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SUMMARY

1. SHEVARDNADZIE GIVES A WIDE-RANGING INTERVIEW TO SOVIET
JOURNALISTS. MIFTS (NOT TO ALLY RECORD HIS COMMENTS ON INTERNAL
ASPECTS, SOVIET UNIOWMSISEAEL AND CENTRAL AMERICA. THIS TELEGRAM
REPORTS ON EAST/WEST, GERMANY ANLD THE WARSAW PACT.

2. SATISFACTION WITH IMPROVED SOVWIET TMAGE ABORAD. DELIBERATE
SOVIET SILENCE ABOUT GERMANY DURING ''OPEN SKIES'' CONFERENCE.
SHEVARDNADZE ARGUES FDR A LONG PROCESS. WEDGE DRIVING NO LONGER
SOVIET POLICY. THE MISTAKES OF EASTERN EUROPE'S OLD GUARD. THE
WARSAW FACT 1S LIKELY TO SURVIVE BUT THE SOVIET UNION IS READY TO
WITHDRAW ALL TREOOPS FROM CIECHDSLOVAKIA. HUNGARY AND POLAND.

DETAIL

3. RETURNING FROM WYOMING LAST SEPTEMEER, SHEVARDNADZIE GAVE SOVIET
JOURNALISTS AN IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW ON BOARL HIS PLANE. HE REPEATED
THIS ON THE WaAY BACK FROM OTTAWA.

4. ASKED IF HE WAS SATISFIED WITH THE VISIT TO CANADA, SHEVARDNADIE
RECALLED HIS FIRST VISIT IN 1986 WHEN THE SOVIET EMBASSY HAD BEEN
PFICKETED EY REFUSENIK SUPPORTERS. &1 MONTHS LATER THE ATHOSPHERE WAS
COMPLETELY DIFFERENT. ''WE WERE RECEIVED WARMLY AND OPENLY. PEOPLE
TRUST US MORE AND HAVE STOPPED BEING FRIGHTENED OF Us.'!

GERMANY

5. EHEU:;hHhDIE EXPECTED THAT THE JOURMNALISTS WOULD HAVE NOTICED THE
ABSENCE OF THE EURCPEAN ASPECT IN HIS SPEECH AT THE OPEN SKIES
COMFERENCE. THIS WAS BECAUSE ALL THE WESTERN POLITICIANS (HIS
'"'COLLEAGUES'') HAD EXHAUSTED THE THEME BEFORE THE CONFERENCE,. AND
ALL HAD FAVOURED GERMAMY REMAINING IMN MATO. SHEVARDNADIE COULD NOT
AGREE TO THMIS: BUT IF HE HAD ADVANCED HIS VIEW,. IT WOULD HAVE
DISTRACTED THE CONFEREMNCE FROM ITS MAIN THEME.
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G. SHEVARODNADZIE SUGGESTED THAT THE MEANS OF RESOLVINMG THE GERMAN
GUESTICN REMAIKED OPEN. THE MODROW CONCEPT HAD ATTRACTIONS. HE
CONDEMNED THOSE WHO SAW UNIFICATION AS AN ELECTORAL ISSUE. HE HAD
REMINDED GENSCHER THAT THE RUSSIANS HAD NOT SPOKEN THEIR FINAL WORD.
MOSCOW WOULD WNOT REMAIM INDIFFERENT TO A UNITED GERMANY JOINING MATO.
THEY HAD ODTHER IDERS UP THEIR SLEEVES.

T. LOOKED AT FROM THE ECONOMIC ANGLE, THE SOVIET UNIDN STOOD. TO GAIN
FROM UNIFICATION. THEY WOULD EXPECT TO BE PAID AT WORLD PRICES IN
HARD CUREENCY FOR THEIR OIL. ALSC, HE IMPLIED FLANTS IN THE GDR
WOULD FIND IT HARD TO FIND A NON=-SOVIET MARKET FOR THEIR OUTPUT.

B. AS TO THE TIME PERIOQD, SHEVARONADZIE PREDICTED THAT UNIFICATION
WOULD TAKE SEVERAL YEARS.

US=-SOVIET UNION
¥. SHEVARDNADZE CLAIMED THAT SOVIET "'"EURODPEAN STRATEGY'' HAD

CHANGED RADICALLY. ©SOME TIME AGO, ITS MAIN PURPOSE HAD BEEN TO DRIVE
THE AHMERICANS OUT OF EURCPE. NOW, AS GORBACHEV SAID AT MALTA, THE
RUSSIANS NO LONGER LOOKED ON THE UNITED STATES AS AN OPPOMNENT.
"*THESE WERE VERY BRAVE WORDS, AND WERE VERY DIFFICULT TO SAY.''
PREVIOUSLY,., THE RUSSIAM REACTION TO ANY AMERICAN TNITIATIVE HAD BEEN
TO REJECT 1T OUT OF HAMND. HMNOW, THEY LOOK FOR THE RATIONAL GRAIN AT
THE HEART OF THE IDEA. THAT WAS HOW THEY HAD REACHED AGREEMENT ON
FORCE LEVELS.

EASTERN EUROPE.

10. SHEVARDNADZE DENIED THAT THE SOVIET UNION HAD BEEN CAUGHT
NAFPPING BY EVENTS IN EASTERN EURODPE. THE RUSSTANS HAD RECOGNISED THE
MEED FOR REFORM IN EAST GERMANY TWO YEARS AGD., BUT HAVING ESFOUSED
"YTNEW THINKING"'", THEY COULD NOT IMPOSE CHANGE ON HONECKER.
VOROTNIKOV (LIKE SHCHERBITSKY BEFORE HIM) HAD COMPLAINED OF HAVING TO
STAND AND APPLAUD CEAUCESCU DOLENS OF TIMES.

WARSAW PACT
1. A JOURNALIST ASKED IF THE WARSAW PACT WAS LIKELY TO FALL APART.
SHEVARDMNADZIE THOUGHT NOT. "'"UNTIL THE GERMAN QUESTION IS SETTLED,
THE CZELHS, AND THE FOLES MORE S50, HAVE AN INTEREST IN STABILITY
GUARAMNTEES"'., THE QUESTION OF SOVIET STATIONED TROOPS WAS A
DIFFERENT MATTER. THE RUSSIANS HAD ALREADY INDICATED THEIR
WILLINGNESS TO WITHDRAW TROOPS FROM CIECHOSLOVAKIA AND HUNGARY. IF
THE POLISH GOVERNMENT WISHED, THE RUSSIANS WERE CONTENT TC BEGIN
NEGOTIATIONS. SKUBISZIEWSKI HAD SAID THIS WAS NOT AN ISSUE, BUT THERE
WERE UNOFFICIAL DEMANDS.
!
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WORKING racti

THE EMERGING SOVIET VISION OF EUROPEAN SECURITY

bW

Phillip A. Petersen

The emerging Soviet revolutionary wision of future European security
15 directly related to the life and ideas of Yuri Anodropov. As Raiza Gorbachew
was reporied 1o have said ta Mrs. Awverell Harriman, "We owe everything Lo
him." A protege of the Finnish-borm communist. Ono Kuusinen, Andropov's
carly career was interiwined with the history of Busso-Finnish relations oniil
his 1951 rransfer 1w the Central Commitlee apparatus of the Communist Pamy of
the Soviet Union (CPSU). During these years in Karelia, Andropov leamned to
speak Finmish and made an intelleciwal effort 1o understand the Finns that
allvwed him (o demonstrate an impressive grasp of Finnish society in his [933
meeting  with Finnish Presidenat Mauno Koivisto. In 1953, Andropov was
rransfered to the Foreign Ministry and, after a brief time a5 head of the Fourth
European Countries Deparment {responsible for Poland and Czechoslovakia),
was subscquently posted 1w the Soviet cmbassy in Budapest, [t is fair 0 asume
that Andropov drew some cooclosions from his experiences which could be
expected to have left him, at the very least, sympathic to views articulated by
the policy “"consultanis® Kuusinen had assembled mt the Kremlin secretariat
and inherited by Andropov when he served in the secretariat from 1962 until
his appointment as chief of the Committee for State Security (KGB)in 1967,
Kuusinen's “consultants," names like Fedor Burlatsky, Georgi Arbatov,
Alexander Bovin. and Oleg Bogomolov, would figure promineatly in the
gltasnost and peristrolka of (he [uture struggle to free the Soviet state from

‘the stagnation of the Brezhnev wears."!

Having obscrved the rot and decay of Soviet society for 15 years as head
of the KG B, his disillusionment with the CPSU leadership led Andropov to
gather about himseif the best and the brightest for what would become a

Phillip A. Petersem is Assistant for Eurepe amd the Soviet Union omn  the
Palicy Sopport Plapning Staff in the Office of the U5 Deputy Under
Secretary aof Defense for Secority Policy. Iir. Pelersen wishes to
acknowledge the research assistance of his deputy, Joshua B. Spero.




“revolution from above.” They would be called 1o visit during his holidays in
the Nonhern Caoocasus to discuss the troe siuation bolh inside and owiside the
Sowiel Union. Conversations during lIcisurely walks through the woods with
the local CPSU first secretary, Mikhail OQorbachev, undoubiedly became
progressively more searching and  candid.? Tt was probably during these
discussions that & revolutionary pragmatism was forged by the appreciation
that Soviet security would increasingly be dependent upon cconomic power
and the mounting evidence of the magnitude of Soviet sconomic failure. "What
seems 1o have cmerged was 3 nonzero-sum  model of security emphasizing
threat-reduction, unilateral restrainl, and collaboration with adversaries.
Georgl  Arbatov. who 5 described 45 having been "a close friend of
Andropoy's,”? would utlimately describe the new sirategy as one of depriving
the West of 15 "cnemy,”

The communist system imposed by Stalin pn Central Europe as a means
of insuring Soviet security was perceived as having been & counter-
productive policy choice,  Andropov revealed im 3 1978 speech the essence of
what subsequently wouald emerge 3z a new security model for Europe: “Our
position is clear, Europe must become a continemt of peace and good-
neighbourly cooperation. Here. in Karelia, we have 1o emphasize the
significance of the Sovietr Union's good-neighbourly...cooperation with
Finland. Sovizt-Finnish relations today...represent the very kind of derence
which meakes for a more lasting peace...”™  Alrcady by 1981 Andropov had
concluded both (hat without change the Soviet céconomy would eveatually
come (o the same fate as the Polish economy, and that Soviet-Finnish relations
were on 3 more sound footing to withstand the rnsing economic crisis than
were Soviel relations with 15 non-Sovier Warsaw Pact (NSWP) allies.

Studies such as the so-called WVevogsibirsk Report by the sociologist
Tatyvania Zastavskaya made clear "that the social mechanism of economic
development as it functions at present in the USSR does not ensure sanisfactory
results. The social type of worker formed by it fails fo correspord not only io
the strategic aims of a developed socialist society, but also to the technological

requirements of contemporary production.”™ When this paper was presented
at an April 1983 restricted seminar organized by economic depanments of (he
CPSU Central Commiuee, the USSR Academy of Sciences, and the Siate Planning

Commission, Zaslavskaya's professional affiliation was with the Instiute of the




Economics and Organization of Indusisial Production This iostitote in
Novosibirsk was headed by Abel Aganbegyan, who would later surface as
Mikhail Gorbachev's economic mentor.

The revolutionary transformation of Soviet political leadership s
directly related 1o economic conditions so adverse as to risk party conmtrol owver
the country.®  According to Oleg Bogomolov, a widening gap between the
S0viet Union and the West in techmolgical progress. productivity of lsbor, and
hving standards of the population, coupled with inflation and ecolegical
disasilers, permanent shoriages of many esseniial goods, non-competitiveness
of the majority of manufactures. and a falling economic growth rate are
indicative ol the very depth and pressing nature of the ecomomic crisis facing
the Sowiet Union and other socialist countries. Faced with "no choice other
than a radical change of the existing social sysiem,” Bogomolov has argued
that “a form of political pluralism. appropriate for the pamicular conditions
and historic traditions of the country, has become an indispensible pre-
requisic” for successful ¢conomic recovéry. This change in politics and (he
mechanisms of social organization is expecied by Bogomolov 1o require "10 1o
15 years and will be accompanied by am acute siruggle of opinions and by
conflicts between the old and new modes of action."? It was already understood
in the mid-1980s, however, that only cautions changes and experimentation

could adequately prepare the ground for “radical™ steps in the 1990z 3

The process of mevolotionary transformation of Sovier sociewy  inftialed
by the decisions of the March and April 1985 Plenary Meectings of the CPSU
Ceniral Committee ultimately led, after neardy two years of discussions in the
Soviet Defense Council.? to the adoption of a military doctrine consistent with
the aszezsment that security would be increasingly a political task. Although
Soviet military scientists do appreciate that political methods of guarantesing
security (i.e., negotiations, agreements, treatiez) cam have great uliliey,
civilian critics of the military point 1o an excessive tendency in the past for
Soviet foreign policy 1o rely on military force. Alexsandr Bovin, for example.
has wrinen that “the deployment of 55-20 missiles and the iatroduction of
troops in Afghanistan were.. . typical examples of subjective decisions orienied
at the uwse of military force in foreign policy.” His concludion was that "in
both cases we clearly overcstimated our possibilitics and onderestimated  what

could be called the resistance of the environment,"!?




Al least since 1985, thercfore. Soviet theoreticians have been struggling
with 1he development and implementation of a new approach (o security that
would reshape relations betweesn the USSR and the rest of the world.  Although
the Soviets probably dont have a specific plan for an aliermative security
structurg, there cxists what may be properly called an evolving Soviet wision
for the future siruclure of European security. Using MNonhem Europe as the
‘model,” & was imilally thought by the Soviets that a two-tier neutral zone
comprised of "West-leaning” (i.e., Sweden) states and independent states tha
could confidently be depended upon to defend their territorial iniegrity (i.e.,
Finland) might be esiablished throughout the rest of Burope. Such a8 zone
might provide the Soviets with greater confidéoce in the determination of
Foles, Crechoslovaks, and Hungarians to defend their respective states,
Ezgentially, it was hoped by Soviel security theorizis that they might be able 10
"Finlandize™ states they could no longer control at an accepiable cost.  For the
Germans it meant the peossibility of eventual unification, but at the price of
neutrality,

By [9R9, the transformation in the characier of relations beiween the
U35E and the socialist couniries of Central Europe was said fo be "already
underway, and we understand and accept this de facio." Tt 15 explained that
"where Soviet foreign policy interests are oot challenged, and an atiempt is
mdde 1o sel up & market cconomy and 3 pluralistic sysiem, the processes taking
place in these countries can be correctly understood by the Sovier Union.'l!l
Arguing that Soviet diplomacy toward the states of eastern Central Europe
"should wundergo profound restructuring in  essence, methods and  siyle”
Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze explained 1o the Supreme Sovier 1hat

"new  altemative forces are emerging on the political arena in some of these

couniries for the reagspn that this is what the people want."12 Lest amvone

misread Soviel commitment 1o "the principle of noninterference.” semior
Soviet parliamentarians noted that the Soviet Union would explicitly respect
the decistons of its allies even with regard ' withdrawal from the Warsaw
Pact.!} Az the president of the new Hungarian Socialist Party summarized the
new eovironment, Tcerainly, in Eastern Evwrope one cannot conduct policy
that is openly anti-Soviei," but "the Soviet Union has ceased to he an
ideological power; it no longer regards itself as the avant-garde of world

revolution, "4




That at least some Soviets believe that "Eastern Europe is much less
important 35 a3 buffer zone than it was" is probably less important in this
regard than the recognition that the NSWP states have common security
concems they share with the Sovietr Union. Thizs zame Sowiet participant in
the 1989 mecting of the [nernational Insiitote for Easi-West Security Stodies
expressed the belief, for example, that "Poland has an imterest in being In an
alliance with a great power in & time of rapid and uncertain change. ! ®
Marshal Sergei F. Akhromeyev came to the conclusion that even with a
coalition government in Poland headed by a non-Communisi, the Polish
imerest in the stability of the territory and state boundaries” have "remained

the same. to a significant degree.”!®  Thus, despite the “historic” changes

sweeping through the noa-Soviet Warsaw Pact staies, Shevardnadze declared
that "all these countries remain the Soviet Union's neighbors, allies, and
friends,”! 7

The remarkable march of events, however, built 10 a crescendo that
would alter the basic planning assumption about Germany's future. A mass
exodus of tens of thousands of East Germans [rst swept Erich Honecker from
power, and thea began o undermine the very existence of the Democratic
Republic. Once the Berlin Wall was opened, the people of East Germany began
o ask for what reason should they continue to gacrifice in the Tace of their
own leaders’ corruption. The casy solution was simply seen in the streets 1o he
unification with the “"successful" Germany, and neither the communisis nor
the government were perceived 1o have either the credible arguments or the
pawer o prevent it.  If eastermn Germany i3 not soon united with the Federal
Republic, the territory will simply become depopulated. The people have been
so “deformed” by the system and have become so desperate that even with
umification, an expensive colonization program will be reguited to repopulate
lhe territory of eastern Germany. To even suggest that the Federal Republic
avertly twy to swp the 2,000-3.000 person daily exodus from East Germany risks
precipitating a panic that would depopulaie eastern Oermany in a fortnight
and, thereby, provoke a socio-cconomic crisis that could destabilize all of
Europe.




NEW THINKING ON THE "GERMAN QUESTION"

Contrary to the assértions of thoze who argue that “the order of the day
i5. the reform process in Eastern Ewrope and the GDR--that is, the imprevement
of the economic and political sitvadon of the people who paid ithe mast for the
stability of sorts which the division of Europe has provided,"!? the “German
Cuestion” clearly looms larger over the evolving struclure of Ewrope. In
Ocrober 1989, West German President Richard von Weizsacker was reported 1o
have said privately that he foresaw a confederation of the two Germanys
within a decade.!® According 10 an opinion poll conducted among West
Germans, 68% agreed with him 29  Thae the Soviets and their allies foresaw the
same probability was reflected in the Qciober 27, 1989, Warsaw Pact declaration
that "a common European home...resis with the unconditional respect for the
inviolability of existing frontiers, territorial integrity. independence and
sovereignty of states.”?! If this was not clear enpugh, the Polish President
Jaruzelski argued rthat "Poland is the oaly Ewropean Country with a guestioned
border."#2  Although newspaper headlines suggest the Soviets oppage
unification of East and Wesi Oermany, closer examination reveals that most
Sovier arguments are simply directed against either & rewnification of the
territories of the pre-war Reich or 2 unification of the German Democratic
Republic with the Federal Republic before & new all-Européan szcurity
structure can be constructed. The Soviet historian VYyacheslav Dashichey, 2
Cerman specialist and "advisor”™ to Gorbachev, admits that "we have had
implanted in wus rather firmly the opinion that the splitting of Cermany wmto
two German states best serves Soviet interesis and the maintenance of
European security." By the spring of 1989 he was arguing. however, that il
would scem that this view bears the seal of one-sidedness and conservatism,
and the fear of muking a sober appraisal of the German problem in all irs
dynamics and its closg link with the other faciz of intermational life and with
the national needs of the Soviet Union."23 The Soviet Ambassador to the United
States has also argued that the fear of & single Oerman state "is a kind of
obsolate analysis. The waorld.. .has passed through this kind of spirit before.

But pow in the erg of peresfreita, we must learn to work fogether in a new

way that will not repeat the past”2%
During the Buosh-Gorbachev summit in Malta, according to US Secretary
of Swate James A. Baker, the Sowiel president told the Amercan leader that

“reunification gawe the Sowviet Union some problems ithat could push it oo




hard, too fast, could create some real tension.™@3  Clearly. noted one semior
CPSU official. "the development of the German question played no small role in
our decision to c¢all for a new Helzsinki conference."?% From the Soviet
perspective, the “Helsinki process®™ would prevent the debate on Qerman
onification from being dominated by the Cermans. Furthermore. the Soviets
don't want to take the heat alone for msisting the onificatlon issue address the
"European equilibrium.” Although the Soviers are without a doubt (hem-
sclves wvery wary of German unification, some Soviets are convinced that "the
United States, Britain, and France do not want reunification of Germany and
hope the Soviet Union would prevent such a development."2” In fact, "few in
Britain, France, or [laly expect a unified Germany to pose a military threat to
their country.” More people in Britain, France, [Italy, and the United States
favor unification of Germany than oppose it, %0 long as Germany remainz in
NATO. Even among West Germans as many oppose as favor a szingle German
state if i1 were 10 email the withdrawal of the Federal Republic from NATO in
favor of a neotral status ®8

For Soviet security theorists, resolution of the "German Question” has
become the ceniral issue [or obtaining "the liberatipn of the [USSE] from the
terrible burden of struggling against the cosalition of all the Westem Powers.”
preventing use of "the cconomi¢ might of the Common Market for political
purposes that run counter (o the interests of the Soviet Union,” and avoiding
the conversion of "the Common Market into a closed grouping” or “zone 1o
which the access of commodities from East Europe will be limited."2? The
combination of old assumptions by securily theorisis and the quickening
tempo of events in the NSWP states during 1989 led to new thinking hy
Gorbachey on the German gquestion. By the end of January 1990. Gorbachev
would be quoted by Tass, the official Soviet press agency, as noting thatr whan
congidering the issue of Cerman unification "no one casis doubt epon i
Although admitting that “time itself is having anm impact on the process and

lends dynamism to it,” he argued that "it s essential to act responsibly and not
seck the solution to this important issue in the streets."30  Conceding the
impending socig-ecomomic ©risis of opposing unification of East Germany wilh
the Federal Repuoblic, the East German communist party leader has also
concluded thar “this process cannot be stopped any more. But it i3

irresponsible to do things in such a way as if it were possible omorrow. What

is going on now appears to be 10 be oo quick, too chaotic."3!




The speed with which the German Question has come to dominais
European security issués has led both the American and French Presidenis 1o

strongly endorse the 35-nation Conference on Stability and Cooperation |in

Europe (CSCE) as a forum to discuss Cerman unification.?? While the Britlsh

Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher clearly would like o defer the German
Question for at least another decade.’d the U.S. smbassador to the Federal
epublic has stated that reunification is inevitable and likely 10 occur within
flve j.ﬂa:&:'s.” Even this estimate by Ambassador Walters, howsver., may be
optimistic with regard (o the r(ime available (o address the concerns of
Cermany's neighbors. Onoe observer in East Berlin notes how the timetable is
already being dictated in the sweets; “The popular demands emerge at the
Monday might demonsirations in Leipzig, and the rest of the week the
government runs like hell to catch up."?3  As described by the head of an East
German think tank, "We are stuck on  fast-forward." % The rapid disin-
tegration of the political structure of the GQerman Democratic Republic has
become & quasi-autonomous process. Czechoslovakias new foreign minister

predicts that "very soon there will be an B0 million-strong colossus in the

form of a confederation of the two siares.*37

SUBSTITUTING NEW STRUCTURES FOR THE WARSAW PACT

The nonzero-sum model of security that may be traced back to Andropov
and his appreciation for the superiority of Sovict-Finnish rclations over the
relationship between the Soviet Union and itz NSWP allies has evolved 1o a
vision of European secunty that would both overcome the division of Europe
and bridge the Atlantic to maintain the European link with Canada and the
United &States. This emerging wvision seeks new misgions for NATO and the
Warsaw Treaty Organizations. expands the European Community (EC) te include
both  greaster political iotegration in the West and grester cconomic
integration with the East, and injects new dynamism into the Helsinki process.
Although the evolution of this vision can be traced back 10 Andropov, it 15 now
consistent with the emerging Bush Administration wision of future European
security. 8

The idea of & "common Euwropean home" goes far beyond DeGaulle's
"Europe from the Adantic o the Urals,” and quickly dismisses Gorbachev's
expression of concern owver “an onslaught of 'mass culture® from  across  the

Atlantic.” i has developed imto an inclusive concept allowing peripheral




slates of both rthe East and West 10 reclaim their hiztoric heritage. Despite his
carlier mischievous message about American cultare, Gorbachev has come 10
dppreciale that Canada and the United BStiates are already part of am existing
“common home" of European political culture running from the Elbe 10 the
Pacific. He hopes (o eveniually expand the boundarics of this "common home"
to run from Pacific 1o Pacific. Beyond this, Gorbachev haz alzo come to
appreciate the contribution the MNorth American states make o  European
glabelsty. Ibe wice rector of the diplomatic academy of the Sowviet Foreipn
Ministry, for example. has argued that since "some circles in ‘Western Europe
feel their security Is greater with American iroops® present in Ewrope, “let
them have i."*? In fact, even a substantial majority of Poles would prefer 1o
see the American forces stationed in Ewrope remain at the szame level or be
increased because it is perceived 1o offset the power of Germany.*? Given the
reassessment by Sowviet theorists that "a certain presénce of American (roops--

"1 o Sowviet security. evolving Sovier

a limited presence--poses nmo  danger
thoughts on the future security structure in Euvrope include a reassessment of
the future role of the Warsaw and Morth Atlantic Treaty Organizations.

Despite having argued owver time for a dissolution of the [wo securily
organizations. ar fleast some Soviet theorists have concluded that “the idea of
neulralizing the GDR and the FRG on the basis of their ‘carliest possible
withdrawal' from the military blocs has, on closer examination, proven (¢ be a
uiopian idea, ™42 They, therefore, now argue that the alliances will have wtility
for ithe forsesable furgre. Bevond the reassurance Amencan troops provide to
the West Europeans, such 3 presence is perceived to restrain the Federal
Republic's aulonomous foreign policy actions to the extent that it reinforces
WNATO as an institution, Tt is presently assessed, for example. that “more than S0

percent of the [West German Chancellaor's] decizions have to be taken within

the multilateral framework of WATO. the "Common Market.,' the European

Parliament, and ether organizations.™®?  Thus, as Andrel Kokoshin siated

during the sommit at Malta, "we have no master plan. no desire (o drive
America oul of Burope. In ¢alling for & new Helsinki mechanism, we have
chosen a framework that gives the United Stdates and Canada legitimate moles in
Europe.™44

While the Soviets talk of the maintenance of boith the North Atlantic and
Warsaw Treaty Organizations, for all inteats and purposes the Warsaw Pact has

glready ceased to exist as an integrated military command. Other than in the

9




conlext of a mutual assistance treaty directed toward deterrence of any
possible future German effonts to redraw rthe post-war territorisl frontiers, the
fiction of the Warsaw Treaty Organization will most likely be maintained for
purposes of symmetry. In the opinion of some Soviet civilian security
theoriticians, “"there are common interesis that jusiify the existence and
development of WTO, chief among which are iis member countries' common
social apd economic problems. Al of them (the Soviet Union included) have
fallen too far behind in their development to be accepted on an egqual footing
with the West in the process of the worlds economic and political
integration.”*3  Thus, while the Warsaw Pact could continue to provide
reassurance o the previous victims of German hegemony. it might also be
transformed inlg an ecenomic organization to provide the Sovier Union with a
broad economic and political bridge to the West, [ncreasingly, Sowvier

theoreticians now “recognize that it is time to transform the Warsaw Pact from

o military-political organization inte a political-military one."* 6

Beyond the Soviel desire o retain NATOD ag an ingtrumeni far the
resiraint of a onified CGermany. the Soviets expect West Europsan integration
w0 dilute German political influence in Central Europe. The Soviets, Freach,
and even the West Germans agree that burying the unified Germany within 2
supra-national "Wesi Eurppean Coenfederation” based on several members of
the European Community would resolve concems over the maintenance of
present borders Under such a "mechanism" all "foreign" troops could be
withdrawn from Central Europe, This would require only that Amerncan and
British forces withdraw from wesierm Germany as Soviet forces withdraw [rom
castern Germany. The Bundeswehr would cease to exist and, at least initially,
the new supra-national army could be headed by a non-German commander.
The continwed presence of Belgian, Dutch, and French soldiers in Germany
would further reinforce Polish and Soviet confidence on the 1erritorial
guestion. As noted by a former British Defense Minister, "it would not be
impossible. for NATO 1w accept that United States forces would not be deployed
in a united Germany. The skill will come. however, in keeping American
forces in Western Europe and in keeping a united Germany within the
Western European security framework."*7

Less formal regional groupings are also expected to facilitate economic
integration while contributing 1o the stabilization of the larger European-
wide political system. The [talians, for example, are reported 1o be seeking to
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organizing & regional grouping in the south to serve as “a balancing force o
the German sphere of influence that many expect to emerge in the north,™t8
For the other states pamicipating in this regional grouping, membership in
the EC is the goal. With eyes on membership in the EC, Austria and Hungry
believe the road to Brussels runs through Rome. Furthermore, since the
prosperous and westward-looking Yugoslav rcpublics of Croatia and Slovenia
are particularly attracted to the resurrection of whet was once the
Mitteleuropa of the Emperor Franz Josef, the less than enthusiastic Yugoslav
federal governmem has found itself drawn inio the process of  economic
integration and multi-party democratization 1o avoid disintegration of the
federation.*? Both Slovenia and Croatis have come 1o accept that "there can be
no democratic socialism  without political pluralism based on the right of
palitical association and the competition of equal political subjects and
programs.”30 Although politics initially limited the new regional grouping,
"Czechoslovakia is an obvious future parner® since it too i3 @ “successor state”
of the defunct Hapsburg Empire.”!

An additional instrument for restraining German nationalism  is
recognized in the resurgence of the old Austro-Hungarian ties, Aaschliungs
couald create a Germany that would stretch from the Balte to almost the
Adriatic.  Such o "Oreater Germany™ would generate sufficient concerns 1o
divide Europe once agsin.  An Austria lied 1o a neotral Hungary by zome form
al economic union, however, would constitute an ecffective barrier 10 German
poiitical cxpansion (o the south. Such a confederation would both appeal to
Aupstrian pride as well as to Hungarian fears about becoming & “museum of the
industrial revolution.” As for the Sowviet attitude, Fyodor Burlatsky, chairman
of the human rights panel of the Supreme Sowviet commitiee on foreign
relations, has argued that "if Awustria can be neutral, then why not
Hungary."32  In fact, the Hungarians have already indicated that their armed

forces arc to he redirecied toward the preparation for resisiance 1o "any

forcign intervention or aggression.”33

Where (he Soviels scc centripetal forces at action in the West, they are
forced to contend with growing centrifugal forces in the East. Burlaisky has
observed that "there is an asymmetry beiween (he disintegration of Eastern
Europe and the growing integration of Western Europe.” As a result. he [ears
that Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union could become "an economic
appendage of the West, a supplier of raw materials." The only altemative,
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Burlatsky argues, is the crealion of "a commeon market on the catire European
continent."*  The siates of Western Europe, however, question whether Russia
1% oo big, and top Asian, 1 fit in as a full member of the EC.  Yet as with
turkey. the potential political cost of exclusion is simply perceived as o high.
The price of associate membership the Soviets will probably have to pay, on
the other hand, will likely be the independence of the Baltic republics, since
the Balls are determined to regain the independence éllegally taken from them
and West European politicians have me flexibility with regard to supporting
Baltic self-determination. In fact. already “some [Soviet] officials have begun

to say in private that the Baltic republics might be allowed to slip away," 7 and

Gorbachay  assured Bush at their Malta summit that ke has no intendon of
using force to resolve the issue 9

Criven the views expressed in the Soviet security policy community
today, when the future structure of Euwrope is projected out to the year 2000 i
appears something like what iz depicted in the accompanying map.  Although
the map reflecis. essentially economic relationships, it is onderstood by most
Soviet and other European strategic theoreticians that international security
will increasingly depend upon economic relationships. As noted earlier, this
i not a Soviet plan and, to the author's knowledge, there is no single source
reflecting such a “Soviet view." This map reflects the compilation of "views”
articulated in the Soviet security literatare and in the discussions the asuthor
and other members of the OSD Policy Support Research Team have had with
Soviet and NSWF security specialists both in and out of uniform. Although it
represents & “sill phowe” view of a dynmamic environment, it may be considersd
i guide or frame of reference for "pre-Helsinki® process discussions on the
future European security siructure,

Whatever future. security constellation is produced by the Helsinkl
process, it must address the failure to create 2 siable and just conclusion to the
chaos unlesshed by the First World War. Despite the grear differsnces between
liberal-capitalist and Marxist-Leninist critiques of the European security
environment prodeced by the First World War, the two ideologies have come to
critically and objectively perceive this eavironment as a historical experience
emerging from e particular set of political and economic institutions.
Resolution of these differences requires an accomodation of the Leninist
revalutionary perspective on national self-determination with the avoidance
of & peace that would breed what Woodrow Wilson would call "a constantly
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recurring sense of injustice.™37 The difficulties of achieving such an

dccomodation should not be underestimated,

MANANGING THE TRANSITION

Obviously, the transition to 4 new sccurity siruciure will involve a
series of stages. As noted earlier, the foundation of the new structurs must
consigt of an economic integration that meets a fundamental sense of social
Jugtice.  Towards thiz goal, the (welve nation European Community and the six
nation Fuoropean Free Trade Association (Austria. Finland, lceland, Norway,
Sweden, and Switzerland) began the process of formng an expanded free irade
arce and cusioms union in December 198938  The economic integration of
Eastern Euwrope, however, will be more difficult. An East European
Development Bank for assisting Yugoslavia and the Warsaw Pact states will
probably be the initial swep in creating all-European economic  integration.
For the mid-term, some form of Reconstruction Finance Corporation will have
10 be cremed by the West and Japan. The West will buy in for peace and
stability in Europe: the Japanese will buy in to obtain the return of itz Kurile
[slands.

The social cost of the economic adjustment necessary 1o integrate the
Warsaw Pact staics clearly worrys the politicians of the East.  "The real
challenge is to change people's mind-set”™ notes Mieczyslaw Rokowski, who

argues that "Poles would like to work in socialism but live in capitalism."37

While the new non-communist politicians of the East acknowledge the need 1o
protect society’s most vulnerable during the transition to market economies, it
may algo be that communisis like Rokowski ignore the extent of poverty
plready  existing in the socio-ccomomic sysiem, The Solidarity spokesman
Janusz Omyszkiewicz notes, for example, that “for 40 years we cloimed we had
no homelessness. no [lieracy. MNow we find that the homeless are numbercd
in the thousands, and one out of ecvery three Army recruits can't read, o ¢
Thus, despite the 31% devaluation of the zloly., scrapping of price controls
while maintaining wage controls, and ending of many subsidies for goods and
services, the Solidarity-led government retaing the support of 30% of the
Polish people.®! This would suggest. therefore, that the public deprivation is
already so great that as long as the people are convinced of the government's

sincenity and imtegrity they will endure.
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The deprivation of the Poles and the other non-Cerman members of the
Warsaw Pact is clearly e€asier (o contzin than is that of the East Germans
because the former have no where to cscape. The most pressing problem of
the economic recenswruction of the Warsaw Pact states, therefore, is to stem
the mass migration of East Germans o the Federal Republic. In order "o
provide the East German people with 4n immediste and convincing hope for

the [future.,” the Federal Republic’s Finance Minigter has proposed “the
introduction of the Deutsche mark a: the official currency in  East
Germany."®2 Despite the presumptive nature of such a drpstic step, both East
and Woest German politicians agree that soch -a currency reform is the only
chance w avoid collapse of the Democratic Republic. Although both East and
West German bankers agree that it would be premature to consider such a far-
reaching step ar this stage” they also understand that they "do not have much
time, "&3 The actual value of the East mark assids, merging the two German
currencies remains & politncal question oo at least two coumts: fiest, o B the
price of stability; and second, it iz the price for unification.

The rush of evenis since the breaching of the Berlin Wall has also
altered 1he urgency of changing the posture of Soviet forces stationed in the
forward area as am initial step in the transition 0 3 new security structure. [n
the wake of the widespread creation of coalitien governments in the NSWP
states, Gorbachev elicited the assistance of the American President in meeting
his requirement to acceleraie reduciions of general purpose forces beyond
any proposed Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) agreement.94 With the
reductions Gorbachev announced in his December 1988 speech at the Unired
Mations, the Soviets would still have 15 divisions in East Geormany, two divisions
in Polamd, four divisions in Crechoslovakia, and three divisions in Hungary by
Junuary 1991. Since residual forces would be sufficiently dease that many
cities and willages in these states would continue to be gamisoned by Sowviet
forces, Gorbachev and his NSWP allies are obviously anxious 1o reduce the
profile of these forces.

Not surprigingly, it has been reported that grumbling in the Soviet
Armed Forces over the force reductions anncunced in December (988 made it

difficult for Gorbachev to make additional troop cuts.5%  Former Chief of the
General Staff Marshal Akhromeyev, who is now an adviser to Gorbachev st the
Supreme Soviet and a member of the Supreme Soviet's Committee on Questions

of Defense and Stape Security, said on a 9 Ocrober 1989 ielevision broadcast that
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“there can be no forther reductions on =2 unilateral basis® of Soviet
conventional forces. He said the same thing before Gorbachev's December
1988 wunilateral reductions, however, and Soviet civilian theorists cootino= to
argus that military stability 2 so high that additional unilateral force

reduction is a valid instrument for sharply agcelerating the disarmament

process.?%  They note that "even after the withdrawal of our iroops from

Afghanistan and the reduction of our forces in East Europe and Mongolia we
still have as many soldiers and officers abroad a8 the United States.™57

Suggestions by U.S. Defense Secretary Cheney that conventional [lorce
reductions could occur onm two tracks--one at the negotiating lable in Vienna
and one by NATO conscnsus in response 1o Soviet withdrawals--would allow the
Bush Administration 1o facilitate Gorbachev's overcoming General Sraff
resistance 1o additional force reductions.®® In fact, based on a rough
approximation of Soviet General Staff weighted combat potential wvalues, the
L8, force reductions in Europe initially prepared for “budgetary reasons” (2
divisions, 9 sguadrons beyond the 2 brigades, 4 squadrons already on the table
in Vienna)%% would allow Gorbachev 1o justify mutual onilateral reducfions of
approaimately sixteen divisions.  Mumsal unilateral reductions o the 195,000
troops in the “central zone” proposed by Bush’? would, therefore, lzave
approximately <ight Soviel divisions in the forward area. Such mutual
unilateral forge reductions. which could be wverified under procedurss
established in & CFE treaty, would hopefully purchase some twelve months to
allow the Helsinki process time 1o develope agreement on 8 new general
security structure and the development of a framework for the further
reduction of forces.

Several Sowiet pamicipants at the Januwary 1990 symposicm oo "Arms
Control Problems and Prospeces™ at the Texas A & M University Mosher
Instituse for Defense Siudies noted that thers would not be a second CFE
agreement since mutual, wunilateral force reductions over the coming year
would eliminate the need for such fulure ireaties. This would suggest thei the
Soviets expect not only the mutwal onilateral force reductions apparently
discussed at the Malta summit, but probably further Soviet force withdrawals
io be agreed as pan ol the Helsinki process. Since many lack confidence that a
unified Germany would remain newotral and demilitarized for long, it is not
surprising that a senior researcher from the Insttote for System Swdies aof
the USSE Academy of Sciences argued at 3 Janvary 1990 confercnce ai
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Cambridge University that German unification should only come in the
context of the Federal Eepublic’s membership ine MATO, The solution o the
apparent contradictory requirements of keeping the Federal Republic in NATO
and 1he reassurance of [egitimate Sowviet amd Polish securily concerns has
already been suggesied by the West German Foreign Minister While a united
Germany would remain within NATOQ. the terrory of East Germany would be
maintained as a demilitarized zone so "there will not be am extemsion of NATO
territory casiward, closer to the borders of the Sovier Unpion," Funthermore,
this framework 15 perceived 1w be possible only within the conlext of the
creation of a “security net for the predictable and unpredictable events in
Europe.” From the persective of the Federal Republic., "the gradual umification
pf the CGermans in an orderly Euvropean framework iz as imporant for the
stability of Europe as i3 a srable framework for the revolutionary
developments in Eastern Euerope 7!

With the "Genscher Plan™ being endorsed by the .5 as consisient with
what the West Europeans refer 1o as "the Baker Plan,””2 OGorbachev has been
provided a mechanism by which 10 "manage" both the withdrawal of Sowviet
forces from East Germany and retain “leverage” owver NATO force posture in
the new Eoropean strategic siruciura. As mnoted by Foreign Minisrer
Shevardnadze. the old European security structure wag “destroyed by the will
of peoples po longer willing to put uwp with violence.” Responding 1o
conservatives in the CPSU who charge that Gorbachev's policies have Tlost
Eastern Europe,"  Shevardnadze argues thar “the undermining of faith in a
Socialism based on suppression and violence began in the 1%40s, mot in 1985."
Wisely perceiving that "it is ecasier (o change our policies than their people.”
the new thinking in Soviet security policy has demonstraled iwself @ be
sufficently flexible to mest the demands for o safe transition 10 & new security
SIFUCIUFE in Eump:.” The question remaing as W0 the West's flexibility, 5o
long as Great Britain, Italy, and Portugal are willing to host limited American
forces, the domestic concensus on kespiog Amencan forces in Wesiemn EBurope
should be possible to maintain. In fact. contrary to the statements of some
American Congressional politicians, almost twice as many Americans arc in

fuvor of cither meinieining U.5, forces in Europe al the same level (30%) or

ingreasing i (10%) as are in favor of decreasing (34%). 74
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