Lsrael and Egypr,
at a meeting with Sadat and the Israeli prime minister, Menachem Begin, on
September 6-17, 1978, President Jimmy Carter finally managed to obrain an
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Israeli promise to end its military occupation of the West Bank and the Gaza
Strip. He then stymied Israel’s attempts to retreat from this position with trip
to Cairo and Jerusalem in March 1979. On March 26, 1979, the Israel-Egyptia;
Peace Agreement was signed in Washingron. Carter also signed as a witness..In
line with this accord, Israel’s forces withdrew from the Sinai in two phases b
1982; Israeli sectlements in the Sinai were also abandoned. Two months after the
agreement went into force, talks began on realizing Palestinian autonomy. These
though, were to be the source of new friction, this time between the Israelis and
the Palestinians themselves. .

Arameeting on November 4-5, 1973, the represencatives of the oil-producing
states passed further resolutions thar resulted in a quadrupling of the oil prié¢
compared to its cost at the beginning of November. In doing so, they were carr_'y.
ing out the strategic role in the Middle East conflict that had been envisaged for
them by Sadat’s alliance strategy, by radically shifting the economic balance of
power in their favor, Overall, OPEC’s oil revenues increased more than three-
fold in 1973 alone, from US$33 billion to $108 billion-—a sum that represented 13
percent of che value of all exports worldwide ** Ac a stroke, then, the OPEC
states became major players on the stage of global politics—able not only to in-
fluence commercial activity but also to attract foreign workers and invest a por:
tion of their immense profits in the industrialized countries.

'The new influx of wealth into the countries of the Arabian Peninsula broug
about an abrupt shift from seminomadic feudal societies to paternalistic welfare:
state systems that enabled the ruling sheikhdoms to consolidate their hold on
power. Their dependency on prosperous merchant families declined, while the
leaders of rival tribal groups could be involved in administering the new prosper
ity, and the general populace, who formerly had ro eke out a precarious existence,
could now be pacified chrough generous state spending on welfare programs. A
world-renowned architects set about transforming tradirional royal capitals and
ports into ultramodern cities, and foreign workforces assembled a state-of-the-
art petrochemical industry, governments in the region instituted comprehensive
educarional programs and began to develop their own manufacturing indus
tries. However, this sector’s share of GNP remained modest. Also, the grea
majority of the newly educated indigenous population were absorbed into the:

rapidly growing civil service—the so-called petro-bureaucracy. In Saudi Ara-
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bia, which called the shots in the region, the royal family was also careful not to
upset the religious leaders of the influential Wahhabi sects, thereby ensuring
that they did not become rallying points for potential opposition to its rule.

In contrast, in Iran the new wealth was visited upon a much more advanced,

complex society; but the reigning shah, Reza Pahlavi, proved much less compe-

-~ genr in distributing it. The shah staked everything on developing a modern in-

dustrial sector at the cost of alienating the traditional middle classes; he also
pourcd huge sums into the armed forces, used police repression to keep the
country’s progressive elite from gaining power, and alienated Iran’s religious
leaders with his atctempts av modernization. When the country went into reces-
sion in 1978 as a result of failed investments, the Shi‘ite spiritual leader Ayarollah
Ruhollah Khomeini attracted a mass following with his tirades against the god-
less shah who had made common cause with che Western “devils.”

The Pahlavi regime’s brutal crackdown on protests only encouraged their
spread. Khomeini was expelled in August 1978, but his influence continued to
grow while he was in exile. From a Paris suburb he dispatched messages on cas-
sette tapes to be replayed to the faithful in mosques and assembly rooms, and
issued instructions by telephone to the leaders of various opposition groups. At
the beginning of December, he used the occasion of the commemoration of the
death of the Shi‘ite martyr Hussein ibn Aliin AD 680 to call for a mass protest:
on December 10 almost two million people joined a demonstration in Tehran
against the shah’s rule. Reza Pahlavi’s last resore was to install a civilian govern-
ment and flee the country with his family on January 16, 1979, intending to re-
turn when the situation had calmed down.

However, things did not pan out this way. Khomeini returned in triumph
from exile on February 1 and immediately set up an alternative government. He
managed to largely neutralize the generals, and after a single, if bloody, battle
between the Imperial Guard and dissident air force units, the shah’s regime
stood down on February 11.

In the ensuing power struggle to establish a new political order, two events
played into Khomeini’s hands: the occupation of the US Embassy in Tehran by
militant students on November 4, 1979, and the war with Iraq, which began
with an atrack by the new Iraqi leader, Saddam Hussein, on September 22, 198c.

In the embassy the students uncovered documents discrediting Western-leaning
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A woman, wearing a black chador and carrying a G3 machine gun, Tehran, February
12, 1979. She is participating in the occupation of Tehran University one day after che
Iranian Revolution. Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini succeeded in mobilizing a mass

following with his tirades against the godless Shah who had made common cause
with the Western “devils.” (Geery Images)
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oliricians. When the US government then sent aid to Saddam Hussein (follow-
hg in the footsteps of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and France) to prevent the Iranian
Revolution from spreading to Irag, this only inflamed anti-American sentiment
1 Lran. In December 1979 2 constitution was approved by referendum that in-
ested a Supreme Religious Leader with extensive executive powers. The war
gainst Iraq gave the theocracy the opportunity to liquidate both moderate poli-
.cians and militant cerrorist opposition; conservative clerics who opposed the
dea of a Supreme Leader were also sidelined.

Bue it was not just in Iran that rapid socioeconomic modernization resulting
from contact with the West contributed to a strengthening and politicizing of
slam. Qther regimes, from Libya to Pakistan, also used Islam’s social cohesive-
ness to hold their states and societies together during major upheavals. Large
ections of the populace set great store by their religious observance as a way of
asserting patriarchal family scructures against the modern crend roward indi-
 vidualism. Finally, many young students who saw themselves deprived by eco-
nomic crises and rigid bureaucracies of any opportunities for advancement were
" drawn into becoming milirant champions of fundamentalist Islam, which pres-
. ently began to emerge as a political movement in its own right. The occupation
- of the Great Mosque in Mecca by about four hundred Islamist students in No-
- yember 1979 gave a first indication of its growing significance.

‘The fall of the shah triggered a second hike in oil prices, with the price of 2
barrel of crude increasing by 1981 (raking inflation into account) to ten times its
cost a decade before. However, this time the increase was not due to concerted
action by the producers, but instead was caused by panic in the markets over the
outcome of the Iranian Revolution and the conflict between two major produc-
ers, Iran and Iraq. The result was a further impetus to economic growth and
modernization in the oil-producing countries. Concurrently, though, OPEC
lost much of the power it had gained in 1973, as there came into being a complex
market mechanism that caused oil prices to fall again from 1985 onward.

The Rambouillet Conference

The second rise in oil prices also had less dramatic consequences because the in-

duserialized countries had learned in the meantime how to deal with this new
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challenge. At the rime of the first increase, the industrialized nations of Western
Europe had just completed the long reconstruction process after the Second
World War, while the costs of the Vietnam War had plunged the United States
into a trade deficit. The Nixon administration had reacted to this developmeng
by abandoning the pegging of the US dollar to the gold standard; cighteen
months later, in the spring of 1973, strenuous efforts to revert to a system of cur
rency parity came to nothing. The heavy burden imposed by the increased cost
of oil led to across-the-board price increases and inflation; growth was slowed
once more, and individual governments” attemprs ro crisis-manage the sicuation
were offset by wild currency fluctuations.

Deeply concerned about the political consequences of inflation, economic
stagnation, and unemployment, French president Valéry Giscard d’Estaing

and German chancellor Helmut Schmide endeavored to work out a common -

strategy for the industrialized countries to weather che crisis. To this end they

invited the American president, Gerald Ford, and the British prime minister,

Harold Wilson, to an intimate summit from November 15-18, 1975, in the

Chéiteau de Rambouillet, so kilometers west of Paris. In acknowledgment o

his country’s major role in the global economy, the Japanese prime minister

Miki Takeo was asked to attend. And to ward off the danger of the eurocom-

munists getting into government in Rome, the Iralian prime minisrer, Aldo

Moro, was also invited.

The six leaders agreed to undermine the cartel of oil-producing countries by .
promoting consumption: none of the oil exporters would henceforth be able to-
afford to artificially choke off the oil supply, but instead all of them would be .
tempted to increase their revenues at the expense of the competition. In addi-
tion, there was also a convergence between the French and American positions |

on the question of the currency markets: the participants did not agree to recurn.

to fixed exchange rates, as Giscard had demanded, but they did agree to make

“every effort to restore stability” and to take steps to prevent “unsettled market -

conditions and unpredictable exchange-rate fluctuations.”™ An interim com-
mittee drafted appendices vo this effect for the treaty governing the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund (IMF) in 1976. Governments were committed to exercis-

ing firm discipline in their budgerary and economic policies, and the IMF was -

charged with monitoring this process.
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The success of the Rambouiller Conference prompted the participants ro
ake meetings between heads of state and government a regular feature. The
.cond meeting took place the very next year, this time with Canada present as
ell. The meetings of the Group of Seven (G-7) helped counter the demands re-
sulting from the rise of the new players on the world stage. Nevercheless, the
:_mngible results of these meetings often failed to live up to expectations: the ten-
dency to bask in the reflected glory of the economically most powerful nations
often trumped any readiness to undertake genuine coordinated action.

Toward a Second Cold War?

The loss of financial and commercial supremacy, and even more so the humiliat-
ing experience of the occupation of the US Embassy in Tehran, strengthened the
trend toward a renunciation of the politics of détente in the United States. Presi-
dent Carter did not manage to secure the release of the fifty-two embassy staff

- taken hostage, either through drastic sanctions such as the seizure of Iranian

capital assets in the United States or through diplomatic channels. An attempt
to free the hostages through direct military action in April 1980 was a disastrous
failure. In the event, it was 444 days before the imprisoned diplomats were able

' to leave the embassy, on January 20, 1981. For the whole of 1980, then, US impo-

tence and the hatred of Islamic fundamentalists were the lead stories nighe after
nighl: on American television. In these circumstances, opposition politicians,
who accused the Carter administration of wantonly sacrificing American inter-
ests in the face of Soviet supremacy, had a field day.

The image of Carter and Brezhnev embracing one another after signing the
SALT II agreement in Vienna was grist to the mill of the opponents of détente,
who had been lobbying strongly against the treaty for months. A Committee on
the Present Danger, which included hard-liners from previous administrations,
such as Eugene Rostow, Paul Nitze, and Dean Rusk, warned of the dangers of
not putting up fierce opposition to Soviet rearmament, which in their view ex-
posed the United States to the risk of a first-strike knockout blow. Others de-
plored the restriction in the number of multiple warheads and cruise missiles the
United States was permitted to deploy, complaining that the Soviets were being
allowed to keep their “heavy” ICBMs, which had no counterpart in the US
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nuclear arsenal. Many regarded arms control treaties in general as a waste o
time, as long as the USSR violated human rights and was busy spreading it
influence throughout the Third World. Senator Jackson, who had accused
Carter, immediately before he left for Vienna, of pursuing a policy of appease:
ment, announced his intention to defeat the treaty in the Senate. Edward Rowny,
representing the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the US SALT delegation, rcsxgned in
protest at the concessions the Carter administracion was prepared to make.

However, the dark warnings about massive Soviet rearmamenct had little ba
sis in fact. Certainly, in 1975 the Soviet Union had begun gradually to equip its
intercontinental ballistic missiles with multiple warheads, and their submarine-
launched missiles surpassed the number of equivalent US weapons, increasing
from 459 on June 30, 1972, to 923 on September 30, 1979, as against the constant
figure of 656 American submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs). Older
rockets were replaced by new ones with more accurate targeting systems, while
the expansion of the Sovier Navy continued. Yet given the huge numerical supe-
riority of the American flect, there was never even the slightest question of the
Soviet Union catching up with the Unired States in terms of naval assets. By

the mid-1970s, a single US aircraft carrier had more firepower than all vessels in
the Soviet overseas fleet put together. The American MIRV program was also’
proceeding at a far faster pace than that of the Soviets. By the start of the 19805
the United States possessed around 9,500 individual warheads for interconti- :

nencal offensive weapons, while the USSR only had some 5,000; according to
the provisions of SALT 11, the United States was allowed a total of 11,500, and

the Soviet Union 9,500. In addition, the American modernization program was -
not lagging behind the Soviets” in any way; indeed, with their cruise missiles,
which were undetectable by radar, the Americans could even boast a new facror,
to which the Soviets initially had no response. Moreover, defense expenditure in _

the Soviet Union had remained static, with some major cuts in the acquisition of
new weapons systems from 1976 onward.>

The restrictions on modernization programs and on the number of multiple
warheads per missile that were agreed upon in SALT II could not, however, en-
tirely dispel the threat of a Soviet knockout blow against American land-based
ICBMs. And the same was true of the American capacity to deliver a preemprive
knockout blow, which would take out a far greater percentage of the Sovier arse-
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nal than a Soviet first strike. And with the construction of a new generation of
MX ICBMs, which could be moved berween several launch sites, the United
Srates was unilaterally acquiring a weapon thar could not be neutralized in a first
strike and that was also very hard to verify. These factors more than outweighed

' the fact that the Soviet Union was the only side with “heavy” intercontinental

missiles. Furthermore, according to the SALT II stipulations, only the USSR
was required to make real cuts in its nuclear missile arsenal (losing 350 missiles or
bombers by January 1, 1981), whereas the United States was still able to reach
targets in the Sovier Union with its cruise missiles.

More justified was Helmut Schmidt’s concern chat the “strategic parity”
between the two superpowers, as laid down in the SALT treaties, made in-
creasingly implausible the threat of a first strike using NATO tactical battle-
field nuclear weapons or an American reraliatory strike. The new Sovier $S-20
intermediate-range missiles, which had been phased in from 1977 onward to re-
place their six hundred or so older $S-4s and SS-5s, were precisely designed to
give the Soviets a first-strike capability against the European NATO allies. Un-
like their predecessors, they were mobile and hence practically invulnerable;
they also had a longer range and—with their lighter launch weight and smaller
explosive force—far greater accuracy; what was more, each missile was ficced
with three warheads. It was therefore not inconceivable that Soviet military
chiefs might use them, in conjunction with their fast and hard-to-stop Backfire
bombers, to launch a surprise attack that would largely eliminate NATO’s
ground troops, air force, and nuclear weapons stationed in Europe. Because the
Europeans could not rely on the fact that their American allies would then re-
ally undertake a retaliatory nuclear strike against the Soviet Union, the only
realistic strategy for preventing such a first strike was to give ongoing assur-
ances of goodwill.

Even so, the second-strike capacity of the Soviet Union by no means pre-
cluded a credible threat of US retaliation in the event of a Soviet attack on the
European NATO allies. Even if most of the fixed missile silos had been wiped
our, the number of American missiles that would still be available to deliver an
unacceptably costly reraliatory scrike was larger than ever, and cheir selective
deployment remained a real option. Plus, by upgrading from the Polaris to the
Poseidon missile system, the US military had increased fivefold {from 80 to 400)
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the number of submarine-based warheads within range of the USSR that thé
NATO Chiefs of Staff could deploy, as well as more than doubling (from 8o to
164) their strike force of nucleararmed F-111 swing-wing bombers thar, flying

Union were launched from the mainland United States, from its submarine
fleet, or from European soil.

. In view of this basic ambivalence, the plan for strategic European rearma-
from air bases in Great Britain, could penetrate deep into Soviet territory. Thus;

nene also ran up against serious criricism from within Western Europe itself. To
in principle NATO also had the potential for a “proportionate” response to an ;

illay these concerns and neutralize any resistance to the stationing of the mis-
attempted Soviet preemptive strike against Western Europe. siles, NATO’s foreign and defense ministers therefore linked their decision to go
As a resulr, Brezhnev found Schmidrt’s concerns hard to understand. He re: ahead with deployment, taken on December 12, 1979, with an offer to the Soviet
garded the replacement of the increasingly dilapidated and vulnerable S5-4 and Union to open new talks on Euro-strategic rearmament. Deployment of the new
SS-5 missiles as a quite normal procedure, comparable to the modernization o nissiles was scheduled to begin in late 1983 and would only take place if the ne-
short-range missiles and forward-based systems thar the West was then engaged gotiations had nor yielded any concrete results by then.
in. It appeared all the more necessary because the United States had steadfastly
refused to include the forward-based systems in any arms control agreement;
and because France, Great Britain, and China had not only modernized buc also

The Afghanistan Crisis

expanded their intermediate-range arsenals. Brezhnev therefore reacted with Yet at first neither the Soviets nor the Americans were prepared to engage in
talks. On the very same day that the Double-Track Decision was taken at NATO

headquarters in Brussels, the Moscow Politburo voted in favor of sending troops

incomprehension when Schmidt, on his very first visit to Moscow in October
1974, tried to engage with him on the problem of the Euro-strategic imbalance:
And when Schmidt attempred in June 1979 to persuade him to reduce the nwm-
ber of $S-20s stationed in Europe, Brezhnev did not step in to countermand:

to Afghanistan. Radical communists under Hafizullah Amin had seized power
there in April 1978 following a military coup, and immediately put in place an
Defense Minister Dmitriy Ustinov’s flat refusal. energetic modernization program that provoked a violent backlash from tradi-
Following endless arguments about the possible replacement of a part of the tional Islamic forces across the country. The Kremlin tried to persuade Amin to
tactical weapons arsenal stationed in Europe with “neurron bombs” (which were tone down his plans and broaden his power base, but when this fell on deaf ears,

meant to cause less damage to infrastructure), at a meeting on the Caribbean’ . the decision was made to topple the radical communists and install 2 more mod-

island of Guadeloupe in early 1979 Carter, Schmidt, Giscard, and British prime- erate leadership that would meet with more support in the country and crush

minister James Callaghan signaled their agreement in principle to stationing; any residual Islamist resistance with the aid of Soviet troops.
new intermediate-range missiles in Europe as a response to Soviet nuclear arms - The decision was controversial, given the likely difficulties of winning a guer-
modernization. European defense experts advocated the deployment of 464 rilla war in the Afghanistan mountains and the threat to détente that would re-
cruise missiles, which could get under Soviet missile defenses, and 108 Pershing sult from another Soviet intervention in a Third World country. However, De-
I missiles, which could hit strategic targets in the Soviet Union within minutes.:

This decision gave NATO another first-strike option, though it did not, admic

fense Minister Ustinov was in favor, presumably counting on the fact that a
quick victory would put him in pole position to succeed Brezhnev. And when he
tedly, obviate the threat of a theoretical preemprive strike by SS-20s. On the and Andropov joined forces to highlight the supposed danger of an alliance be-
other hand, the new intermediate-range missiles shifted the strategic balance of tween the radical communists and the Americans, Brezhnev was won over, On
power (which, in view of the discounting of the forward-based systems, the Sovi-: December 25, 1979, Soviet troops were airlifted to Kabul and to western Afghan-
ers did nor think existed anyway) further in favor of the West. In the Soviets istan, and motorized units simultaneously crossed the border; in total, an invasion

eyes, it made no difference whether American missiles targered on the Soviet force of seventy-five thousand men was mobilized. On the evening of December
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27, the presidential palace in Kabul was stormed and Amin and several of his
most loyal followers were shot dead. Ar the same time, Babrak Karmal, leader of
the moderate communists, announced in a radio broadcast that, as president of
the revolutionary council, he had asked the country’s Sovier friends to help him
overthrow Amin’s brutal dictatorship.

As it turned out, the setback for détente that the Soviets were reckoning on
as a result of their actions was far more serious than Moscow had anticipated.
'The coup in Kabul not only left Carter contemplating the complete evapora-
tion of any chance that SALT II would be ratified. Carter also felt personally
betrayed by a Soviet president who in Vienna had promised that he would deal
squarely with him in the furure. He therefore accepted Brzezinski’s interprera-
tion of the Afghanistan invasion as the first stage in a concerted thrust by
the Soviets through Pakistan and Iran to the Indian Ocean. On January 3,

1980, he asked the US Senate to pur discussions of SALT II on hold for an

indefinite period; a few days later Carter announced in a television address
awide-ranging severing of cultural and commercial ties with the Soviet Union,
including a halt to grain exports, an embargo on all high-tech and strategic
goods, postponement of the opening of new consulates in New York and
Kiev, and a package of military and economic aid to the supposedly threatened
state of Pakistan. On January 20 he also called on American achletes to boy-
cott the Olympic Games, which were due to be held in Moscow in the summer
of 1980.

Carter’s European allies were not prepared to go along with this demonstra-
tive termination of the policy of détente. In the meantime they had been busy
expanding cconomic relations and the exchange of “people, information, and
opinions” with their Eastern Bloc neighbors (including buying the freedom of
political detainees), and for that reason alone were not keen to abandon cheir
long-term project of reducing tension between the blocs. They also consistently
rejected economic sanctions as a response to the invasion of Afghanistan. In-
stead, on many occasions they leaped in to fill the vacuum left when the Ameri-
cans withdrew from various cooperative ventures, with the result chat rotal trade
between Europe and the Soviet Union expanded considerably in 1980. The
American call to boycott the Olympic Games was heeded only by the Federal
Republic of Germany {along with China and Japan), and then only after serious
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Afghan refugees in Pakistan protest against the Sovict invasion of

Afghanistan, February s, 1980. Soviet hopes to crush Istamist resis-
tance in the country with the aid of an invasion force of 75,000 men

were soon disappointed. {© Pascal Manoukian/Sygma/Corbis)

political disagreement at home and our of a concern not to place excessive strain
on the Western alliance.

Giscard and Schmidr also did their best to keep the Ease-West dialogue on
track. To this end the French president, without seeking the prior approval of his
Western allies, went to meet Brezhnev in Warsaw on May 19, while the German
chancellor traveled to Moscow on June 30, after a heated exchange with Carter.
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Although the two leaders made no headway on the question of the war in A£

ghanistan, Schmidt did manage to persuade the Soviet leadership to begin talks

on intermediate-range missiles. Carter was reluctant to join these discussion
but when Brezhnev personally intervened on August 21 to propose a start to n
gotiations, he found himself unable to refuse, mindful as he was both of the clea

provision for talks contained in the Double-Track Decision and of the need to:
hold the Western alliance together. On September 25, Andrei Gromyko and the.

new US secretary of stare, Edmund Muskie, met on the fringes of the UN Gen
eral Assembly and agreed to begin prepararory talks in Geneva on October 16 on
the limitation of intermediate-range weapons.

However, this breakthrough on talks threatened to evaporate once more
after Carter lost the presidential election on November 4. Despite his clear
change of course after the Afghanistan invasion, he failed to prevent the elec-
torate from voting in the Republican nominee Ronald Reagan, the very epit-

ome of a Cold War warrior and enemy of détente. In the presidential cam-
paign, Reagan had accused both Carter and Kissinger of selling out American:
interests, and now, in office, he promised explicitly to put America back on top.

ONce more.

Reagan and the Peace Movement

Reagan embarked on his presidency with a relarively simplistic worldview, which
he frequently aired in public. In his eyes, détente was synonymous with Western-
weakness, an attitude that had allowed the Soviet Union to assemble the “great-

est military machine the world has ever seen” and to reap unilareral geostrategic
benefits in the developing world. This was all the more alarming inasmuch as

Moscow’s objective was the “promotion of world revolution.”* To this end, said

Reagan, the Kremlin was prepared to commit any crime; it was behind all the
unrest that broke out in the world’s hot spots; and it presided, Reagan claimed in
aspeech in the spring of 1983, over an “evil empire.”** To counter this, the Amer-
ican nation needed to regain its “strength”™—in military, economic, and moral
terms. America had o rake the lead role in the Western world once again, while
NATO as a whole had o put up a stronger front against the USSR. This would
not only help secure peace but also force the Soviets to disarm: “[ They] cannot
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vastly increase their military productivity because they've already got their peo-
ple on a starvation diet.”
In line with this approach, the Reagan administration made no attempr ro

enter into the negotiations on intermediate-range missiles that had been agreed

o, ot to continue the wider talks on strategic weapons reductions. Instead ic fo-

cused initially on making outspoken public attacks on the Soviet Union and its

rearmament program. Just two weeks afrer raking office, Reagan approved an
_increase to the $200.3 billion defense budget of $32.6 billion, 2 hike of 16 per-

cent. In total, berween 1981 and 1985, defense expenditure grew in real terms by

. 51 percent.”® Guidelines drafted by the Pentagon, which resulted in a presidential
direcrive of May 1982 (NSDD 332), called for the capacity to wage a conventional
- as well as a protracted nuclear war against the Soviet Union and to maintain the
- upper hand throughout. In addivion, the United States should be in a position to

deliver “decapitating strikes” against the Soviet leadership, and to counter re-
gional offensives by the enemy with “horizontal escalation” in other theaters of
war. In addition, plans were drawn up to develop new weapons systems that the
USSR could not hope to keep pace with. The Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI;
or “Star Wars” program} was expressly included in this wish list.

In the face of this unyieldingly rough stance toward the Soviet enemy, Euro-
pean misgivings about the collapse of the détente process developed into a broad-
based peace movement with a distinctly anti-American flavor, while even in the
United States itself, concerns over where an unchecked policy of rearmament
was leading and the huge costs involved gave rise to a protest movement. The
European peace Jobby was at its strongest in the Federal Republic of Germany,
where most intermediate-range missiles were due to be stationed. On October
10, 1981, 250,000 people demonstrated in the federal capital, Bonn, against the
Double-Track Decision; Helmut Schmidr found it increasingly difficult to pre-
vent his party from voting against implementing the decision. In the United
States, the movement principally passed resolutions calling for a freeze in nu-
clear weapons at the current level. In February and March 1982, corresponding
freeze motions were tabled in both houses of Congress. The administration suc-
ceeded in defeating them by a slim majority, and even then only by supporting
an alternative resolution requiring substantial reductions in nuclear weapons

prior to any freeze.
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Faced with such overwhelming internal and external pressure, the Reaga now prepared to effectively throw overboard the concept of solidarity with rul-

adminiscration found irseif obliged to fall in line with the German government’ ing socialist parties in other countries that had been enshrined in the Brezhnev
request, at the spring meeting of the NATO Council on May 4-s, 1981, to re Doctrine. The decision to use Polish security forces to crush the democracy
sume negotiations on intermediate-range missiles. A year later it also agreed to a movement was Jaruzelski’s alone. Although he knew that there would be no So-
resumption of talks on strategic arms. In both cases, though, its starting positio viet intervention, he approved the introduction of martial law on December 13,
effectively amounted to a restoration of US superiority: in the case of th r981—evidently fearing that he would otherwise be responsible for handing
medium-range missiles, a “zero solution” that lefc both NATO’s seaborne mis victory to the counterrevolution in Poland. Solidarity was banned as an organi-
siles and the British and French nuclear deterrents out of the reckoning; and i zation, and leading members of the labor union and other opposition groups
the strategic domain, a reduction strictly graded according to types of weapons were imprisoned.
which would have left the United States with three times more warheads than: The Kremlin’s calculated risk in not invoking the Brezhnev Doctrine paid
the Soviers. A compromise reached by the delegates at the intermediate-rang off. European governments were able to resist the pressure for new sanctions
weapons negoriations in Geneva in July 1982 (the so-called Walk in the Wood against the Soviet Union, which the Reagan administration wanted to imple-
formula; a reduction to seventy-five $S-20s, each with three warheads, and’ ment in retaliation for Jaruzelski’s coup. The idea of breaking off negotiations
seventy-five Jaunch ramps, each with four cruise missiles) found no favor eithe on intermediate-range missiles was quickly dropped after Schmidt visited Rea-
in Moscow or in Washinggon. gan at the beginning of January 1982, and the United States ultimately went it
The Kremlin responded to the American offensive with counterproposals alone on economic sanctions. When these sanctions were extended in July to
designed to ratchet up public pressure on the Reagan administration. When a- cover technical equipment, which European countries were planning to supply
nationwide strike movement in Poland brought abour a clear liberalization of to the USSR to help construct a gas pipeline from Siberia to Europe, a serious
the country’s communist regime, the Soviets were at pains not to give the West - rift arose among the Western allies. Likewise, no change occurred in the steady
another pretext to let relations worsen still further. In particular, Moscow was - development of relations berween the two Germanies when Schmidt was
concerned not to drive away the Europeans as partners in détente. It therefore succeeded as chancellor in October 1982 by his Christian Democrat rival,
Helmut Kohl. Kohl retained the liberal Hans-Diecrich Genscher as his for-

cign minister. In June 1983 the Bavarian prime minister, Franz-Josef Strauss,

raised no objecrion to the founding, on September 17, 1980, of the independent
Solidarity labor union movement under the chairmanship of the former
Gdansk shipyard welder and strike leader Lech Walgsa. As ongoing strikes and - once a sworn enemy of Bonn’s Eastern Treaties, even arranged extended credit
political demands began to call the whole socialist character of Poland into on extremely favorable terms to the GDR, which saved it from impending na-
question, Moscow did urge the Polish leadership to impose martial law, but at- tional insolvency.
the same time it ruled out a military intervention along the lines of the Prague
Sp‘rmg. Even when‘ the I??llsh prime m1-mstcr and party leader, Wo]cmcb Jaruzel- The End of Negotiations
ski, requested Soviet military support in early December 1981, the Politburo re-
mained adamant that there could be no question of dispatching troops. As Yuri 'The thaw in inter-German relations could not halt the installation of the new

Andropov explained, “Even if Poland were to be ruled by Solidarity, so be ic. . ..
n57

missiles in Europe. Erich Honecker did not wield nearly enough influence in
We have to take care of our own country and strengthen the Soviet Union. Moscow, while the position of the Federal Republic government was too incon-
Thus, the expansion of economic cooperation and nuclear arms limitation sistent to sway the United States. There arose within the Social Democratic Party

had in the meantime become so important for the Soviet leadership that it was a tendency to respond to the Reagan administration’s reluctance to negotiate by
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refusing to rearm. However, Schmidt shied away from weakening the Western
alliance in this way, and his coalition partners, the liberal Free Democrats, wer
also opposed to such a move. The new coalition, which Genscher had entered_
into partly because of the SPD majority’s challenge to the Double-Track Dec
sion, did press for compromises beyond the zero-solution, but crucially it did not
make its agreement to the stationing of the new missiles contingent upon the
Americans’ position in the negotiations. '

There was some movement in the Soviet position after the sudden death of
Brezhnev on November 10, 1982. The new general secretary, Yuri Andropov;
whose appointment as secretary to the Central Committee in May had cffcc'-_n
tively earmarked him as Brezhnev’s successor, was able to insist upon offering
more than his defense minister Ustinov was willing to concede in rerurn for an
American agreement not to station their intermediate-range missiles in Europe;
In a television address on December 21, 1982, he announced that the USSR
would be prepared to restrict itself to 162 missiles—the same number as the com-
bined British and French deterrent. In the negotiations, this developed into an
offer to reduce the Sovier arsenal to 122 or at most 127 missiles—in other words;
the Sovier Union was prepared to forego exactly the same number of warheads as
in NATO’s proposed new deployment. At a stroke, Andropov had renounced
his capacity to threaten a first strike against NATO installations within
Europe—the only objective grounds for concern over the stationing of the SS-20s
in the first place. 3

Yee Washington stuck rigidly to the line that stationing of the Pershing II
missiles in Europe would go ahead as planned unless the Soviet intermediare-
range arsenal was completely withdrawn. On March 30, 1983, Reagan indicated
that he would be amenable to an interim solution whereby the United States and
the Sovier Union would deploy an equal, unspecified number of warheads for
their intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF). In September he clarified his po-
sition, revealing that each side should be allowed 420 warheads globally, and that -
wirh regard to the Soviet missiles in Asia, not all the American intermediate- *
range missiles needed to be stationed in Europe. This amounted to a reduction
in US rearmament by about one-fourth, in return for a reduction in the number
of §S-20s stationed in Europe to around fifry. The American negotiators calcu-
lared that this was all that was required for the Europeans to agree to the rear-
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mament decision, and that they could then, after rearmament had been com-

pleted, negotiate from a position of strength.

And indeed, this proposal by the Reagan administration succeeded. Because

Andropov’s compromise proposals were, among other things, aimed at prevent-

ing the ongoing installation of multiple warheads on British and French missiles,
from early 1983 on, French president Francois Mitterrand, who had succeeded
Giscard in May 1981, threw his weight strongly behind implementation of the
Double-Track Decision. Addressing the West German parliament on January
20, he called for solidarity in the face of the threat from Soviet intermediate-
range missiles; and at the World Economic Summit at Williamsburg, Virginia,
on May 30-31, he forced through a statement excluding the inclusion of nuclear
weapons from “other states” from the US-Sovier talks. Helmue Kohl did not
dare embrace the proposal (put forward by Paul Warnke, a former director of
the US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency) for cancellation of Pershing
and cruise missile deployment in exchange for the Soviets dismantling an equiv-
alent number of warheads, and so the governing factions in Bonn settled on the
explanation that the Soviet side had not shown enough willingness to negotiate.
On November 22 the West German parliament approved the deployment of
Pershing II missiles.

As they had threatened beforehand, the Soviets responded by breaking off
the INF negotiations in Geneva, and they also walked out of the discussions on
scrategic arms reductions, which for propaganda purposes the Reagan adminis-
tration now dubbed the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START). At the same
time, the Soviets announced their countermeasures against the stationing of the
Pershing and cruise missiles: they would install their own cruise missiles in the
European territory of the Soviet Union and transfer tactical battlefield nuclear
weapons to the GDR’s and Czechoslovakia’s borders with West Germany. To
Andropov, furcher negotiations appeared urcerly pointless and in some respects
even counterproductive, in that they threatened to fuel vain hopes that the Rea-
gan administration might still be persuaded to see reason and thereby to take
the necessary sting out of the protest movement against the arms race.

A new round of hawkish statements from the White House raised alarm in
Moscow that Reagan might actively be preparing to go to war with the Sovier
Union. On March 23, 1983, two weeks after his diatribe against the “evil empire,”
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the US president announced that he was setting up a Strategic Defense Initiatiy
(SDI}, which involved creating a defensive missile shield in space. This proposal
was tantamount to revoking the whole of the deterrent system: if it succeeded:
the United States would be in a position to threaten the Soviet Union with
a nuclear first strike wichour having to worry about a retaliatory ateack. The
intermediate-range missiles thar were now in position in Europe thus becam
offensive weapons that could unleash a nuclear conflict that would remain con:
fined to Europe. Accordingly, the KGB was detailed to watch for signs of an
impending US first strike and to report back the details to Moscow. In Decem:
ber the number of Soviet nuclear-armed submarines patrolling within range o
the US seaboard was augmented, because the Soviets believed this was the only
way to counter the “increased nuclear threat facing the Soviet Union,”®

When Reagan, mindful of securing reefection, offered the Kremlin a new
round of talks in January 1984, Soviet fears of an American attack in the imme:
diate future abated. Yet because the Sovier leaders were also keen not to help
reelect a president whom they regarded as extremely dangerous, they did not re
spond to Reagan’s offer. A high-ranking delegation of Soviet scientists wa
granted leave to accept an inviration to travel to the United States only on the
condition that they did not engage in any talks with government representatives
On May 8 the Soviet Union announced that it would not be taking part in the
1984 Summer Olympics in Los Angeles, after it became abundantly clear cha

the occasion would become a forum for anti-Soviet demonstrations. All the
Warsaw Pact countries except Romanija found themselves obliged to join the:
Soviet boycott; Cuba and Vietnam also took the opportunity to demonstrate -
their revolutionary solidarity by staying away. In August, Honecker was forccd:;

to cancel a planned visit to the Federal Republic.

This party line was formulated by a Soviet elite that, besides Gromyko and_..:
Ustinov, included Konstantin Chernenko and Milkhail Gorbachev. Andropov
was effectively ruled out of all involvement in affairs of state after being laid up.

indefinitely by kidney failure in late November 1983; he died on February o,

1984. In a state of disarray, the Politburo opted for Chernenko, former second -

secretary and confidant of Brezhnev, to succeed him as general secretary. Gor- -
bachev, whom Andropov had wanted to promote as his right-hand man because
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his drive and enthusiasm, was still not a viable choice. Although Ustinov did
put Gorbachev’s name forward, he encountered serious reservations from cer-
cain members of the conservative old guard. But Chernenko was already suffer-
1.ng from health problems, and in any event was not the most able political opera-
tor, so Gorbachev still ended up raking on some leadership responsibilities. For
instance, as in the last months of Andropov’s premiership, Gorbachev chaired
{tH meetings of the Politburo.

When Reagan’s reelection looked certain, the Moscow leadership began

ooking around once more for opportunities to do business with this archcon-
servative president. When Reagan invited Gromyko to take part in talks on the
- occasion of the next UN General Assembly meeting, the Kremlin did not re-
fuse. After this discussion, which took place on September 28, Chernenko an-
- nounced that if Reagan was really serious about resuming negotiations, “the So-
' viet Union will not be found wanting.”” And after Reagan had sent a personal

message to Chernenko on November 7, the Politburo assented to a new round of
talks on nuclear arms and weapons in space. On November 22 it was agreed that
Gromyko and his American counterpart, George Shulrz, would meet in Geneva
in January 1985 to map out an agenda for the new negotiating round.

Moscow did not acrach any great hopes to the resumption of talks. It felt that
the American initiative was too vague and that the anti-Soviet rhetoric coming
out of Washington was still as strident as ever. While conducting a microphone
test during the US election campaign, Reagan jokingly said, “We begin bombing
[the Soviet Union] in five minutes.” And just before Gromyko'’s visit to the
White House, the press got hold of a secret CIA memorandum that claimed
that the Soviet empire had “entered its terminal phase” and was therefore more
dangerous than ever.®® After his encounter with Reagan, Gromyko at least did
not want to rule out the possibility of reaching agreements with the president

after he had been reelected. That possibility now needed to be sounded our.

Gorbachev and the End of the Cold War

Chernenko and his Politburo colleagues were well advised to respond positively
to Reagan’s offer of a new round of negotiations. From the summer of 1984
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onward, the president of the neoconservative revolution was convinced thac he
had done enough to restore America’s position of strength. That allowed hiny
not only to show willingness to negotiate but also to genuinely work towarc
forging new agreements with the Soviet leadership. It also enabled him to adop_t
positions that were realistically open to negotiation. Yer some time was to elap
before all this actually came to pass. The administration was not yet prepared
enter serious discussions, as the continuing political differences and personal
valries among its members made it hard for it to develop coherent positions.

Even the opening to negotiations proved extraordinarily difficult. The Krem-
lin insisted upon including space weapons in the talks. Their primary aim was to
prevent their development. Conversely, Reagan’s secretary of defense, Caspar
Weinberger, flacly refused to discuss che SDI program. After much wrangling,
the two sides finally agreed that the negotiations, which began on March 12,
1985, in Geneva, would be conducted in three groups. The first would be con:
cerned with strategic defense and space weapons, the second with reductions in
strategic offensive weapons, and the third with medium-range missiles. Any ac-
cords reached in one group would be binding only if there was agreement in the
others.

Chernenko died two days before the talks began. His deach did not create a
major disruption, because Gorbachev had already been taking on more responsi-
bilities as the general secretary’s health declined. Nothing now stood in the way
of Gorbachev’s election as general secretary; his appointment was confirmed by a
unanimous vote of the Politburo on March 11, 1985. Gorbachev promptly an-
nounced that there would be “more dynamism” in foreign affairs,’’ and he kcpf
to his word. The new Soviet premier belonged to the “generation of 56"—party
functionaries who had cut their weeth during Khrushchev’s crusade against:
Stalinism, and wheo for all their grounding in the Marxist-Leninist worldview
aspired to a “better” form of socialism. He differed fundamentally from the old
guard who had elevated him to power, in that his awareness of the unpalatable
realities of the Soviet empire was not clouded to the same extent by ideological
certainties.

One of the convictions that he brought to his new position was his apprecia-
tion of the need for a “common security policy.” The crux of this concepr—
which he had gleaned from the work of the UN Commission for Disarmament -
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ind Incernational Security chaired by the Swedish premier Olof Palme—was
at, in the absence of trust-building measures, no real security or disarmament
as achievable. As a result, Gorbachev immediately accepted when Reagan in-
ted him to a face-to-face meeting, In the run-up to the meeting, which rook
Pi:ace on November 19-20 in Geneva, he offered nothing less than a so percent
cue in the USSR’s strategic offensive weapons stockpile in return for a mutual
moratorium on all weapons in space. He also mooted separate negotiations on
é:crasegic arms reductions in Europe, which France and Great Britain would also
be involved in. Finally, he announced that he would mothball the additional
twenty-seven SS-20 missiles that the Sovier Union had deployed in response to
the stationing of Pershing and cruise missiles in Western Europe.

This was a truly tempting offer for Reagan. However, under the influence
of his defense secretary and his national security advisor, he was not yet ready
to abandon the SDI project. The upshot was that the two sides at Geneva were

- only able to agree on the principle of a 5o percent cut in nuclear weapons. Yet

Reagan did aflirm Gorbachev’s stacement that “a nuclear war cannot be won
and must never be waged,” while also committing himself “not to seek mili-
tary superiority.”®> Compared to the war paranoia that had gripped people’s
minds just two years before, this represented truly astonishing and encourag-
ing progress.

Gorbachev now tried to wear down Regan’s resistance to relinquishing the
SDI program by pointedly ignoring a new tide of anti-Soviet rhetoric from Wash-
ington and instead offering new concessions: the complete dismantling of all
Sovier and American intermediate-range missiles in Europe, the inclusion of the
European territory of the USSR in the reduction of conventional troop numbers
in Europe, and a freeze in the Sovier deployment of medium-range missiles in
the Far East. At a hastily convened new meeting with Reagan in Reykjavik on
October 11-12, 1986, he bundled these proposals into a complete package that
the American side could not in all conscience reject without renouncing their
commitment to common security. And chis did indeed result in the signing of a
new accord that pledged a halving of strategic nuclear weapons within five years,
the withdrawal of all Sovier and American intermediate-range missiles from
Europe (with no mention of the French and British deterrents), and restriction
of medium-range missiles outside Europe to one hundred per side. In direct
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talks, Reagan and Gorbachev even agreed to abolish 2// nuclear weapons within

ten years.

However, how much store could be set by these agreements remained open to
question, after the two leaders clashed once more at the end of the conferenc:
over the question of the Strategic Defense Initiative. Reagan agreed to a continiy
ance of the ABM Treaty for another ten years, but he still wanted to retain the
freedom to install a defensive umbrella in space. When Gorbachev tried to dis-
suade him, Reagan broke off the conversation in some agitation. Both leaders
returned deeply disappointed ro their respective capirals, where they had excited
much negative comment about the concessions that they had been willing o
make. Because the European allies demanded chat nuclear weapons should be
dismantled only once absolute conventional parity had been reached on the co
tinent, the US representatives at the Geneva talks withdrew their original sug-
gestion that all ballistic nuclear weapons should be abolished as part of a second
phase of the disarmament process.

Faced with the danger that the consensus reached in Reykjavik might ebb
Ronald Reagan shakes hands with Mikhail Gotbachey in the garden of che White House or De-

away, Gorbachev now pushed through another major concession: in February . " ) |
: cember 8, 1987. The two leaders signed a ereaty on the complete zbolition of intermediate-range

1987 he persuadcd the Politburo to approve an offer to the Americans to dis- missiles and issued a series of detailed clarifications regarding the agreement they hoped to reach to

mantle cthe Soviet medium—range missiles in EUI'OPC indcpendent of any renumn- halve cheir offensive strategic arsenals. (Time & Life Pictures/Getty Images)

ciation of the SDI project, and also to stand down the shorter-range missiles chat
had been deployed in the GDR and Czechoslovakia in response to the West's viet short-range missiles—in other words, a double-zero-solution, which was
adoption of the Double-Track Decision. In isolation, this was a unilateral weak: equally unwelcome to the Soviet military strategists. When the Pentagon and
ening of the Soviet position, and many of the Soviet military and diplomatic. the European allies were slow to take up this offer, Gorbachev extended it to in-
corps were deeply uneasy about making this offer. But Gorbachev was reason- clude the Far East as well. Reagan found this whole package so plaunsible thar he
ably cerrain that a breakthrough in the question of intermediate-range missiles forced it through in the face of doubters in his own camp. In Washington on
would also kick-start the strategic arms conrrol process, leaving the SDI projec December 8, 1987, Gorbachev and Reagan signed a treaty on the complete aboli-
to fall by the wayside. tion of intermediate-range missiles. At the same time, they issued a series of de-
And in fact Reagan was immediately prepared to implement the zero- tailed clarifications regarding the treaty they hoped to conclude on halving their
solution where medium- and short-range missiles were concerned. This in turn oftensive strategic arsenals.
set the negotiations at the highest level in motion once more, which then wene -
from scrength to strength. Although NATO strategists tried to offset the im- . .
. . . . . . ) Aspects of Perestroika
pending loss of the medium-range missiles by invoking the right to station
shorter-range weapons in Europe, Gorbachev sidestepped this by suddenly offer- Parallel with his involvement in the disarmament process, Gorbachev also insti-

ing, during a visit by George Shultz on April 13-14, to destroy all remaining So- tueed a series of reforms that not only fundamentally changed the West’s image
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of the Soviet system, but also profoundly altered its very nature. His first moy
was to provide the Soviet people with glasnost—the courage to exhibit transpa
ency and openness and tell che truth rather than hide behind a permanent veil o
ideological self-delusion. Censorship was relaxed; critical novels dealing with th
darker aspects of Soviet history were published for the first time; science
freed from political interference; and functionaries were increasingly exposed ¢
public criticism. In December 1986, the banishment of nuclear physicist Andr
Sakharov to Gorki was lifted; his banishment had been a punishment ordered b
the Party leadership for his criticism in January 1980 of the decision to invad
Afghanistan. By the start of 1980, almost all political dissidents had been re
leased from prison.
The logical next step of perestroika (reconstruction), as the reform progra
was ambiguously dubbed, encountered a great deal of resistance. Although frot
1985 to 1987 around half of all leadership positions, right down to the Party se
retarics governing cities and raions (districes), were replaced by new blood, it still
took Gorbachev several failed attempts before he was finally able, in January
1987, to propose to a plenary session of the Central Committee that in the future,
functionaries should be elected in a secret ballot from a pluralivy of candidate
This principle was enacted only after a Party conference in June 1988, and even
then only in a watered-down form. Elections within the Party were still decided
by a discretionary provision, while members of the Soviets were henceforth to be,
chosen by secret ballot. The authority of the Soviets was strengthened, but at the!
same time it was determined that the first secretaries had to be put forward by
members for election to the chair of their respective Soviet.
Gorbachev then scored some notable successes in the matrer of implement:
ing decisions reached by the Party conference. Not only did a plethora of inde
pendent organizations of various shades now suddenly arise, along with 2 welter:
of different newspapers claiming to represent democratic values, but elections o
the Congress of People’s Deputies of the Soviet Union, which would form the
nucleus of a new Supreme Soviet, were called for March 1989. The responsibili-
ties and the personnel of the Central Committee departments were cue drasti-
cally, and Gorbachev’s mentors Alexander Yakovlev and Vadim Medvedev took
up key positions. For the elections, it was decided that 750 delegates should be
appointed through social organizations, but that 1,500 should be directly elected
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- by the people. The result was the constitution of a Congress (on May 25, 1989)
 that offered a genuine pluralicy of viewpoints, and in which the representatives

of the nomenklarura no longer enjoyed a majoricy. Indeed, 15 percent of the
delegates were not even members of the Communist Party.

The strengthening of self-determination within a socialist society chat Gor-
bachev was undertaking in the Sovier Union would also be mirrored in the
socialist brother-states. For him, this was an inevitable corollary to the demise of
the Brezhnev Doctrine, which had implicicly already begun at the end of the
Brezhnev era. Now that the foreign Communist Party leaders could no ioriger
count on military support from the Soviet Union, they had to tailor their poli-
cies in order to maintain or win the assent of their people. Gorbachev had al-
ready spelled that out to them in a series of encounters in Moscow on the occa-
sion of Chernenko’s funeral, but many of them did not or would not grasp his
meaning, even after he rammed the message home in later meerings. Ar the
Party conference in June 1988, he therefore spoke quite candidly about the “free-
dom of choice” open to every people, and branded as “dangerous” any artempt to
“impose upon anyone a social system, a way of life, or policies from outside by
any means, let alone military force.”® In December of that year, he reiterated
this credo at the UN plenary session.

Renouncing the Brezhnev Doctrine also enabled Gorbachev to abandon
conventional milirary superiority in Europe, which had always been a stumbling
block to any substantive disarmament agreement. In May 1987 the Warsaw Pact
approved the transition from the doctrine of “offensive defense” to the concept
of “defensive parity.” At the Washington summit, Gorbachev offered the US
president asymmetric cuts in conventional weapons, and when after several
months Reagan showed no signs of responding to this offer, in December 1988
Gorbachev announced a unilateral reduction of troop numbers within the War-
saw Pact, which, while only cutting its personnel by 10 percent, still substancially
compromised its offensive capability. This action was a prime mover behind a
new round of negotiations on conventional armed forces in Europe (CFE),
which finally got under way in Vienna on March 9, 1989; there, NATO soon re-
sponded by proposing substantial cuts of its own.

Finally, Gorbachev also ordered a Sovier withdrawal from Afghanistan by
February 1989. This had been a pressing concern ever since he took office: the
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war, which by then had dragged on for more than five years, was patently unwi
nable; all the Sovier Union had to show for it was a long list of casualties, huge
financial costs, and continuing damage to the country’s international reputation.
Yet time and again, the military claimed to be on the verge of victory. By February
1988, Gorbachey was finally able to announce that the Sovier withdrawal would
begin on May 15 of that year, when a treaty between Afghanistan and Pakista’r{
came into effect. After this accord, which was backed by Soviet and Americaﬁ
guarantees, was signed on April 14, half of the Sovier forces left the country, with
the last troops pulling out by February 1989 as announced. The Soviet-backed re-
gime managed to stay in power for three years after the withdrawal, Cons
quently, the Sovier defeat appeared far less dramatic than it actually was. No
fewer than fifteen thousand Soviet soldiers had been needlessly sacrificed.

The Breakup of the Eastern Bloc

Over the course of 1989 it became clear that, once given freedom of choice, the
peoples of the Sovier empire had no intention of cleaving to communism—a
development totally at odds with what Gorbachev and his confederates had ex:
pected, or at least hoped. In the Congress of People’s Deputies of the Soviet
Union, a minority group of radical reformers {led by Andrei Sakharov until his
death in December 1989) demanded a switch to a multiparty system and a free-
market economy and clearly spoke for a broad coalition of social groups. The
parliaments of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia all voted in favor of national sov-
ereignty, while nationalist-inspired unrest broke out in Georgia, Turkmenistan,
Uzbekistan, and Kazakhstan.

In Poland an electoral compromise, which the Jaruzelski regime worked out
with representatives of Solidarity after a new outbreak of unrest in January 1989,
led to a crushing defeat for the communists: of the 35 percent of the seats in the
Sejm that were open to freely elected candidates in the poll held on June 3-4,
almost all were won by the opposition; meanwhile, the newly created Senate,
elected with no restrictions but with far [ess responsibility, consisted of 99 per-
cent opposition deputies. Of the thirty-five high-ranking government candi-
dates on the national list, only two obrained the required majority in che firse -
round of voting. As a result, the Communist Party chief, Mieczystaw Rakowski,
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declared himself willing to form an all-party administration headed by a repre-
sentative of Solidarity. On August 24, Lech Walesa’s advisor Tadeusz Mazow-
iecki was nominated for the post of prime minister, and on Seprember 12 his
cabinet was confirmed by the Sejm.

In similar fashion, the renewal process set in train by the Hungarian Com-
munist Party, which had already brought about Janos Kadar’s resignation from
the post of first secretary in May 1988, ended over the course of 1989 with the
communists being toppled from power. After reformers under Imre Pozsgay had
pushed through a draft constitution in the Central Commirtree in late February
that pledged free elections for Hungary, the governmens, led by the technocrat
Miklos Németh, disengaged itself from the Party leadership, with partial elec-
tions on July bringing a victory for opposition candidates. In a referendum held
on November 29, radical democrats around Janos Kis won the day with cheir
proposal that in the furure the president should be chosen by parliament, thereby
robbing the reformist communists of the prospect of at least clinging to a vestige
of power by having the popular Pozsgay elected to the post directly.

Another characteristic and momentous decision was the one taken by the
Hungarian government on May 12 to tear down the barbed-wire fence along the
border with Austria. Subsequently, as thousands of refugees from the GDR gach-
ered in Hungary over the summer in the hope of reaching the West, the Németh
administration issued a resolution at the end of August officially permitting
these GDR citizens to cross the border into Austria. From September 11 on, GDR
citizens could legally use Hungary as a transit point en route to a third country.
Over the following weeks, some twenty-five thousand people desperate to leave
East Germany took advantage of this escape route. Thousands of others, who did
not want to await the outcome of legal emigration procedures, took refuge in the
West German embassies in Prague, Warsaw, and Budapest, as well as in the Per-
manent Mission in East Berlin. The GDR government’s ban on travel to Hungary
in the third week of September was met with demonstrations calling not just for
free passage but also for a root-and-branch reform of the GDR.

A key moment in developments in the GDR came on the evening of October g,
when a crowd of around seventy thousand who had assembled to protest in
Leipzig went unmolested by the ever-present organs of state security. In view of

Gorbachev’s public renunciation of violent suppression of freedom movements,

|| 165 -




WILFRIED LOTH STATES AND THE CHANGING EQUATIONS OF POWER

the authorities in East BCI‘liﬂ no lO!‘lgCI' dﬂ.l.'Cd issue Sl.lCh an OEdCI‘. TO ali intents._. As Con'll'ﬂllrliSt par[ies lOSt thCiI‘ Il'!O]'lOpOl}“' on power, their mcmbcrship

and purposes, this signaled the end of the Socialist Unity Party (SED) regime mped dramatically. Some of them split, while the mass organizations for-

People lost cheir fear; in the ensuing weeks, hundreds of thousands came our rly associated with them went their own way. The new Czechoslovakian gov-

onto the street, driving events so fast that the aurhorities struggled to keep up ornment immediately demanded the withdrawal of all Warsaw Pact forces. The

Egon Krenz, who had replaced Erich Honecker in a belated palace coup o ungarians followed suit in January 1990. At the same time, hundreds of thou-

October 17, ordered the Politburo on November 9 to enact new travel regu a :nds of people demonstrated in Georgia, Ukraine, and Latvia for the national

tions that would allow GDR citizens free passage out of and back into the 'dcpendcncc for their republics. In the Soviet Union itself, calls for 2 multi-

. . ; . . .
country, But when on the same evening the Politburo’s press spokesman, Giinee arty system became ever more pressing. For Gorbachev (but not only for him),

P

. . . . H “« : o . . . -
Schabowski, misspoke, announcing that the regulations were effective “from this was a “rime in which we are hardly able to think through events, and not

now,” tens of thousands of East Berliners immediately stormed the border cross: nly on the political level.”** By the beginning of January, it was clear to him

ings in the city and were let through, despite the fact that the law had not ye that there could be no further delay in bringing in a multiparty democracy in

come into force. On November 22 a roundrable was convened involving mcn_i the USSR as well. After heated discussions in the Politburo, the plenary session

bers of formerly banned opposition groups, and free elections were agreed upo of the Central Committee on February s—7 was presented with a platform that

for the spring of 1990. On December 3 the entire Politburo stepped down; three. proposed ridding the country’s constitution of the clause guarantecing the So-

days later Krenz also resigned his post as president of the State Council. vier Communist Party’s monopoly on power. When this was duly adopted, per-

Confronted with the spectacular fall of the Berlin Wall, the communist mo  estroika had in principle gone beyond the bounds of the socialist system.

nopoly on power crumbled throughout the rest of the Warsaw Pact. On Novem

ber 10, Gorbachev supporters in the Bulgarian Communist Party leadership de

posed the long-serving Parry leader and head of state, Todor Zhivkov. Following Peace Settlemnents

a mass demonstration on November 18, a roundtable was also assembled in Sofi Meanwhile, the demand for freedom for the people of the GDR had become a

to prepare for free elections. On November 28, after ten days of mounting dem- call for German reunification. Week after week, tens of thousands of GDR citi-

onstrations, representatives of the Czechoslovakian opposition agreed to the zens took advantage of their newfound freedom to travel to move permanently

formation of a coalition government and a new democratic constitution with th to the Federal Republic. By the end of 1989 more than 120,000 had done so, and

country’s prime minister Ladislav Adamec. On December 11 2 new administra: there was no end in sight to the tidal wave of emigration. A further ten million

tion was formed with the communists in a minoricy, and ten days later parlia- GDR citizens who simply visited West Germany (the vast majority of them for

ment voted in the dissident leader Viclav Havel as the country’s new president the first time) were forcibly struck by che huge discrepancy in the standard of

On December 21 the Romanian dicraror, Nicolae Ceaugescu, was greeted with-a. living. At the same time, the scale of the economic disaster that was the GDR

chorus of derisive whistling at a mass rally in front of the presidential palace i became apparent, along with clear evidence of how corrupt large parts of its rul-

Bucharest, and just a couple of days later he was literally driven from the palac ing elite had been. The vision of democratic socialism in the GDR, the driving

by an enraged mob. A moderate faction of the state administration, which wa force behind many of the opposition groups, was unsustainable in these circum-

no longer ideologically wedded to communism, assumed power. Ceaugescu and stances. Instead, an overwhelming majority of the population now pressed for as

his wife, Elena, were arrested as they tried to flee, and on Christmas Day 1989 swift as possible a union with the Federal Republic. When Federal chancellor

they were summarily executed by a firing squad. Helmut Kohl met Hans Modrow, prime minister of the SED-led transitional
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To make it easier for Gorbachev to get this decision through the Politburo,
jush and Kohl passed a series of resolutions ar a NATO summit on July 5—6 that

government in Dresden on December 19, he was mobbed by a frantic crowd
clamoring for him to reunify Germany.

After sober reflection on the various forces that were in play, Kohl heeded ccommodarted Gorbachev’s wish for a common security system: a new strategy
these calls for reunification. Once he had nailed his colors to the mast as the hat made nuclear arms “weapons of last resort” and that replaced forward de-
champion of a reunified Germany by drafting a Ten Point Plan on the subject on ense with the deployment of mobile rapid-reaction units; reduction in conven-
November 28 (left purposely vague as to timing), on February 6 he proposed to jonal forces and short-range nuclear weapons, plus a strengthening of the CSCE
the GDR government that it adopt West German currency within six monch through annual summics and creation of a secretariat, centers for election super-
New elections to the GDR’s People’s Chamber, which were brought forward to ision and conflict avoidance, and a parliamentary cancus. Thereafter, at 2 meet-
ngat the resort of Archys in the northern Caucasus, Gorbachev and Kohl ham-
mered out the details of the GDR’s absorption into the Federal Republic: a

ransitional phase of three to four years before the final withdrawal of all Soviet

March 18, thereby became a plebiscite on Helmut Kohl and on swift reunifica-
tion according to Article 23 of the West German Basic Law. The big winners

from this election proved ro be the Christian Democrat Alliance for Germany,

which took 48 percent of the vote. troops, during which NATO’s military authority would not extend to the terri-

Gorbachev reacted angrily to the Ten Point Plan and tried to bring to bea tory of the former GDR; financial aid to help with the withdrawal of Soviet

the avowed opposition of both British prime minister Margarer Thatcher and forces and the reintegration of troops back into civilian life; and an upper limit

French president Frangois Mitterrand to German reunification. But when his of 370,000 men for the army of the reunified Germany. A Two Plus Four Agree-
diplomatic and secret services unanimously informed him that the GDR was no ment containing these provisions was signed in Moscow on September 12. In ir,
the Federal Republic recognized the Oder-Neisse Line as its definitive castern
frontier. Effective as of October 3, the GDR left both the Warsaw Pacr and the
Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (COMECON) and joined the Fed-

eral Republic of Germany.

longer a viable entity for East Germans, he took a decisive lead. Within a close
circle of the key players involved, it was agreed on January 26, 1990, that the So-
viet government should seize the inidiative by convening a meeting of the Inner
Six—the four victorious powers and the two German states. This conference

The negotiations on conventional armed forces in Europe (CFE) had a hard
time keeping pace with the collapse of the Warsaw Pact. The withdrawal of So-
viet forces from Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and the GDR made it difficult to set

would determine the precise nature of reunification and the future internarional
status of a reunified Germany.

Gorbachev’s conference initiative was designed to prevent NATO from using
German reunification as an opportunity to simply extend its sphere of influence meaningful upper limits for both alliance systems. After the conclusion of the
up to the River Oder. However, he ran up against resistance from Reagan’s suc- Two Plus Four Agreement, Poland also demanded the withdrawal of Soviet
cessor, George H. W. Bush, who conversely feared that reunification might lead  troops from its soil, while Hungary indicated its interest in quitting the War-
_ saw Pact. Even so, by November the delegates did manage to agree on parity in
. weapons systems designed for offensive use. According to the CFE Treaty of

- November 20, 1990, NATQ was required to scrap twenty-one hundred tanks

to Germany becoming a neutral state. Any potential support for Gorbachev’s
vision of a new configuration for Germany’s security vanished with the victory
of the Alliance for Germany. In mid-May, in quick succession, the governments

of Czechoslovakia, Poland, and Hungary threw their weight behind a reunified by 1994, while the Soviet Union had to destroy almost twelve thousand by the

 same date. The treaty was signed ar a summit of the heads of state and govern-
- ment of CSCE member states in Paris on November 19-21. In addition, the
- summit approved the Vienna Document of the Conference on Confidence-

Germany becoming a member of NATO. Mitterrand made it clear to Gor-
bachev that this was now a done deal. Reminded by Bush of his commitment to
freedom of choice, Gorbachev conceded in talks with the US president on May.

31 that German}r Should decide for itsclfwhich alliance it Wants to bC in_ss : Bulldmg MC&SUECS and Disarmamenr: in ELII'OPC, Wthh greal:iy strengthened thc
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2w his initial popularicy ratings plummet. Conversely, the former first secretary
of the Moscow City Committee, Boris Yeltsin, was able to present himself as a
Jedicated people’s champion. Demoted in 1987 after a halfhearted suicide at-
cempt, in the election to the Congress of People’s Deputies of the Sotnet Umo?
he had returned in criumph to the political stage. In his current capacity as presi-
dent of the Supreme Soviet of the Russian Federation, he was now busily en-

two sides’ commitment to exchanging information on armed forces and militar
activity. And finally the creation of new CSCE institucions, as agreed upon
the NATQO summit in London, was confirmed. .

By conerast, it took considerably longer to sign the Strategic Arms Reductio
Treaty (START) and agree to a 5o percent cut in strategic arms. At first the S¢
viet side refused to accept that seaborne cruise missiles were not included in ch
agreed-upon upper limits; then the US military balked at a disarmament pl
that simply reduced the number of warheads per missile. It was only at a summj
in Moscow between Gorbachev and Bush on July 30-31, 1991, that START w
finally signed. Later at the same summit, Bush announced the long-awaite
granting of most-favored-nation trade status to the Soviet Union. :

gaged in frecing Russia from the grip of Soviet organs of state. Ina speech at the
,8th Convention of the Soviet Communist Party on July 12, 1990, he made a
very public show of resigning his party membership.

Gorbachev, whose elevation to the state presidency by the Supreme Soviet in
March 1990 meant that he could now operate independently of the Politburo, at
fiest seemed willing to share power with Yeltsin. In the sammer of 1990, economic
experts from both camps devised a plan that promised to deliver a transition to a
" market economy “in soo days” and that envisaged transferring fiscal sovereignty,
ownership of natural resources, and price-fixing responsibility to the republics. But
after some initial enthusiasm, Gorbachev became convinced that its implementa-
 tion would bring the breakup of the Sovier Union. This created a permanent rift
berween the two rivals, and Gorbachev once more fell back for support on conser-
vative elements in the Politburo and the Party apparatus, who were outspoken in
their criticism of the loss of power on all fronts. Yakovlev was sidelined, and For-
cign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze, one of the key supporters of perestroika, re-
signed in December in protest at Gorbachev's change of direction.

When special units of the KGB shot down peaceful demonstrators in Lithu-
ania and Latvia in January 1991, it became clear to Gorbachev that he had allied
himself with forces that were planning to use a state of emergency to violencly
restore the old order. He rapidly changed tack, repudiating the use of violence in
the Baltic scates and arranging a referendum for March on the “perpetuation of
the Sovier Union as a new federation of equal sovereign republics.” The Baltic
republics, Moldavia, Georgia, and Armenia refused to take part; the proposal
was approved in the other republics by a majority of over 70 percent, but in the
Russian Federation itself by only 53 percent. Bolstered by this vote, Gorbachev
entered into negotiations with representatives of che nine remaining republics

on a new Union treaty, which would devolve power to a large extent to the indi-

The End of the Soviet Union

The demise of the Eastern Bloc hastened the disintegration of the Soviet Union
Elections to separate parliaments in the consticuent republics, which took pla .
during 1990, resulted everywhere in nationalist majorities who demanded inde
pendence from the USSR for their republics. Presidents mimicking the new
model of Soviet stare president, as laid down by the Supreme Sovier, put the re
publics in a position to assert their political independence. The first republic i
declare its secession from the Union was Lithuania, followed soon after by Estc
nia and Latvia. In June the Russian Federarion declared itself sovereign: and al
though it did not leave the Union, it expressly reserved the right to do so. In July,
Ukraine linked its declaration of national sovereignry with deliberations on it
own currency, citizenship rights, and neutrality. Following elections in October.
Georgia announced a plebiscite on its membership in the Union. :
These developments were all the more dangerous for the cohesion of the
Soviet Union as, at the same time, the negative consequences of the economi
reforms gradually brought in since 1987 (but with no coherent plan) becam
clear. The transition of factories to autonomous responsibility, which had hap
pened on a sector-by-sector basis, led to chaos and numerous bottlenecks in sup:
ply; inadequate legal safeguards and lack of experience meant that virtually n
strategic investment was forthcoming. During 1990, as even basic consume

goods and sraple foods became scarce and their prices skyrocketed, Gorbachev vidual republics. It was due to be signed on August 20.

1171 )

I 17¢ |-




WILFRIED LOTH

4. An Emerging World Ovder

This was the signal for conservative forces in the Politburo, the KGB, an
the military to carry out their plan ro seize power by force, even if Gorbachey

was not on board. In the night of August 19, Gorbachev was deeained at his
summer dacha in the Crimea, and a state of emergency was declared. A sel
appointed “emergency committee” claimed control of the media and the sta
administration—but this never transpired. From the Russian Parliament buil

ing in Moscow, Yeltsin, who two months previously had been directly elected a5 HE END of the East—West conflict not only enabled the states that had for-

president of the Russian Federation, called for resistance to the artempted coup: erly been part of the Soviet Bloc to “return to Europe,” as the new Czechoslo-
Troops and members of the secret services fought shy of carrying out their orders. ;‘akian president, Viclav Havel, emphatically put it. In addition, states that for
The coup leaders did not dare to attack the hundreds of thousands of demonstr \.rarious reasons had stayed neatral in the Cold War now had a chance to partici-
tors who had assembled in front of the Patliament building to form a human pate in the project for European unification. And political forces that had once
shield around Yelesin and the other delegates. The coup fizzled out after two days; had reservations about a Western European Union because of the division of
its ringleaders were immediately arrested, along with many open sympathizers. Europe that it entailed now found themselves inclined to throw their weighe
The Communist Parry was banned from all activity in Russia, and before thé behind stronger European democracy and self-determination. The upshot of all
end of the month it had been dissolved. ' these developments was to lend new impetus to European unification. This pro-
Yeltsin was now the undisputed master of a de facto independent Russian cess began even before the end of the Cold War, and in its openness can even be
Federation. Gorbachev continued as state president, but at the same time was said o have contributed to the Cold War’s demise. Despite inevitable crises and
discredited as general secretary of the Party. He now lacked any authority to delays, it led to Europe’s cutting a more prominent figure on the stage of world
prevent the republics from going their separare ways. On December 8 the presi- politics.
dents of the Slavic republics of Russia, Belarus, and Ukraine proclaimed the
dissolution of the Soviet Union. Along with the representatives of eight other
. ) .. . e Return to Eurcpe
republics (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldavia, Tajikistan;
Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan), they agreed on December 21 to form a Com- The creation of the European Council in 1974 did not put European integration
monwealth of Independent States (CIS) and declared that, as of the year’s back on the agenda nearly as quickly as its originators had hoped. In dealing
end, the Soviet Union would cease ro exist. Gorbachev had no choice but to go with the afrermath of the oil crisis of 1973-1974, each country initially went its
on television on December 25 to announce his resignacion as state president: own way. Afera general election victory for the Labour Party in February 1974,
And so this nonviolent act of self-emancipation by the peoples of the Sovier em+ Great Britain even began to question its membership of the Common Market
pire led not only to the demise of communism but also to the dissolution of the once more. Harold Wilson’s second government demanded subsidies for eco-
last multiethnic state to survive the nineteenth century. nomically deprived areas of the country and a reduction in Britain’s contribu-
tions ro the EEC budget. The compromise that was reached was put to the vote
in a nationwide referendum on June s, 1973, and approved. The European Com-
munity established a regional fund to help stimulate growth in depressed re-
gions in the member states, albeit with only a very modest budget to begin with.
It also promoted new initiatives in the areas of industrial policy, research and
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« Deutschmark upward. Using this mechanism, the countries of the Europe:im
nmunity would, it was hoped, jointly return to the path of- gr‘owt.h and dis-
: ge themselves from dependence on the dollar. Yet Great Britain did n'oc ?akc
-;;_ Wilson’s successor, James Callaghan, did not regard membership in a

mmon European monetary mechanism as eicher necessary or electorally via-
co

development, environmental and energy concerns, and finally educational and
culeural policies.
However, proposals on the further development of the Community, whi;
were collated by the Belgian prime minister Leo Tindemans at the behest of t
European Council and published at the end of 1975, were not even discussed by
the heads of state and government of the nine member countries. French poli
under Valéry Giscard d’Estaing continued to oppose an extension of Europeir
parliamentary powers, Helmur Schmidt blocked larger German contributio
to the Community, and Harold Wilson was adamant that he could not get any
more pro-European legislation past his electorace. Greece’s application to jo
the Common Market in 1975, followed by applications by Spain and Portug
two years later, raised further major problems: the relative economic backwar
ness of these southern European nations, which had only recently shrugged off
dictarorships, risked overburdening the Community budget, while a glutof
their farm produce threatened to unsettle the fine balance of the Common Ag-
ricultural Policy. '
"The introduction of the European Monetary System (EMS) on March 13,
1979, marked a first milestone in overcoming this state of “Eurosclerosis” (the
term was coined in the late 1970s to describe the period of stagnation in Eur
pean integration). Instigated by the Commission’s president, Roy Jenkins, and
politically driven by Schmidt and Giscard, this system provided much greater
stimulus to forming a currency union and to overcoring the stagflation crisis
than had the failed currency snake of 1972; in addirion to agreeing not to allow.
currencies to diverge from one another by more than 2.25 percent, this time the
member countries committed themselves to intervene on the currency markets
and take steps to consolidare their national budgets if their own currency threat-
ened to slip to this marginal value. To ensue that this intervention was effective;
20 percent of the member stares’ gold and currency reserves was transferred o
the European Monetary Cooperation Fund. The creation of the European Cur-:

rency Unit (ECU) ensured transparency in financial transactions berween the.
participating countries,

le. Also, as countries with particularly weak currencies, Ireland and Italy were
ven spcciai dispensation for greater divergence before they were obliged o
tervene. - ’
Regarding the southern enlargement of the European Community, Greece's

prime minister, Konstantinos Karamanlis, scored a I?Otablc s‘ucccss by ‘rcfraining
from calling for subvention or insisting on special dispensations for his counery.
In this way he managed to disengage negotiations on Greece’s encry 'frontl those
on Spain’s and Portugal’s and to bring them to a triumphant conclusion in May
1979. On January 1, 1981, Greece acceded as the tenth member state o’f ::he E-ur-o—
Pcan Community. But following a change of government, Karamanlis's socialist
successor, Andreas Papandreou, demanded an improvement in Greece’s condi-
tions for entry, and as a new member of the Council exercised his right of ve‘tc? to
force his partners to adopt an Integrated Mediterrancan Program jas a ?ondmo.n
for Spanish and Portuguese accession—hardly an act of grear sol?darxty on his
part. This only added to the complications in the pegotiations with Spain and
Portugal, which were more difficulc anyway, given their great rivah.'y in -the ex-
port of farm produce and over fishing rights. The accession treaties with the
countries of the Iberian Peninsula were not signed until July 1985 and entered
into force on January 1, 1986. .
Another reason for the protracted delay in Spanish and Portuguese accession
was that the European Community risked running our of money. After guaran-
teed prices led to horrendous overproduction of farm produce, the cost of fund-
ing the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) had gone through the roof. And
the Brirish Conservative prime minister Margaret Thatcher, who came to power
in May 1979, insisted on a significant reduction in Britain’s coneributions, which
she saw as an unfair, one-sided subsidy of the questionable CAP. A solution to the

In this way a mechanism was created thac helped countries with weak cur-
rencies such as France figh inflation, while at the same time enabling West Ger-
many to resist pressure, arising from the weakening of the US dollar, to revaluate
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problem, which in the meantime distinctly soured the atmosphere beeween the
member states, was finally reached at 2 summit at Fontainebleau on June 25-26,
1984: the British PM was promised a 40 percent reduction in her country’s
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contributions after she agreed to the ceiling on the Community’s own resources:

being raised from 1 to 1.4 percent of 2 notional value-added tax (VAT) levy. A
ricultural overproduction (the “beef/bucter mountains” and “wine lakes”) was
scaled down through the introduction of milk quotas (1984), the lowering of fixed
prices (1986), and the expansion of farming set-aside (1986).

The Fontainebleau agreement gave Kohl and Mitrerrand an opportunity to
relaunch the project for greater European union. In this, they were impelled

both by a shared desire to integrate the Germans into a wider Europe and by
concerns over European competitiveness vis-3-vis the new comperition coming
from Asia, as well as a deep uncase over the hawkish tone of US policy towar

the Soviet Union. Under the aegis of a Draft Treaty Establishing the European

Union, which the European Parliament had passed with an overwhelming m
jority in February 1984, at Fontainebleau they managed to get a committe

established (under the chairmanship of the Irish senator James Dooge) that would:

make proposals on progress toward European union through reform of the e

isting institutions. At the same time, an ad hoc Committee on a People’s Europe:

was also appointed, whose task was to explore ways of strengthening the role of.

the European Community in the everyday lives of its citizens.

A decisive move in the long-term success of this joint Franco-German initi
tive was the accession to the presidency of the European Commission, on Janu
ary 1, 198, of the Frenchman Jacques Delors. His particular achievement was to.
keep the politics of European integration firmly focused on that part of the re-

form agenda that was also clearly in the British interest—namely, the comple--

tion of an internal market. Even Thatcher seemed to agree that the abolition of
all noncariff trade barriers within the Community was vital if Europe was to

compete effectively against the United States and the growing “riger economies”

of the Far East. She also realized that her agenda of breaking down monolithic

economic structures would be easier to implement by operating within the
European sphere than by trying to go it alone at home. '

Delors’s announcement of a realistic but definite date (“the end of 19927) for
the completion of the internal market put the ball firmly in the national govern-

ments’ court. His drafting, on June 15, 1984, of a white paper on the subject, which.

carefully laid out the “300 measures” that were still necessary to remove trade bar-
riers, allowed him to keep up the pressure. Added to the pressure of the unequiv-
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ocal proclamation by the European Parliament was that from companies, finan-
iers, and even some employees’ organizations calling for the introduction of
n internal marker. In the face of this concerted campaign even Thatcher and

the equally Euroskepric governments in Greece and Denmark could not hold
out indefinitely against the expansion of the Community through the internal

market. At the meeting of the European Council in Milan on June 28-29,

1985, these countries did vote against convening a conference to revise the

Community treaties; but when the majority of Council members signaled their

intention to go ahead with the conference anyway, the minority did not dare to
boycott it.

Of course, the expansion of the Community that resulted from the govern-
mental conference in the form of the Single European Act (SEA)—concluded
on December 3, 1985, and officially signed in February 1986—did not go equally
far in all areas. All members were agreed that the internal market should come
into force on January 1, 1993. But while there was a general commitment to eco-
nomic and monetary union, resistance not only by the British government but
also by the Germans ensured that no firm timetable was laid down for this. The
EEC assumed new powers in domains like environmental protection, research,
strengthening cohesion, and the encouragement of social dialogue. In foreign
policy, member states committed themselves to consultation; resolutions in this
realm would still have force, even if individual countries were to abstain. And
because the internal marker could nor come into being without it, the British
government also accepted an extension of majoriry voting within the Council.

The exccutive powers of the Commission were strengthened; and the Euro-

- pean Parliament was given the right to amend the drafting of bills in certain

areas so Jong as the Council did not signal its objection through qualified ma-
jority voting,

Despite the compromise nature of this Act (a total of nine texts), when it
came into force on July 1, 1987, it was a major step toward overcoming the stagna-
tion that had hampered the integration project. The new dynamic atmosphere
gave rise to the decision, in June 1989, to embark upon the first phase of mone-
tary union by July 1, 1990. European monetary union would promote the free
movement of capital and bring Great Britain and the southern European
member states into the European Monetary System. Heeding the advice of his
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cconomic experts, Helmut Kohl was prepared to sign on to a single curre cy
only if there was a general convergence of economic circumstances and a meetin
of minds on economic policy. Pressed by Mitrerrand at the Council of Europe
on December 8-9, 1989, he agreed to an intergovernmental summit on the i;
plementation of monerary union, albeit only—given that he first had to wir{-_a
parliamentary election—in December of the following year. Wich this, the pro
pect of monetary union finally being realized moved visibly closer. o

sious misgivings in both financial circles and in wider public opinion in Ger-
eri .

Tn}’ “The Maastricht Treaty came into effect on November 1, 1993, and on
piany.

i le legal tender in the member
nuary 1, 2002, the euro was introduced as the sole leg

ates of che monetary union. - .
Even so, in forming the monetary union, the other partmpa?mg countries
argely had to fall in line with German requirements 1f- a situation was to be
<voided where the Deurschmark became the de facto leading currency of the Eu-
ropean Monetary System. Thus, on the model of the Bundesb.ank, tbe Eurc?pcaﬁ
Central Bank was set up as a politically independent financial ennty,. wl?ﬂc a
the participating countries agreed to stick to objective c.onvergen-cc criteria d}ilr-
'E ng the transition to monetary union. In order to consolidate thcu.f bllldgcts, they
Also had to commit to confining their future budget deficits to within 3 percent
of GDP and to not allowing their total national debt to exceed 6o pe.rc?nt of GDP,
Great Britain and Denmark deferred their decision on whether to j01.n the mon-
etary union but ultimately opted to stick wich their national currencies.

In view of the new challenges, Kohl also thought it vical to go beyond the
reforms that had been agreed upon in the Single European Act on matters of po-
litical cooperation and the strengthening of Community institutions. In concert
- with Mitterrand, he therefore made a joint call on April 18, 1990, for another
intergovernmental conference to map out a treaty on political union. K(?hl and
Mitterrand proposed “consolidating the democratic legitimacy of the union, or-
ganizing its institutions more efficiently, achieving unity and coherence of ac-
tion within the union in matters of economy, currency, and policies; and estab-
lishing and enacting a common foreign and security policy.”* y

Despite this united Franco-German front, however, this ambitious pr.ogram
really only became viable after large parts of the original proposal were ditched.
In rerms of che Community’s institutions, the Maasericht Treaty had extended
majority voting within the Council of Ministers and the European Il’arliarncnt’s
right of participation; in addition, a (purely consultarive) COlTlInl.ttGC of the
regions was established, the powers of the European Court of Jusctce‘ anld the
European Court of Auditors strengthened, and European citizenship intro-
duced. In the European Community Treaty (now called the Treaty on European
Union), alongside the commitments to economic and monetary union, new
responsibilities were now added in the spheres of education, culture, healch,

Europe after the Cold War

The European Community was comparatively well equipped ro tackle the new
rasks that were thrust upon it by the breakup of the Soviet empire. It was now i _
a position (or rather, found itself obliged to) assume responsibilities for main:
taining order on the continent, which formerly had devolved to the superpowers
and their blocs. One such rask was to try to contain the Germans in the wake of
reunification and the withdrawal of the vicrorious powers. The European Com:=
munity also suddenly found icself saddled with joine responsibilicy for the suc-
cess of the plan to modernize Eastern Europe. At the same time, the polirical
barriers that had once prevented the formerly neutral EFTA countries from
joining the economically successful EEC fell away. The question of Europe’s in-
dependent role in global politics became all the more pressing now that the
United Seates had become the world’s sole superpower.

Of all the challenges arising from the implosion of the Eastern Bloc, the one
the Community dealt with most consummately was the integration of the now
much larger Germany. This was primarily down to Helmut Kohl, who, in setting
the course for German reunification in 1989-1990, recognized the need to allay
the fears of his European neighbors about the future role of an enlarged German
state in the middle of Europe. He did this by taking rapid steps toward a much
firmer integration of the Germans into the European project. This consideration
played a role, for instance, in his agreeing to hold an intergovernmental confer-
ence in December 1990 to discuss monetary union. It was also indicative that in
the run-up to the European Council meeting in Maastricht on December 9—I0,
1991, Kohl readily accepted a timetable for the implementation of monetary
union by 1997 (or 1999 at the latest) and stuck to this decision even in the face of
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consumers’ rights, and social policy, while existing jurisdiction in research and

environmental policy was extended, and a Cohesion Fund was established to
support the financing of environmental and transportation projects in regions
[acking in infrastructure. :
Beyond the Community agreements, in the realm of organized cooperation
beeween governments the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) was re-
tained, for whose operational implementation a political committee consisting
of directors of the foreign ministries had been established, along with coopera-
tion on Justice and Home Affairs. The European Communicies treaties and
these two areas of intergovernmental cooperation, for which the Commission
only had a limited right of initiative and the Parliament only a right of consulta-

tion, were now bound rogether as the pillars of a European Union. Asan integral -
part of the Union, the Western European Union was now tasked with enacting
any decisions and actions “relating to matters of defense policy.”® The trade-off -

for this broadening of Community activities was a greater complexity of regula-

tions at the European level; moreover, the expansion of Parliament’s rights did

not keep pace with the growth in the Council’s responsibilities. As a result, the -

question of the Community’s lack of legitimacy only became more acute.

Although the Maastricht Treaty saw a rapid increase in the number of “pol- -
icy declarations” issued by the Community on foreign and security policy mat- -

ters, this was not matched by a corresponding growth in the capacity to take ac-
tion. In October 1991, ohl and Mitterrand therefore announced the formation

of a joint Franco-German Corps—an important first step in setting aside the -

traditional differences in security policy between France and the Federal Repub-
lic. Belgium, Spain, and Luxembourg soon joined this initiative, leading in No-

vember 1995 to the creation of the Eurocorps, a multilateral military unit of fifty
thousand troops with its headquarters in Strasbourg. And as a result of another -
intergovernmental conference, which was immediately agreed upon in order to -
plug the loopholes left by the Maastricht regulations in che European Union -
treaty of 1991-1992, the Amsterdam Treaty of October 2, 1997, created the office

of the High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy;

majority voting was introduced for operational decisions; and the General Secre-

tariat was equipped with a strategic planning and early warning unit.
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The Amsterdam Treaty also brought an expansion of the European Parlia-
nt’s role in the co-decision procedure and a strengthening of the powers of the
president of the Commission, whose appointment was made conditional on the

 agreement of the Parliament. Significant elements of the ordinances governing

cooperation on Justice and Home Affairs, as well as the Social Chaprer of the
Maastricht Treaty, were absorbed into the EU Treaty. Likewise, the Schengen
Agreement, which replaced border controls within the Communicy with a cen-
tral information system and shared responsibility for safeguarding Europe’s exter-
nal borders, were integrated into the legal system of the EU. The responsibilities
of the joint policing authority, Europol, were extended, while further provisions
were put in place relating to health, environmental, and consumer righes.

The accession of the former EFTA countries proved relatively unproblem-
aric. Austria had submictred its application for entry as early as June 1989; Sweden
followed suit in June 1991, then Finland, Switzerland, and Norway in 1992.
While the Swiss application was put on ice following the defeat of a referendum
in December 1992 on accession to the proposed European Economic Area (a
merger of the EU and EFTA), negotiations with the other EFTA countries got
under way in January 1993. The accession treaties were signed in June 1994 and
entered into force on January 1, 1995. Norway, though, had fallen by the wayside:
just as in the first enlargement round in 1972-1973, ratification of the accession
treaty was rejected by a plebiscite. From being a Europe of twelve members, the
Community now grew to fifreen.

By contrast, the accession of the countries that had until 1990 formed part of
the Eastern Bloc turned out to be far more difficule. While Great Britain, Den-
mark, and Germany pressed, for both strategic and economic reasons, for as

swift as possible an eastward expansion of the European Union, France, the

Benelux countries, and the Southern European recipients of subsidies From the

Cohesion Fund regarded this as at best a project for the next generation. Ini-

tially, then, the Community confined itself to promoting pelitical and economic

reforms in Central and Eastern European countries. Support was offered in the
form of the 1989 PHARE (Poland and Hungary: Assistance for Restructuring
Their Economies) program, credit from the European Investment Bank and
the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (founded 1991), and

4 181 -




STATES AND THE CHANGING EQUATIONS OF POWER

ssociation agreements designed to modernize and liberalize the former socialist
ommand economies of these countries. The first such accords were signed in
October 1991 with Czechoslovakia, Poland, and Hungary, followed by Romania,
Bulgaria, and Slovenia, as well as the Baltic states, in 1996.

The real prospect of accession to the Union was opened up to the countries of
+oncral and Eastern Europe at the European Council in Copenhagen in June
1993. At their subsequent meeting in the Gexman city of Essen in December
1994, at Helmut Kohl's instigation, the twelve Community member countries
;-agrecd to a financially cushioned “pre-accession strategy” to help the countries
ngage in a structured dialogue in preparation for their integration. Three years
Jater in Luxembourg, the European Council decided to open formal negotia-
dons with those prospective new member states that, according to a vote by the
 Commission, came sufficiently close to fulfilling the accession criteria. In addi-
tion to Cyprus (which had applied in 1990), these were Hungary, Poland, the
Czech Republic, Estonia, and Slovenia. Preliminary talks were held with the other

.applicants from April 1998 on.

A Europe of Twenty-Seven Members

It was only on the threshold of the new millennium that a new sense of dyna-
“mism began to be injected into areas of action where progress had been painfully
slow in the 1990s. The reasons for this were twofold: firstly, the more realistic
approach to European politics evident in Britain since Tony Blair came to power
in May 1997; and secondly, the learning process undergone by French president
Jacques Chirac and German chancellor Gerhard Schroder.

: The Commission that began work in Seprember 1999 under the chairman-
ship of Romano Prodi made great strides in the negotiations with the prospec-
tive member countries, although the actual task of overseeing accession was
- vested in the new office of European Commissioner for Enlargemenc (first incum-
- bent: Gitnter Verheugen). In December 1999 the European Council, meeting in
© Helsinki, voted to begin negotiations with Latvia, Lichuania, Slovakia, Roma-
- nia, Bulgaria, and Malta. A new intergovernmental conference was scheduled
. for February 2000; its task was to establish, by the end of the year, the precondi-

tions for acceptance of these new member states. At the Naples summit on

Expansion of the European Union, 1952~2012.
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December 7-8, 2000, new rules were drawn up for the distribution of seat

.ucrhly critical of the Treaty of Nice. At Nice, Schréder was able to secure
the European Parliament and the weighting of votes in the Council of Ministe

ement on a further intergovernmental summit in 2004, preparations for
h would this time involve the European Parliament, national parliaments,

civil society at large. Chirac was persuaded to work out a common position

for a Europe of up to twenty-seven members, plus 2 new procedure for determj
ing qualified majority voring. Henceforth, in the Commission, each memb
state would be represented by only a single commissioner. At the same time
was agreed that the accession negotiations should be completed by the end
2002, so thataccession could take place in the spring of 2004. The citizens of th
new member states would therefore be able to take patt in the next elections ¢

1;fi'the Germans prior to the conference, and Belgian prime minister Gl%y Ver-
ofstadt, as president of the European Council, ensured that the Convention on
. Future of Europe adopted at the Lacken meeting of the European Council
December 1415, 2001, really did commir the EU to greater democracy and
the European Parliament, in June 2004. ganspar ency.
The Convention responded to people’s expectations of more concrete resuls
: presenting, on July 20, 2003, a Draft Treaty Establishing a Constitution for
rope that represented real progress roward greater transparency and efficiency:
1ore day-to- -day decisions in the Council of Ministers and the European Parlia-
rent were to be reached by qualified majority voting; the post of European
‘oreign Minister was to be created; expansion of the rolc of the president of the
uropean Council, a post that could no longer be held by the head of govern-
nent of a member state. After making some concessions toward the special
cpresentation requirements of Poland and Spain, the heads of state and govern-
ment adopted this draft treacy at a meeting in Brussels on June 18—19, 2004.
. Meanwhile, the common foreign and security policy was fleshed out when
Tony Blair began to warm to the idea of a credible European rapid reaction
force—an idea first mooted at an informal Council meeting in the Austrian
town of Poreschach in October 1988, Following an agreement between Blair and
Chirac, it was decided at the European Council meeting in Helsinki in Decem-
er 1999 to set up a European reaction force of sixty thousand soldiers by 2003.
At the Nice summit a year later, most of the institutions of the Wesrern Euro-
“pean Union (WEU) were taken over by the EU. Javier Solana, the first holder of
the office of High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy,
-also assumed the role of general secretary of the WEU. The Political Commirttee
of the CFSP was expanded to become the Political and Security Commictee
-(PSC), to which a Military Committee reported.
Following deep divisions over the US intervention in Iraq in 2003, the heads
and states of government reached an agreement at the Brussels meeting of che

European Council on December 12-13, 2003, on a common security strategy

Largely thanks to Verheugen’s negotiating skills, this ambitious timetabl
was kept to. A whole series of transitional arrangements (valid for periods ran:
ing from three to twelve years) were agreed to by the Cencral and Eastern Erire
pean Countries (CEECs), and a complicated compromise was worked out regard
ing the transfer of finance to the new member states. The accession treaty wa
duly signed with ten states (Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, Slovaki
Slovenia, Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania, Cyprus, and Malta) on April 16, 2003, i
Athens. Following timely ratification in all the member states of the enlarge
European Union, the Accession Treaty came into force on May 1, 2004. Bulgaria
and Romania, which found it more difficult to fulfill the accession criteria
finally joined on January 1, 2007.

However, the Treaty of Nice, which was officially signed on February 26
2001, and dealt with questions of institutional reform, set its sights much lowei
Chirac and Schréder, unlike their predecessors Kohl and Mitterrand, had failed.
to reconcile their separate interests in the run-up to the intergovernmenta
conference—and so, although further extensions of the qualified majority vot
ing system and of the Parliament’s right of participation did come abour, the
were not part of any coherent overall plan. According to the provisions of the
Treaty of Nice, fourteen separate procedures were possible before resolution
were adopted in the Council, while those involving Parliamentary participation
allowed for eleven such stages. As a resul, the decision-making process became:
even more opaque and accountability more difficult to determine.

A sizable sector of public opinion, which had been primed to expect more -
substantive progress by German foreign minister Joschka Fischer’s public plea
for a Constitution for Europe leading to the formation of a European federation,
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aimed at safeguarding security within Europe and its environs and an effective
multilateral approach to maintaining order internationally. In adopting th
Constiturional Treaty in June 2004, they undervook “progressively to improve
their military capabilities” and to work toward a “common defence policy of th
Union.”®® Furthermore, the replacement of the high representative by the Eure
pean foreign minister, as envisaged in the treaty, opened up the prospect of a
integrated European diplomatic service. There was also a provision for “stry
tured cooperation” within the Union for member states that wanted to unde
take firmer commitments toward military integrarion. :
However, enactment of the Constitutional Treaty ran into unforeseen diff
culties. In both France (in late May 2005) and the Netherlands (in carly Jun
2005}, a majority voted against its ratification. In response, German chancello
Angela Metkel and French president Nicolas Sarkozy ook the initiative i
amending the wording of the agreement to ty to make it more acceptabl
to nationalistminded voters. After a new intergovernmental conference o
December 13, 2007, the European Council passed a modified treaty (the Treaty:
of Lisbon). Yet before it came into force on December 1, 2009, another rejection
in a referendum, this time by the Irish electorate in 2008, had to be overcome by-
further guarantees on the question of continuing national sovereignry. The com
plexity of the European edifice continued, then, to be its Achilles heel.

- 3
i i ns
for 35 percent of total global arms expenditure, whereas the Russian Federatio
O - . . - . - -
hare stood at just one-tenth of this® In view of this situation, it was self-evident
ar ‘
America should try to export the democratic model through force of

that _ ‘ hroug
but its attempt to do so failed miserably, exposing the limitations of the

farms,

Leuperpower.
Sup"ﬂfe technological superioricy of the United States was brought home force-

-; fully when Iraq’s president, Saddam Hussein, aceacked thhc shci%hdoanlof .Ku\\;z:
in August 1990. Two years after the end of the dcv'astatmg.but mcor'}lc ?s}ive c "
Bict with Iran, the Baghdad dictator saw the invasion of .hlS small oil-ric r?;zlg
bor as the best way to wipe out the war debts he had incurred and to. st cr;;
_growing discontent at home by extending his power in the Gulf rc:g;on.I i
.prcsident George H. W. Bush decided to intervene—firstly bec-ause ft I1<c ra-ci
share of global oil reserves rose to 20 percent with the occupazfnbo uwzx;1 ;
placing Saddam in a threatening position of power, a‘nd’ secondly fc:cxuse e
conflice gave Bush an opportunity to consolidate America’s leading r? e 1(1:1 rnnd11
taining worldwide security. The fiftcen members of the U.N Secuntyh ou(7
were unanimous in their condemnation of Iraqgi aggrcssm'n; Gorbac c;v gave
" his blessing to sanctions and the use of milicary force, “Thu:h began.., ;vfen -an
ultimatum expired on January 17, 1991, with the bombing of Iragi defensive
i 10DS.
msr’;ill:tczalicion of some thirty states that Bush had assembled ag.ainst h:aq was
expecting a long and bloody war. As it turned out, t‘hzmks to superior cqmpme;lot
and strategic planning, it ook the 790,000 Allied ground troops (54;,((;
Americans and 250,000 troops from allied countries) under the command o er'l-
eral H. Norman Schwarzkopf less than one hundred hours to expel the Iraqlcs;i
from Kuwait. The ground operations, which began on F‘.:bruary 24, wel;c‘: halee :
by Bush just three days later to avoid giving the impression that the A 16153 j;ﬁ:n
using excessive force. As a result, Saddam was able to h'old .on ?o power.
the United States, the unqualified success of the operation instilled a fn-:wlscnsc
of self-confidence that dispelled the trauma of Vietnam and the humiliation of

The Limitations of the Superpower

The collapse of the Soviet Union and the discrediting of the ideology of commu
nism that had held it together left the United Stares as the world’s only super
power. [ts economic system had proved ro be superior, and thanks to faster and :
more efficient use of information technology, it once again secured for itself a-
disproportionate share of global economic growth. The political values of West-
ern democracy, which American policy had promoted with mixed fortunes, :
went beyond the limitations of its erstwhile Soviet rival and, finding widespread '
positive resonance, persuaded many societies to comnmit themselves to American |
leadership. In the meantime the United States also opened up an unassailable
lead in military technology, and with its ongoing investment in arms develop-
ment, remained the world’s foremost military power. In 1998 it still accounced

the Iranian hostage crisis. ' )
US diplomacy exploiced the victory in the Gulf War to kick-start the peace

i tle di-
process in the Middle East. In Ocrober 1991, after an intense round of shut '
plomacy, Bush’s secretary of state, James Baker, succeeded in getting representarives
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of Israel, Syria, Jordan, and Lebanon to meer around a single conference rab]

. - ist ideol-
lidating their own power base after che discrediting of communist ideo
0ll o
Madrid. Representatives of the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO)

as to appeal to nationalist aspirations. In June 1991, Sl-ovencila I:1Ind Cria;li
ded from the Yugoslavian Federation, followed by ].305n1a an. lerz;:go .
(jcrober and Macedonia in November. After a brief mtcrvemxo‘n inS c:;'cma,
Serbian-led Federal Army withdrew; in Croatia, though, it jagree lto a
éﬁ;c {on January 2, 1992) only after it had taken con.trol of Serbian T{nc a-ves
- and driven out their Croatian inhabirants, While a UN peace ;eimg
“rce was sent in to monitor the ceasefire in Croatia, the Serbs. procee c;: to
é{.;.nch an attack on Bosnia. Bosnian Serbs under the '1cadersh1p ;)f Ra ov:;.lr;
ad#i¢ began “ethnically cleansing” areas under theli comrr.}an”. Frorr:i:ns
pring of 1993, Bosnian Croats also started to conduct “cleansing” opera

to

discussions did not yield any immediare results. However, after Yitzhak Rabi;
the Labor Party won the Israeli general election in June 1992, secret negotiation
began between representatives of Israel and the PLO in a country house otitsid
Oslo in Norway. The agreements that were hammered out there were signec
September 13, 1993, in Washington in the presence of US president Bill Clint
Rabin and PLO chairman Yasser Arafar agreed in principle thar the Israelj
would hand over the Gaza Strip and the city of Jericho to Palestinian authoric
A further accord, signed in September 1995 (Oslo I), confirmed the transfer o
six more cities and 450 villages in the West Bank—around one-third of the terri
tory captured by Israel during the Six-Day War in 1967—rto Palestinian contr(_)i
The Oslo Accords seemed to pave the way for a two-state solution to th
Middle Eastern conflict. Yer further progress down this path stalled when Rabi
was assassinated by a Jewish religious extremist in November 1995 and when th
right-wing Likud Party came to power in May 1996. As Israel continued to dra
its feet over withdrawal from the occupied territories, the expansion of Jewish
settlements within these areas pur Arafar under increasing pressure. At the end
of September 2000 another wave of unrest broke out in the Palestinian towns
with suicide bombings and acracks on Jewish settlers. The Isracl Defense Force
responded with a methodical destruction of infrastructure in the Palestinian
areas and the targered killing of Palestinian extremists. Arafat was repeatedly
placed under house arrest, and his headquarrters in Ramallah were largely razed
to the ground in March 2002. Thereafrer it became impossible to maintain any
lasting cessation of violence on either side. Under pressure from more milicane _
groups, the Palestinian leadership could not bring itself o recognize the State of |
Israel. Although Israel withdrew from Gaza in 2006, at the same time it still

claimed large parts of the West Bank and the whole of East Jerusalem as sover- -
eign Israeli territory.

nst Muslims. .
.gquor a long time the international community looked on helplessly as chis

enocide unfolded. The mandate of the UN peacekecping for‘ce was extcn;led tfz
Bosnia and Herzegovina, but the force found ieself unable to Tmplemer?t the sa
ones that the Security Council had agreed upon for the v:stnous Cthl‘.li(‘: groups,
nseead becoming a hostage itself to Serbian forces. Th-c Cl‘mton adnnmscgatflon
first brokered a ceasefire berween the Croats and Mus.luns in March Ii 94 be 1(_);2
going on the offensive against the Serbian aggressors in the sur‘mm::'1 (1) 19.95. ¢
Americans encouraged the Croatian army to retake tl'le areas it ha' ‘ost 1.n Ilg)zs:
in late August, targeted NATO air strikes began against Serb posztl%onsdlr; o
nia and Herzegovina. In October, Serbia agreed toa ccaseﬁ.rc n.le iate . v -
Americans; a peace conference at Dayron, Ohio, lefi to the s1g'mf1g, onM ec;:m—
ber 14, of a peace treaty that provided for the partition of Bosnia into a . uslim
Croatian Federation and a Serbian Republic. A sixty—thowtlsand-sz.rong 1r.1|:crr113—
tional peacekeeping force, under NATO lcadershlp-but wich Russian units also
involved, was put in place to ensure its implementation. o ' ]
In Kosovo, formerly an autonomous province of Serbia, a 11beraj:10n a'rrr%y
began to form at the beginning of 1998 among the Ailb‘anian c;hmc ma;oz:zrl
population. From March onward, the Serbian paramilitary police ;espfm; —
with mass expulsions and massacres of civilians; before long, hu.nd‘rc- : clal t (lyud
sands of Albanians had taken flight. The international commumT:y initially trie
to intervene here also through negotiation. But when the Serbian g_ove;nnl:ant
refused to sign a peace accord in March 1999, NATO reacted by bombing Serbian

After initial hesiration, the United States also became heavily involved in the
ethnic conflict that broke out in the former Yugoslavia. The multiechnic stare
that had been led by Tito up to his death in May 1980 began to fragment once
Party leaders like the Serbian Slobodan Milofevi¢ found thar a good way of
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hc, and lent the alliance a new purpose. NATO also found itself increas-
gl prepared to identify security risks outside its normal sphere of operation
o assume responsibility for safeguarding its new European neighbors. In
. Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary were invited to join the
ce, and in March 1999 this first Eastern expansion of NATO became a re-
ty. To allay Russian uncase at this development, a joint NATO-Russian
ouncil was convened in May 1997, which held out to the Russian Federation
the prospect of “permanent consultation and cooperation.””

Yet the NATO-Russian Council could do nothing to mollify Russia’s great
hoyance at NATO’s actions in Kosovo. After the government in Moscow had
cfused to approve the deployment of a military task force against the Serbs,
ﬁATO members decided to intervene without obraining a UN mandate. Nev-
rtheless, Russia did then prevail upon the Serbian-Yugoslavian regime to accept
he ceasefire of June 9, 1999. A furcher rapprochement between Russia and the
ew-look NATO was catalyzed by the Islamist terror atracks on the World
Trade Center and the Pentagon on September 11, 2001, in which almost three
‘thousand people were killed. Russia and the NATQ countries now found them-
selves confronted with a new common threat in the shape of the global rerror
network set up by al-Qaeda, a [oose confederation of jihadists that had formed
during the struggle against communist influence in Afghanistan in the 1980s. A
common defense strategy was called for against this menace. In May 2002 both
sides agreed to reconstitute the NATO-Russian Council as a decision-making
body on security matters of common concern. Accordingly, the second round
of NATO eastward expansion, decided upon in November 2002 and enacted
on April 1, 2004, occurred with no damage to the relations berween Russia
and NATO. By now, with the accession of Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Bul-
garia, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia, NATO membership stood at twenty-

A graveyard with seventy-six numbered graves in Petrovo Selo in northeast Serbia contains the §
mains of Afbanians from Kosovo killed in 1999. The Serbian leader Slobodan MiloSevié responded,
to the formation of a “Liberation Army” among the Albanian ethnic majority with mass expulsions.
and massacres of civilians. {(& Thorne Anderson/Corbis)

positions. At first this only provoked a further escalation of the conflict within
Kosovo. Milosevi¢ backed down only when Clinton dispatched ground troops:
at the end of May. On June 9 an agreement was reached for the wirhdrawal of
Serbian forces and the installation of 2 UN peacekeeping force. The province.
was placed under UN administration—officially only temporarily. Nine years:
later, after more unrest and the secession of Montenegro from Serbia in 2006;
Kosovo finally declared independence in February 2008.

six countries.
NATO’s Changing Role At the same time, the unprecedented terror atrack on the symbols of f.’&meri—
can power led o a strengthening of solidarity between the European allies and
the United States. On the day after the outrage, September 12, 2001, for the first
time in its history NATO invoked the clause (Article 5) in its founding charter
on “collective defense.” Over the following days, NATO warplanes helped patrol

American airspace. Preparation for further attacks included the reorganization

Its successtul military intervention in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo
helped NATO overcome the crisis it faced after the breakup of the Warsaw Pact.
The concept of conducting peacekeeping operations beyond the bounds of the
alliance—controversial to some members of the organization—had proved a vi-

-f TarT .I-
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of national defense networks to confront the new threats, and the creatic
rapid-deployment NATO Response Force. Key NATO allies like Grear B,
Germany, and Italy took part in the campaign against the Taliban reg:
Afghanistan, which was providing the main safe haven for al-Qaeda fighte
Following American air strikes on October 7, 2001, the Taliban regim
quickly toppled. A UN conference held at Fotel Petersberg in Bonn 1n
December established a transitional administration for Afghanistan headec
Hamid Karzai. Karzai’s government would remain dependent for many year
the support of a NATO peacekeeping force.

The administration of George W. Bush did not regard the “war on t
firstand foremost as a common struggle, and was determined to call the shots:
how it should be conducted. Although any international Support was welconm
in the worldwide struggle for freedom and democracy the Bush administrati
reserved the right to act as an enrirely free agent if necessary. Afcer the fall of t
Taliban regime, three more “rogue states” within an “axis of evil,” as Bush pu

came within the sights of US foreign-policy makers—North Korea, Iran, and

Iraq. Under the pretext that Saddam Hussein was trying to develop weapons o
mass destruction that he would pur at the disposal of terrorist groups, Bush
first objective was to bring about regime change in Iraq. Despite the fact that
UN weapons inspection team found no evidence that Iraq had stockpiled orwas
developing such weapons, a US-led coalition invaded Iraq on March 20, 2003,
By April 9, Baghdad was in American hands, and on May 1 Bush declared an end
ro major combat operations in Iraq.
The so-called Coalition of the Willing that backed the United States in t is
conflict comprised NATO allies like Great Britain, Italy, Spain, and Poland, but
also included Australia. In contrast, French president Jacques Chirac and Ger:
man chancellor Gerhard Schrdder aligned themselves with Russian premie
Vladimir Putin in categorically opposing an intervention that violated the t
nets of international law. Their position was vindicated when no weapons of
mass destruction, nor any connections between the Saddam regime and al-
Qaeda, came to light; instead, the brutal conduct of some elements of the Us.
military only acted as a recruiting sergeant for terrorism. It proved impossible to
install a stable government in the country after the fall of Saddam, and for many
years the occupying forces had to contend with a violent insurrection staged
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'.bY Shi‘ite militias. In the summer of 2008 it was cstin'mted that efn};—l
from 150,000 Lo One million Iragis were killed in the conflict. The Unite
ﬁffercd 4,000 dead and 10,000 severely injured troop's.. |
;.'s attempt to exploit the wortldwide fear of vulncrablhc?f to Islamist ter-
+ order to establish a unilateral hegemony of the Amt’jncan superpo-we;
ed only in sowing division. The international reputation of the U;ldl-te
- suffered greatly, not feast after it became known that -Amen'can s?b 1::;:
f5rrured Iraqgi prisoners and that terror suspects from a wide variety of back-
ds were being incarcerated indefinitely, with no recou'rse to the due pg)cgss
W, in a special camp at the US military base at GLlantan..aLnllo Ba_y o’nl u a.f
uring Bush’s second term in office (2004-2008), the .admmls‘trat;;?s ;sIs( o-
.ding also began to be felt at home. Offensive operations agamslt ic:rt o
.+ Iran were now out of the question, even though the le.Ltter optu’m ecame a
nrrent point of friction with America’s European allies. Bush‘s success{cg
:rack Obama, came to office in January 2009 with a program to‘wmhdraw
sices from Iraq. He also worked out a plan with the allies to bring the peace-
ecping operation in Afghanistan to a close. | - f o
The loss of America’s international standing went hand in han W'lt h a
trengthening of the European position within NATO. %isﬁbccaxgc evu%ent
vhen Georgia's president Mikheil Saakashvili atracked the dispute Rus;mn-
caning territories of Abkhazia and Souch Ossetia in August 2008 to try to force

'NATO’s hand in accepting his country’s application to join. Whe'n the Ru.ssmn
government responded by ordering its forces to invade Georgia, it was N1cola‘s
 Sarkozy, president of the European Council at the time, anc-l nc.)c the US presi-
* dent, who brokered a ceasefire. On August 15 he oversaw the signing of afl accord
- berween Saakashvili and Russia’s new president, Dmitri Medvedev, that involved

the withdrawal of Russian troops and the rerurn of Georgian forces to their bar-
racks. The autonomy of the two disputed regions was now beyond dispute. At
the same time, Georgian membership in NATO, which had already been tuijnco’d
down on several occasions, disappeared from the organization’s agenda. Ukraine’s

application was also shelved. )
This strengthening of Europe’s influence within the alliance brought about a

thoroughgoing reevaluation of NATO by the Americans. From the debacle of
Bush’s missionary war on terror the new US administration drew the lesson that
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protection against terror attacks and the security of supply channels coulg
be achieved by bringing America’s European allies on board, body and '36_1;,
the course of the speech he delivered in Berlin on July 24, 2008, during ki
tion campaign, Obama made a point of appealing for European support, al
doing so found himself pushing at an open door. The Europe-wide critieis;
Bush’s unilateral crusade ultirnately resulted not in greater anti—Americ_én

The Rise of China

tendency roward increasing US-European cﬁoopcra:ion and dfavcl.opini(:
: n front against threats emanating from Asia rcﬂected.a growing inter .
‘e of economic spheres. With reciprocal trade and mves.tmcnts tot :1
- 2]most 4 billion euros in 2007, the cconomies of .thc Uhnited States a}?
ropean Union, which each generated around 13 billion euros a.nd toge'r c;
mfcd for nearly one-half of all world trade, were more closely mtcrtwm‘e
. er before. At the same time, China rose to become the second Im?St s1hg—
nt trading partner of the United States (after Canada), so uncllerhnlmg t c;
mportance of the Asian markert for the US economy. Indeed, the vci; ume o
.s;.tradcd berween the United States and Asia was grca-ter than that ct\gefen
United States and Europe, even though the level of investment lagged far
- " ignifi 1 was the
‘Lina’s rise to become an “anchor country” of global s1gnﬁ1 ca'nce . :
1t of a long process that began after Mao’s death. Deng Xiaoping, from the

but in a greater willingness to take on international responsibilities.

‘This became clear when, in the spring of 2011, an armed uprising ‘be
against the Libyan dictator Muammar Gaddafi. French president Nicolas S
kozy immediately called for milirary intervention in support of the rebel
gained the backing of Brirish prime minister David Cameron, but failed 10 Wi
over German chancellor Angela Merkel. Following a resolution of the UN Seg;
rity Council on March 11 to the effect that the rebel forces should be suppor
with air strikes against Gaddafi’s milirary and the country’s infrastructure, |
marily French and British squadrons were mobilized to carry our this task; ¢
United States confined itself to lending rechnical support through the NAT , b 6. made an effort to steer the country away
control and command structure. These measures resulted in the overthrow: meé he took office in icpgm C;I-z;ct;rian Cultural Revolution that Mao had
Gaddafi’s regime by August of that year and the establishment of a Natio; ' m the excesses of che Great Fr

5 i i . Deng not only managed to re-
Transitional Council in the capial, Tripoli : igated and pu it on a more pragmatic course Deng . y " lb o
s pareo itute a proper education system and then expand it massively, but also force

r.'ough economic reforms aimed at promoting p?rivate initiatives. a.nd the ?c‘:hmve:
rent principle. State-owned enterprises were given greater dfiCISlol’f—m}\a king aud
onomy, small family-run farms became the prefe.rred mOfiel 1in ag(r;cu tzt:;,vf::t-
pecial Economic Zones were created to attract international trade a.n :
ment. These reforms resulted in an annual growth rate of 7 percent, increasing
“ s;dustrialization, and huge imbalances in income and 1ifest}'rlc among c'hc POEl:;
ation. By 1987 the average income in China was doubl‘c what '15 %md been in 21:97 .
In 1986 General Secretary Hu Yaobang and Prime Minister Zhao 11yang
“concluded that greater political freedom would be nccessarry ro ensure t.he ong-
term success of the economic reforms. A program was put in place to disengage
Jocal government and companies from Party and stare control; i-ntellcctuals zfnd
scientists were allowed more freedom to express divergent viewpoints. The reforms
immediately led to the growth of a democracy movement among studcn.ts', wlrlxo
were angry about widespread corruption and the lack of career opportunities. In

ev

The uprising against Gaddafi was part of a larger wave of protest and revolu
tion against authoritarian regimes throughout the Arab world; beginning i
Tunisia, this wave swept through several countries in North Africa and the Nea
East. In Tunisia itself, reformers succeeded in ousting President Zine el-Abidin
Ben Ali as early as January 14, 2011, while in Egypt the long-serving presiden
Hosni Mubarak stood down on February 1. In Yemen, following months ¢
demonstrations and armed clashes, President Ali Abdullah Saleh signed an agree
ment in November 2011 that pledged to hand over power to Vice President Abc
Hadi. In Morocco, Algeria, and Jordan, the protests led to changes of govern
ment and constitutional reforms; in Bahrain and Saud; Arabia, however, the ré
form movement was brutally suppressed. Meanwhile, in Syria a civil war devel
oped from the Assad regime’s crackdown on opposition forces; by the beginnin
of 2013 the conflict had claimed more than seventy thousand lives. The Arab

Spring prompred new demands for Europe to develop an integrated Mediterra-
nean strategy.
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December 1986, major demonstrations were held in Wuhan, Beijing, and S!“{m
hai, with protestors demanding power sharing, democratic elections, and an ¢
to human rights violations.
‘The Party leadership reacted by putting the brakes on the reform proce
Yaobang was forced to resign as general secrerary in January 1987; tens of the
sands of students were sent to the countryside on work details. Bur all this.falle
to quell the democracy movement. When Hu dropped dead from a heare ari
during a heated debare in the Polithuro on April 8, 1989, demonstrations far
up once more. On April 27, five hundred thousand to a million students 0.(5_(;
pied Tiananmen Square (Square of Heavenly Peace) in Beijing; on May 13 a hard
core of demonstrators began a hunger strike. Faced with the threat of losi
their monopoly on power, and disregarding opposition from Zhao Ziyang; o
May 19, under the influence of Deng, the Politburo decided to impose marti
law. From all around the country, troops were assembled outside Beijing, The
protestors ateempred to impede their advance by erecting barricades and org
nizing sit-down protests, but on July 3 troops entered the city in tanks and 3
mored vehicles. Berween eight hundred and tweney-six hundred civilians who
stood in their way (the exact number will likely never be known) were brutal
mowed down. The clearance of Tiananmen Square itself, which took place:]
the early morning of July 4, passed off relatively peacefully; the regime was col
cerned to avoid the appearance of unchecked brurality.

The breakup of the demonstration was followed by a wave of arrests and
death sentences passed on “troublemakers.” Zhao Ziyang and others who advo
cated a dialogue with the students were relieved of their duties. But the crushing
of the democracy movement did nor spell an end to the economic reform pro
gram. The new general secretary was Jiang Zemin, who in his former role 15
mayor of Shanghai had shown how to effect economic modernization withou
relinquishing control over students and other sectors of the populace. Following.
a brief phase during which central state control was reasserted, in 1992~199
Deng was able to force the pace toward a socialist market economy. Jiang Zemi
was elected state president and chairman of the Central Military Commission:
{thus becoming the chosen successor ro Deng, who died in 1997 at the ageof 92)..
The regulations relating to the Special Economic Zones were extended to the:
underdeveloped inland provinces, bringing a new influx of foreign capital into’

ntry. Investors now included not just members of the Chinese diaspora
ong Kong or Singapore, but above all the ]apam?se. N
e measures all combined ro boost economic grf)wt still fur -
as it rook eleven years for the first spectacular doubling of the .count.r)}rl 5
di_;;m income, the second such increase had occurred‘by 1995, after Justk cllg t
?;:.1;1 the second half of the 1990s, China developed into the new works '10p
world, with export rates that, after entry into the World Tradc: Oa:gau;lza-f
n 2001, reached daily levels corresponding to a whole year’s “crlort; 0
“ts in 1978, along with rapidly growing investment in rf:sca?'ch and ,TZ O.P
¢ the same time, Chinese businesses began investmg in Ccmfta ; sia,
china, and sub-Saharan Africa, with an eye to bot%l securing ‘supphes o iaw
tc;-ials and spreading political influence. A succession ‘of Afnc-an coufllc.ues,
: .g.with Iran, Pakistan, Burma, and North Korea, received Chme.sc mi 1tar)i
1d. With scant concern for the safeguarding of humanitarian or.enwronmenm
ndards, Chinese state capitalism thus became an unwelcome rival to Western
relopment policies and an economic player of glob'al significance. e
Overall, the modernization of Chinese communism took a turn -qmtc iffer
nt from the roughly contemporaneous reform of Soviet communism. A co'm-
rison of the two processes reveals that the atritude of the leaders w'as the E.)n.n-
ival faccor in overcomingthelegacy of regimes seructured alongMarmst—Le’m;:t
nes. At the key moment, Deng chose a path different from Gork:achcv s. : e
uestion of which course was the more appropriate depends on .onc s.own J_zlo 121:1—
al standpoint. What is beyond dispute is that each option had its price and that
both cases, many other options were available.

Imbalances and Multipolarity

Afeer China, chere appeared on the scene several other anchor countri.es: maJo;
rates caughe up in a process of dynamic economic fieve[opment thiat 1mp;:ct'e

_on the global economy, which guaranteed them an 1ndefl>cndent £O ehont ; 1}1-:
ernational political stage. In India, economic reforms .m t[“le ﬁ.rsr: a 0 t }cl
1990 stimulated a level of growth comparable with the s1tuat'10n in C.Jhn;ia, wit

equally strong investment in rescarch and development enabling In‘dmn .r;ns o
likewise become competitive players in global markets. In Indonesia, which was
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particularly badly affected by the Asian economic crisis of 1997~1998- he vorld order that existed during the Cold War was supplanted
President Suharto in May 1998, after more than twenty-two years of
rule, and the ensuing struggle against corruption and nepotism, heralde balances of power no longer playcd a role. Rather, what came about
sition toward a more stable economic course. Similarly, in Brazil the prog Wmld order to whlch the concept of multlpolauty scarcely does
dismantling in the first half of the 1980s of a military dictatorship tha
for more than two decades paved the way for economic modern:zatlon.and 'n. ent partners, there is a whole range of countries that to varying
growth. Through several changes in palitical direction (in 1992~1994 frg gional or supraregional influence. A general trend that can be
liberal Fernando Collor de Mello to the social democrat Fernando 1 _ the.glowll’lo' strength of Asian players within this power structure.

e foreseeable Future this does not mean that there is any danger of

linquishing its leading role. Among the factors militating against

Cardoso, and in 2002 from Cardoso to the socialist Luiz Indcio Lula d
the country has become a driving force in Latin American economii I
ment. In Mexico, vigorous measures from 1990 on to reduce the Couﬁt_:r. * ..rincriCﬂn sysccm’s continuing dynamism in acquiring new resources
pling foreign debt went hand in hand with encouragement of private

neurship, the ongoing fight against drug barons, and a move awa

ble economically driven convergence of the Russian Federation
- .74

ropean Union.

ré to safeguard peace, promote prosperity, and conserve the natural

t. the world’s states will be increasingly dependent upon coopera-

ter and to what extent they and the societies they are grounded in

one-party state. After weathering two severe economic crises, Mexico, by: r
1990s, once again had high growth rates and increasing competiti\.r.en_.c
South Africa, the participation from 1990 on of the Unired States an
Britain in the UN trade embargo helped bring about the end of the '
regime. The presidency of Nelson Mandela (1994-1999) saw all the ¢
major political forces embrace a free market economy with welfare st

wd enough to recognize and act on this remains to be seen.

Translated from the German by Peter Lewis
sions; as a result, South Africa rose to become by far the strongest econo
the region.

After the millennium, the anchor countries began to augment their inf]
through cooperation. In August 2003 Brazil—with the support of Indi ,C
and South Africa—scized the iniriative in establishing 2 G-20 group of de
ing couneries, which opposed the program of the OECD countries for the Do
Round of the World Trade Organization’s negotiations. The industrialized
responded by steadily broadening their mechanisms for cooperation. In
instance, Russia was accepted as a member of the Group of Seven, which; fol
ing a drastic economic recession in the early 1990s that slashed industrial utp
and GNP in half, was itself beginning to rake on the characteristics of an a
country. At the G-8 summit at Heiligendamm in northern Germany.|
2007, it was agreed that constructive dialogue should begin wicth China, In
Brazil, Mexico, and South Africa; subsequently these countries have taken
on an informal basis in the yearly G-8 meetings.
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