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MAX JOÎ M V0LCA2>'S5!:K, I I I 
1974 

k M L ^ Lf^ •. ArwMjfc-t.i.rf-givjrr-zgrh.'i. s Tf-w.i—kfia 



A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF THE REGIONAL INTERVENTIONS 

OF THE UNITED STATES AND 

THE SOVIET UNION 

by 

MAX JOHN VOLCAl̂ TSEK, I I I , B . A . , M.A, 

A DISSERTATION 

IN 

POLITICJlL SCIENCE 

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty 
of Texas Tech University in 
Partial Fulfillment of 
the Requirem.ents for 

the Degree of 

DOCTOR. OF PHILOSOPHY 

Approved 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

This study is primarily a comparison of the policies 

of regional intervention of the United States and the 

Soviet Union. Essentially, an attempt will be made to 

isolate the similarities and differencos bet^veen the United 

States' interventions in the V7estern Hemisphere since the 

establishment of the Organization of American States and 

the interventions by the Soviet Union in Eastern Euroi-c 

since the institution of the Warsaw T.reaty Organize cion. 

A secondary, but no less important, concern of this Gtudy 

is the nature and role of regional alliance systemts in 

these interventions. Finally, included within the scope 

of this inquiry is the probability of influence of one 

foreign policy upon another. The fram.ework for this 

analysis is selected aspects of James N. Rosenau's linkage 

^ 1 
concfiT.t, 

In 195/1 the United States engaged in indirect inter

vention in Guatemala and similarly sponsored an invasion 

of Cuba in 1961. ;•. United States military intervention 

J aiTi e s Vi, Ro s e n a u, T̂ ie Scientific Study of Foreign 
Policy (Mew Yor]':; The Free Press, 1971), p.""118. 
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occurred in the Dominican Republic in 1965. The U.S.S.R. 

directly, militarily intervened in Hungary in 1956 and in 

Czechoslovakia in 1968. Some might argue that these 

interventions were isolated examples of deviant behavior 

contrary to the prescribed patterns of non-intervention to 

which both the United States and the Soviet Union subscribe. 

Further, some might suggest that these cases of interven

tion are not comparable in view of the limitations of the 

discipline, primarily in that the sub-field of comparative 

foreign policy is not developed sufficiently beyond the 

theory building stage to facilitate meaningful analysis. 

Critics of this type of study may, then, question the 

possible contribution to the discipline of internacional 

politics. This researcher, however, is of the opinron 

that the intervention policies of the United States and 

the U.S.S.R. in their respective regions have had important 

repercussions not only on the regional systems, but also 

on the international system and structures. Fur their, 

painstaking investigation of these cases may aid in the 

generation of hypotheses in regard to possible future 

intervention patterns of these two major powers that por

tend ramification for the international system, as a whole. 

Evidence suggests that the policies of intervention 

of the Soviet Union and the United States seem to exercise 

a direct effect or. both the domestic policies and external 



activities of all the members of the Warsaw Treaty Organi

zation and the Organization of American States regional 

alliance systems. If this proposition is valid, a 

reasonable suggestion is that such policies, in turn, 

affect most other polities within the international politi

cal system and result in new sequences of behavior. Conse

quently, the nature or scope of such intervention policies 

deserves close investigation to verify the statements 

above. 

There is a wealth of data available on each instance 

of intervention, as indicated by the descriptive case 
2 

studies of Czechoslovakia and the Dominican Republic. 

However, although each intervention has been analyzed as 

a separate phenomenon, thus far no attempt has been made 

to comparatively analyze these interventions. Allusions 

to the similarities between the interventions in Czecho

slovakia and the Dominican Republic have been made by 

Remington, who suggests that the two great powers behave 

very similarily in crisis management and that both great 
2 
See Jerome Slater, Intervention and Negotiation: 

The United States and the Dominican Republic (New York: 
Harper and Rowl 1970); Abraham Lowenthal, The Dominican 
Intervention (Camibridge, Mass.: Harvard University P"re*ss, 
1972)~;~ also "see a more journalistic work, Tad Szulc, 
Dominican Diary (New York: Doubleday and Company, 1965); 
Rob i n "AITSO n RiTmington, Winter in Prague: Documients on 
Czechoslovak Communism in" Crisis rcambridge, Mass.l 
TKe~M. I. T. FressTT^TcT^T ; and Tad Szulc, Czechoslovakia 
Since VJorld War II (New York: The Viking Pres's';~TT7TT. 



powers respond negatively to potentially unacceptable 

political changes in a small neighbor. This, she concludes, 

3 

leads to intervention. The interventions into Czecho

slovakia and the Dominican Republic have been analyzed by 

Franck and Weisband in connection with overall Soviet-

Ajnerican relations from, the perspective of communications 

theory. They note the similarity of Soviet and U.S. 

national interests and regional prerogatives. Brzezinski 

and Huntington also offer comparative observations on the 

power relationships within the respective regional alli-
5 

ances. Although each of these authors allude to various 

similarities and differences in the specific interventions 

by the United States and by the Soviet Union, none have 

focused exclusively upon the intervention policies of the 

two dominant powers in their respective regional alliances. 

As a result, comparative research that covers a series of 

contemporary interventions is necessary. 

To a degree, this research is designed to be an 

application of Rosenau's linkage concept. Rosenau suggests 

3 
Robin Alison Remington, The Warsaw Pact: Case 

Studies in Communist Conflict Resolution (Cambridge. 
Mass,: The M.I.T. Press, 1971), p. 191. 

'Thomas M. Franck and Ed\7ard Weisband, Word Politics: 
L1 Strategy Among the Superpowers 
ofsTty""Press, 1971), pp. vii-viii. 

Verbal Str£i.tegy Among the Superpowers (Nev; York: Oxford 
Unive: 

5 
Zbiqniew Brzezinski and Samuel P. Huntington, 

Political Power: U.S.A./U.S.S.R. (New York: The Viking 
Pjess, 1964). 



that research should focus upon nation-states and inter

national actions, as these two levels of analysis are 

linked. Consequently, this study will consider nation-

states and regional groupings, which, hopefully, will 

facilitate what Rosenau refers to as intra-systemic and 

inter-systemic analysis of international policies and 
7 

foreign policy. 

In order to gain greater insight into international 

behavior, to draw generalizations, and to better antici

pate futures, a strong case can be made for the examination 

of both the internal and external sources of foreign 

policy. Complex international phenomena cannot be under-
r 

stood without reference to internal developments, and 

vice versa. This is the objective of Rosenau's concept 

of national-international linkages, which is a recognition 

of the necessity of treating national and international 

events as inter-related occurrences. For these reasons, 

Patrick Morgan has described Rosenau's linkage concept as 
g 

"the ultimate in foreign policy theory to date." 

g 
Roseneu, The Scientific Study of Foreign Policy, 

p. 118. ' " 
^Ibid., pp. 197-198. 
p 
Patrick Morgan maintains, even so, t.hat there is no 

general theory of foreign policy. Rather, the majority cf 
the foreign policy sr.udies have been either case studies 
or histcristic pieces of somewhat larger dimensions. 
[Morgan, Theor ies and Approaches to International Politics: 



Linkage Concept 

Rosenau's linkage framework was developed incremen-

tally, beginning with his "Pre-Theories and Theories of 
9 

Foreign Policy," in 1965. In a number of later works. 

What Are We to Think? (San Ramm, Calif.: Consensus Pub
lishers, Inc., 1972), p. 179.] Researchers have consid
ered the domestic sources of foreign policy as in Harrold 
and Margaret Sprout, Man-Milieu Relationship: Hypotheses 
in the Context of International Politics (Princeton: Cen
ter of International Studies, 1956), which considers the 
geographic and ecological bases of foreign policy; Klaus 
Knorr, The War Potential of Nations (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1956), which is a capability analysis of 
foreign policy; Gabriel Almond, The American People and 
Foreign Policy (New York: Harcourt, Brace, and Company, 
1950), which is an attitudinal analysis; and Richard C. 
Snyder, H. W. Bruck, and Burton Spain, Decision-Making as 
an Approach to the Study of International Politics 
(Princeton: Center for International Studies, 1954), 
which explores the decision-making aspects of foreign 
policy. There has also been an increased scientific con
sciousness regarding methodological techniques in foreign 
policy research. A primary reason for the lack of scien
tific research in the area of foreign policy has been the 
lack of empirical generalizations and the absence of a 
compilation of a verification of hypotheses. The cross-
national approach to the study of foreign policy is an 
attempt to analyze political systems simultaneously, using 
data drawn from several cases as opposed to a single case 
(the configurative approach). Much indepth analysis is 
generally precluded by the use of the cross-national 
approach. The longitudinal design in comparative foreign 
policy analysis has certain advantages over the cross-
national approach in that the possibilities for indepth 
analysis are preserved as the same political system may be 
considered through time, and then, compared across national 
boundaries. For further explanations of the configurative, 
cross-national, and longitudinal approaches, see John V. 
Gillespie and Betty A. Nesvold, Macro-Quantitative Analysis 
Conflict, Development, and DemocFatization (Beverly Hills: 
Sage Publications, 1971). 

o 
James N. Rosenau, "Pre-theories and Theories of 

Foreign Policy," in R. Barry Farrell, ed., Approaches to 
Comparative and International Politics (Evanston, 111.: 
Northwestern University Press, 1964), pp. 167-208. 



he elaborated and refined various aspects of the linkage 

framework. Finally, he attempted to draw all of the 

various aspects of the linkage concept together in a 

single volume. However, even then, the multiple facets 

of the linkage concept were not formulated into a single 

consistent, integrated theory. As a result, the various 

concepts have been utilized either separately or in con

junction v/ith one another. Rosenau concedes triat this 

original framework was "admittedly crude and arbitrary" 

and it "is hardly surprising that its application generated 

12 
revision." He contends, though, that the innovations 

introduced by others seem "to enlarge the explanatory 

1"̂  
capacity of the linkage framework," 

Essentially, Rosenau defines a national-international 

linkage as a "recurrent sequence of behavior that originates 

For portions of Rosenau's linkage framework, see: 
Rosenau, "Foreign Policy as an Issue Area," in Rosenau, 
ed., Domestic Sources of Foreign Policy (New York: 7ree 
Press, 1967), pp. 11-50; "Toward the Study of Natioual-
International Linkages," in Rosenau, ed,, Linkage Politics 
Ess ays Oil the Convergence of National and International 
Systems (New York: Free Press, 1969), pp. 1-11, 44-63; 
and "Intervention as a Scientific Concept," Journaj^ o£ 
Conflict Resolution, XIII (June, 1969), 1^9-171. 

Rosenau, The Scientific Study of Foreign Policy. 

James N. Rosenau, "Theorizing Across Systems: 
Linkage Politics Revisited," in Jonathan Wilkenfeld, ed., 
Conflict Behavior and Linkage Politics ^New York: David 
McKay Company, Inc., 197 3), p. bO. 

Ibia. 

'mmmmm 
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in one system and is reacted to in another." The term 

recurrent is used to identify points at which two types 

of systems overlap, rather than identifying solitary 

actions and reactions of two polities. Consequently, the 

linkage concept was conceived as a means of investigating 

the nature and the scope of the overlap of systems. 

Initial and terminal stages of linkages are differ

entiated by the linkage concept. The initial stage refers 

to direct outputs, whether they be polity outputs or 

environmental outputs. The terminal stage refers to 

polity and environmental direct inputs. On the other hand, 

"patterns of behavior within a polity or its environment 

that are not designed to evoke boundary-crossing responses, 

but that nevertheless do so through perceptual or emulative 

15 processes" are designated as indirect inputs and outputs, 

whether they be indirect polity inputs, indirect environ

mental inputs, indirect polity outputs, or indirect 

environmental outputs. 'l:]vi^, the linkage concept envisions 

eight basic inpurs and outputs, or linkages. There is a 

ninth linkage that "arises out of the possibility that 

certain outputs and inputs continuously reinforce each 

14 
Rosenau,- The Scientific Study of Foreign Policy, 

p. 318. 
"̂ Îbid. , p. 319. 



other and are thus best viewed as forming a reciprocal 

16 
relationship." 

As developed by Rosenau, the linkage concept emipha-

sizes inputs and outputs as "bases of the functioning of 

17 
national and international system," rather than as 

rvesults. Rosenau's concept identifies three types of 

processes in which the inputs and outputs are linked: 

penetrative, reactive, and emulative processes. "A 

penetrative process," according to Rosenau, "occurs when 

members of one polity share as participants in the politi-

18 
cal processes of another." In other words, the penetra-

tor shares with the penetrated society in the authori

tative allocation of values. Rosenau further explains: 

Most important, the participation of non-men±)ers 
of the society in value allocative and goal-
attainment processes is accepted by both its 
officialdom and its citizenry, so that the 
decisions to which non-members contribute are no 
less authoritative and legitimate than are those 
in which they do not participate.19 

Penetration refers to the degree to which external actors 

have achieved influence, or possibly dominance, in the 

society and what impact that external influence has upon 

Ibid., p. 324. 

•^^Ibid., p. 310. 

-'•̂ Ibid. , p. 319. 

•̂ •̂ Ibid. , p. 127. 



10 

the society's internal policies. Penetration includes 

direct or indirect actions of external actors, i.e., 

states, intergovernmental organizations, multi-national 

corporations, and transnational political parties. How

ever, Rosenau suggests that by definition, "penetrative 

20 processes link direct outputs and inputs." 

A second basic linkage is the reactive process and 

is identified as contrary to the penetrative process. 

Reactive processes are defined as those processes that 

occur "by recurrent and similar boundary-crossing reac-

21 tions rather than by sharing of authority." Conceptually, 

the reactive process involves both direct and indirect 

inputs and outputs. 

An emulative process is defined as being "estab

lished when the input is not only a response to the output 

but takes essentially the same form as the output . . . 

whereby political activities in one couniiry are perceived 

22 

and emulated in another." Emulative behavior is con

ceived as being taken independently of the behavior that 

is em.ulated and, .consequently, involves primarily indirect 
23 

inputs and outputs. 
^^Ibid., pp. 319-320. 

'''•'•Ibid. , p. 320. 

"•"̂ Ibid. 

23 
Ibid. 
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Rosenau justifies and encourages the use of his 

terminology by emphasizing its neutrality, that it neither 

denies nor exaggerates the relevance of national boundaries. 

He states that the concept of national-international 

linkages is intended to de-emphasize single events and 

give preference to sequences of behavior. Linkages are, 

therefore, "conceptualized to be events which occur with 

24 sufficient frequency to form a pattern." 

Rosenau's concept expands the nine basic linkages 

into a more elaborate matrix of a linkage framiework. Six 

sub-units of the international environment results from 

his sub-divisions: 

(1) contiguous environment 

(2) regional environment 

(3) cold war environment 

(4) racial environment 

(5) resource environment 

25 

(6) organizational environment 

These six sub-environments that might generate or receive 

outputs and inputs are combined with twenty-four aspects 

of polities into a matrix of 144 areas in which national-

international linkages may be form.ed. By including all 

Ibid., p. 321. 

^^Tbid., p. 325. 
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three linkage processes, each composed of nine basic 

linkages, the matri.'>: could be more comprehensive. 

Thus, the 144-cell matrix has a three-fold potential 

(432 cells) for delineating national-international linkages 

between one polity and its international environment. 

When examining a sub-environment, such as a regional 

environment, it becomes obvious that each polity V7ithin 

that sub-environment is also subject to its individual 

matrix of potential linkages. The. comprehensiveness of 

the linkage framework becomes av/esome, and therein 3ay 

the problem. When coupled with the incremental d6?.velop-

ment of the framework and the absence of a single inte

grated theory, utilization of the linkage frcimework was 

virtually unmanageable. The massiveness of the framework 

that V7as intended to stimulate analysis across systems 

"in fact stifle[d] investigation, demonstrating through 

its very massiveness and lack of direction the v7isdom of 

continuing to confine the theory and research to a single 

27 analytic level." As a result, much research continued 

to be confined to the more limited parameters of other 

theories. 

^^Ibid., pp. 324-326. 

27 
Rosenau, "Theorizing Across SystemvS," p. 46. 
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Some researchers, however, grappled with and pursued 

the linkage concept with a variety of directions. Perhaps 

because of the comprehensive and unintegrated nature of 

the concept, linkage applications were not forced into a 

self-created conceptual jail. The collectivity of concepts 

within the linkage concept in general enabled scholars to 

isolate and refine the concepts as had not been done pre-

28 

viously. According to Rosenau, testing and refinement 

have enabled him to integrate the several concepts that 

comprise the li.nkage framework. For example, he explained 

that such testing "has encouraged the development of 

models in which the concept of intervention is treated in 

the larger context of linkage politics, as one form of 
29 

penetration." 
2 8 
Examples of isolation and refinement are Metin Tamkoc, 

International Civil V-̂ar (Ankara: Middle East Technical 
University, 1967) , which approached interventionary phenomena 
from an international perspective, examining the interplay 
of internally and externally activated violence; Andrew M, 
Scott, The Revolution in Statecraft: Informal Penetration 
(New York: Macmillan Company, 1967), which offered differ-
ent perspectives on the penetrative process; and VJolfram F. 
Hanricder, "Compatability and Consensus: A Proposal for the 
Conceptual Linkage of External and Internal Dimensions of 
Foreign Policy," in Hanrleder, ed., Comparative Foreign 
Policy: Theoretical Essays (New York: David McKay Co., Inc., 
1971), pp. 256-259, which redefines Rosenau's concept of a 
penetrated system such that penetrative processes could 
ta]:e place without the direct, personal, or authoritative 
participation of non-memibers in the national system. 

29 
Rosenau, "Theorizing Across Systems," p. 41. 
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Many of the works utilizing the linkage framework 

have been either nation-state oriented with one external 

30 environment for explanation at the national level or 

31 typologies of nation clusters on a comparative basis. 

Such selected utilization of the linkage concept at 

various levels of analysis or selective use of Rosenau's 

original matrix appears to have aided in the refinemient 

of the framework. This approach V7as necessitated by the 

massiveness and the crudeness of the framework. For this 

reason, only selected aspects of the linkage concept will 

be employed in analyzing regional intervention policies of 

the United States and the Soviet Union. 

Scope and Method of Study 

A basic contention of this study is that regional 

intervention policies of the United States and the Soviet 

Union can be viewed as a linkage process, i.e., recurrent 

sequences of behavior. To facilitate comparison between 

regional intervention behavior of the U.S. and the U.S.S.R., 

determination of possible intervention linkacres in each 

30 
An exam.ple is Rod Bunker, "Linkages and the Foreign 

Policy of Peru, 19 58-1966," Western Political Quarterly, 
XXII (June, 1969), pp. 280-297.~ 

31 
An example of this is Clair Karl Blong, "A 

Comparative Study of the Foreign Policy Behavior of 
Political Systems Exhibiting High Versus Low Levels of 
External Penetration," unpublished Ph.D. dissertation 
(College Par):, Maryland, 1972). 
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regional environment is essential. Accomplishment of such 

analysis is first dependent upon a workable definition of 

intervention. In international relations intervention 

can mean direct or indirect involvement in the internal 

affairs of a state so as to influence the decision-making 

of that state. According to Gerhard von Glahn, the most 

common definition of intervention is the "dictorial inter

ference by one state in the affairs of another state for 

the purpose of maintaining or changing the existing order 
39 

of fnings." '" Other scholars mention particular categories 

of intervention, such as, intervention by right, permissible 

intervention not based on right, humanitarian intervention, 

abatement theory intervention, collective intervention, 

preventative intervention, and subversive unarmed inter-
33 vention. 

In addition to interventions by nation-states, 

Andrew Scott mentions intervention by international organi

zations and argues that international organizations 

increasingly intervene in the domestic affairs of their 

member nations, Scott further asserts that, "indeed, it 

is only through such interventions that they are enabled 

32 
Gerhard von Glahn, Law Among Nations (New York: 

Macmillan Company, 19G5), p. 160. 

•̂̂ Ibid. , pp. 159-170. 
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-34 
to perform som.e of their important functions.""' This 

suggests that intervention exists, regardless of the 

applicable proscriptions, as a reality in international 

relations. Scott, therefore, calls for an "ethic of 

intervention," his rationale being that such an ethic 

would ease the minds of potential recipients of inter-

35 vention. In view of the multiple aspects, meanings, 

and treatments of intervention, a more objective definition 

is essential. 

This study will treat intervention cis one form of 

penetration, within the larger context of linkage politics. 

Intervention is defined, for the purposes of this study, 

as the military invasion into a polity by one or more 

polities, for the purpose of modifying or maintaining 

behavior of the polity being invaded. A regional inter

vention is one in which the dominant polity, in this case 

the Soviet Union and the United States, invades another 

polity, possibly in concert with other regional polities. 

For purpose of clarification, the potential recipient of 

an intervention v/ill be referred to as the polity-at-

issue. 

34 
Andrew M. Scott, The Functioning of the Inter-

national Political Systems (New Yorlcl Macmillan Company, 
1967) , p. 232"". 

35 
Ibid., pp. 231-233. 
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Regional interventions may be direct or indirect, 

by proxy. A direct regional intervention occurs when 

the dominant polity, possibly in concert with other 

regional polities, actually uses military personnel in 

the invasion of the polity-at-issue. An indirect inter

vention occurs when the dominant polity does not partici

pate in the invasion through the actual placement of mili

tary personnel in the polity-at-issue, but rather spon

sors the invasion, which is actually implem.ented by its 

proxies. An example of indirect intervention is the U.S. 

sponsored invasion of Cuba in 1961 by Cuban exiles based 

in the United States and in Guatemala. 

Intervention linkages are those actions of the 

polity-at-issue and the responses to those actions by 

the dominant polity and/or other regional polities that 

may potentially culm.inate in a military intervention. 

These sequences of behavior may be regarded as intervention 

linkages when similar patterns persist over time. 

This study will deal with both direct and indirect 

interventions by the United States and the Soviet Union, 

dominant polities, in their respective regional environments 

since the creation of the regional alliance system.s, 

O.A.S. and W.T.O. Included will be the interventions into 

Guatem.ala in 1954, Cuba in 1961, and the Dominican Republic 
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in 1965 by the United States. Soviet acts of intervention 

include the invasion of Hungary in 1956 and Czechoslovakia 

in 1968. 

For the purpose of retaining a manageable scope, 

only foreign policy process linkages will be studied. 

As the term process refers to interactive relationships 

that exhibit discernable patterns through tim.e, the 

foreign policy process would appear both in the United 

States and in the Soviet Union, even though the policy

making structures are quite different. Furthermore, the 

foreign policy process in both dominant polities v/ould 

persist despite changes in policy-making personnel. The 

foreign policy process under investigation would include 

only those policies involved in regional interventions. 

To focus on a single process that is comparable cross-

nationally appears to be a feasible approach. 

The international environment refers to the United 

Nations. Both the United States and the Soviet Union 

subscribe to the non-intervention clauses of the United 

Nations. In both the Western Hemispheric regional 

environment and the Eastern European regional environment 

there is a regional organization. The United Stares, as 

a member of the Organization of /onerican States, is 

United Nations Charter, Art. 2, para. 4 and 7; 
55 Stat. 1600 (1942). 
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bound to adhere to the non-intervention provisions of the 

37 Bogota Pact. Similarly, the Soviet Union is obliged to 

follow the non-intervention clause of the V7arsaw Treaty 

38 Organization. 

Despite the international legal obligations of the 

United States and the Soviet Union to refrain from mili

tary interventions, each dominant polity engaged in 

actions contrary to those dictates. At the conclusion 

of each dominant polity's most recent intervention, a 

statement of regional obligations was promulgated. These 

came to be called the Johnson Doctrine and the Brezhnev 

Doctrine. Even a cursory reading of the two doctrines 

suggests that there are some definite parallels in the 

policies toward intervention enunciated therein. Such 

outward similarities in various policies have led at least 

one observer to suggest that Soviet and U.S. behavior may 

be described as "mirror image systetmis." Therefore, the 

two doctrines will be considered as a subsidiary focus of 

this study. 

37 
Charter of the Organization of American States, 

Arts. 15 and 17; 2 U.S.T. 2394 (1948). See Appendix A. 
38 
Warsav; Treaty, Art. 8, in New Times XXI (May 21, 

1955). See Appendix B. 
39 
Urie Bronfenbrenner, "The Mirror Image in Soviet-

American Relations: A Social Psychologiscs Report," in 
Harry G. Schaffer, ed. , The Soviet System in T'̂ eory and 
Practice: Selected Western and Soviet Viê ^̂ s (New YorTT* 
Appl^on, TTerrtr.ry"" Croft, 19 65) ,' pp. 12 0-12^. 
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To determine the similarities and differences of 

the Soviet and U.S. policies of regional intervention and 

to isolate relevant intervention linkages in each regional 

environment, data derived from extensive case studies will 

be analyzed. Much of the background informiation collected 

for this analysis, while not included in the text, may be 

found in appendices. The data on which this study is 

based are primarily official documents and statements of 

the Soviet Union and the United States and relevant 

secondary sources. For the purpose of clarity and organi

zation, the regional interventions undertaken by each 

dominant polity V7ill be considered separately and then 

compared. 



CHAPTER II 

U.S. FOREIGN POLICY PROCESS AND 

REGIONAL INTERVENTIONS 

If international relations can be explained in term.s 

of national-international linkages, as Rosenau postulates, 

then an appropriate mode of exploring U.S. regional 

behavior involving intervention would be to ascertain 

those intervention linkages that may be observable through 

time. U.S. intervention in the Western Hemispheric 

regional environment has persisted historically. To deny 

the influence of historical determinants on the contem

porary regional environmiental behavior of the United 

States would be fallacious. Most recently, however, there 

have been only three major cases of U.S. involvement in 

interventions in the Western Hemispheric regional environ

ment. These instances include the indirect U.S. inter

ventions in Guatemala in 1954 and in Cuba in 1961, and the 

direct U.S. m.ilitary intervention in the Dominican Republic 

in 1965. 

The proliferation of international organizations in 

the post-World War II period has influenced the contemporary 

See Appendix C, A Macro-History of U.S. Foreign 
Policy in the Regional Environment. 

21 
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regional behavior of the United States. Specifically, 

the establishment of the United Nations and the Organiza

tion of American States have affected, to a degree, the 

U.S. regional intervention foreign policy process. As a 

signatory member of the United Nations, the United States 

became a subscriber to the principles and formalized 

procedures of that international body. As such, the 

United States was bound to support the non-intervention 
2 

clauses of the U.N. Charter. Furthermore, Articles 51 

and 52 of the U.N. Charter appear to have provided the 

impetus for the creation of regional alliance systems. 

The Organization of American States was created in 

1947 and 194 8, claiming authority for such an organization 
3 

under Articles 51 and 52 of the U.N. Charter. In effect, 
the O.A.S. was a combination of the Bogota Pact and the 

2 
Art. 2, para. 4 of the U.N. Charter is the most 

explicit clause on U.N. member states' refraining from 
interventions. Art. 2, para. 7 more specifically applies 
to the U.N. itself, although para. 7 qualified this premise 
by stating, "this principle shall not prejudice the appli
cation of enforcement measures under Chapter VII [Action 
with Respect to Threats to the Peace, Breaches of Peace, 
and Acts of Aggression]." 

3 
Thomas M. Franck suggests that Article 51 was given 

the character of authorizing regional organizations, a 
term not used in the actual article, because of the ins:'s-
tence of the Latin American countries that the origir* of 
the term "collective self-defense" implies the preservation 
of regional systems such as the inter-Amierican system. 
Franck, "Who Killed Article 2 (4)?", American Journal of 
International Law, LXIV (October, 1970) , p. 824. 
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Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance, or the 

4 
Rio Treaty. Only the signatories to the Charter of the 

O.A.S. comprised its membership. Nevertheless, the inter-

American region was defined by the Charter as the entire 

Western Hemisphere, regardless of the status of a polity 
5 

in that Hemisphere as a non-signatory member* Further-

m.ore, since the creation of the O.A.S., the United States 

has attempted apparently to interpose certain policies, 

through the machinery of the O.A.S,, on other polities in 

the regional environment. This policy course has been 

applied in those cases in which the polities in question 

v/ere not members of the O.A..S., i.e., Guatemala and Cuba, 

aj'id in those instances in which an O.A.S. member polity 

was involved, as in the case of the Dominican Republic. 

4 
See Appendix A for complete text of the Charter of 

the Organization of Am.erican States. See also. Department 
of State Bulletin, XVII (September 21, 1947), pp. 565-567; 
and Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, A Decade of 
American Foreign Policy: Basic Documents, 1941-4 9 
Iwashington," B.C. : U.S. Governm.ent Printing Office, 1950), 
pp. 421-427. 

5 
The original mem.bership of the O.A.S. did not 

include Guatemala, which postponed a signing the Charter 
until 1955. An original signatory memJDer, Cuba, was 
officially sanctioned and denied participation in the organ
ization by the O.A.S. in 1964, although there V7as no 
machinery for such actions V7ithin the Charter. The economic 
and political sanctions imposed upon Cuba led to the isola
tion of Cuba from the inter-Amer.ican comiriunity. Canada 
and the territories belonging to Britain, France, the 
Netherlands, and Denmark have never belonged to the O.A.S., 
although Canada sends ^m observer to the m.eetings of the 
O.A.S. 
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Guatemala and Cuba 

Indirect U.S. interventions took place in Gucitemala 

in 1954 and in Cuba at the Bay of Pigs in 1961. Despite 

a history of U.S. interventions and occupations in the 

Western Hemisphere, these two cases provide the first 

instances of such behavior following the establishm.ent of 

the Organization of American States. Consequently, the 

intervention linkages involved in these two cases represent 

an apparent starting point for a study of the U.S. foreign 

policy-m.aking process and regional interventions. 

Initial Intervention Linkages 

Internal developments in the polity-at-issue within 

the regional environment appear to be the catalyst for 

initial linkages that eventually led to an intervention 

in the Western Hemispheric regional environment. In both 

the Guatemalan case and the Cuban case, the United States 

reacted to perceived threats of communist activity in 

Guatemala and in Cuba. 

Prior to the indirect U.S. interventions in Guatemala 

in 1954, organizations espousing communist philosophy 

were established in Guatemala. These organizations had 

been present during the terms of Guatemalan Presidents 

Juan Jose Arevalo and Jacobo Arbenz Guzman. By 1953, 

Philip B. Taylor, Jr., "The Guatemalan Atfair: A 
Critique of United States Foreign Poliĉ y,." American Politi-
cal Science Reviev, L (September, 1956), pp. 737-806". For 
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the United States was indicating concern regarding 

Guatemala, which suggests a discernable contrast between 

the tolerance of the Arbenz governm.ent toward comitiunism 

and the then current U.S. domestic furor over internal 

comm.unism. Commentators were later to suggest that the 

labor disputes in Guatemala with a U.S. company, the 

United Fruit Company, were at the very least also perceived 

as potential threats to the interests of some elite seg-
7 

m.ents in the United States. 

In the case of the indirect U.S. intervention into 

Cuba at the Bay of Pigs, the United States reacted to the 

an official U.S. analysis of the advent of communism in 
Guatemala, see Department of State, "The Guatemalan 
Communist Party: An Analysis by the Department of State, 
May, 1954," American Foreign Policy: Basic Documents, 
1950-1955, Vol. 1 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Governm.ent 
Printing Office, 1957), pp. 1303-1307. 

7 
Senor Guillenî o Toriello Garrido, Guatemalan 

Ajnbascador to the United States in 1954, stated that the 
Arbenz government was doomed from the moment of the Repub
lican Party victory in the United States in rhe 1952 
presidential election and the subsequent appointmient of 
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles by President Eisen
hower. Toriello contended that Dulles had been both a 
stockholder and a long-time counsel for the United Fruit 
Company. Toriello cited Dulles's position as a legal 
advisor to the United Fruit Company in the writing of the 
contracts in 1930 and 1936 between tne United Fruit Company 
and the Guatemalan government. Guillermo Toriello Garrido, 
La Battalia de Guatemaj.a (Mexico, D.F. : Ediciones Cuaderno; 
Americanos, 1955)" trans, orally by Jose M. Aybar de Soto. 
For exchange of correspondence regarding United Fruit 
Company, see Department of State Bulletin, XXIX (September 
14, 1953), pp. 557-360. 
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rise to power of Fidel Castro with his policies of land 
o 

reform and nationalization. Because of Castro's per

ceptions of U.S. economic resistance to his governmient' s 

policies, Castro turned to an extra-regional polity for 

economic assistance. On February 13, 196 0, a Soviet/ 

Cuban trade pact was signed. As U.S./Cuban relations 

deteriorated, Cuba progressively became more involved with 

the Soviet Union. There was an observable, favorable 
Q 

response from the socialist community.' 

Based on these examples from both cases of inter

vention, the initial intervention linkage appears tc be 

that domestic developments in the polity-at-issue resulted 

in concern by the dominant polity in the regional environ

ment. 

Inflexibility of the Dominant Polity 

Subsequent to the observation of unacceptable domestic 

developments in Guatemala, the United States undertook 

certain actions indicative of a hardening position to\7ard 

the tolerance of communists by the Arbenz government. The 

p 

On January 1, 1959, the forces of Fidel Castro 
drove Fulgencio Batista into exile. New York Timies, 
January 2, 1959, p. 1. 

^Thomas A.. Bailey, A Diplomatic History of the 
American People (New York: " Apple con. Century," Crotts, 1969), 
pp. SM^WeT}'~and Julius W. Pratt, A History of I nite-1 States 
Foreign Policy (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.i "Prentice-UTilT, 
Inc., T^12), Vp. 535-536. 
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appointment by President Dwight D. Eisenhower of an avid 

anti-communist Secretary of State, John F. Dulles, may 

have been suggestive of the strong position that was being 

assumed by the Eisenhower administration toward comimunism. 

The subsequent appointm^ent of John E. Peurifoy, with a 

strong reputation as an anti-communist, as Airibassador to 

Guatemala on October 3, 1953, however, was a decisive 

indicator of the position cf the current U.S. foreign 

policy-makers toward communism in Guatemala. ~ Further 

evidence of the position of the Eisenhower administration 

toward Guatemala V7as demonstrated at the Tenth Inter-

American Conference (T.I.A.C.) in March, 1954, at which 

the United States pushed for an anti-communist, or, more 

12 accurately, an anti-Guatemalan resolution. 

U.S. response to the open flirtation of Castro with 

the Soviets was the severing of diplomatic relations with 

13 Cuba on January 3, 1961. Shortly thereafter, on 

Interestingly, Allen W. Dulles, brother of John 
Foster Dulles, was subsequently appointed as Director of 
the Central Intelligence Agency. 

New York Tim.es, November 8, 195 3, p. 9. 
no 
"Dwight D. Eisenhov7er, Mandate for Change, 19 53-1956 

(New York: Doubleday and Co,, Inc.. 1963) , pp. 506-507. 
See also, New York Times, lAarch 14, 1954, "Review of the 
Week." 

13 
New York Times, January 4, 1961, p. 1. 

http://Tim.es
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January 25, 1961, newly inaugurated President John F. 

Kennedy, stated that the United States was concerned when 

revolutions in Latin America "are seized by external 

forces and directed . . . towards imposing an ideology 

which is alien to this hemisphere." Two weeks later, 

on February 8, 1961, President Kennedy stressed the con

cern of the United States about Cuba's "export of its 

revolution" in Latin i'jnerica and hinted that the United 

States was contemplating actions in response to Cuban 

developments.15 

Both with the Guatemalan case and with the Cuban 

case, the United States reacted adamiantly to the domestic 

developments in the domestic affairs of polity-at-issue. 

The second intervention linkage, therefore, appears to 

be that in response to the continuation of nnacceptable 

domiestic behavior in the polity-at-issue^ the dciriinc.nt 

polity in the regional environment assumed an increasingly 

inflexible position. 

14 
"The President's News Conference of January 25, 

1961," Public Papers of the Presidents of the United 
States: John F. Kennedy, 1961 (Tvashington, DTCTT' U . S. 
Government Printing Office, l9"62) , pp. 10-11. 

15 
"The President's News Conference of February 8, 

1961," Public Papers of the Presidents of the United 
States, p. 74. 
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Regional Institutions 

The United States appeared to seek at least the 

appearance of regional support for its policies tov/ard 

both Guatemala and Cuba through the regional institutions. 

The T.I.A.C. meeting in Caracas, Venezuela, in March of 

1954 was convened to consider Latin American economic 

problems. The United States, hov/ever.. viewed the con

ference as a means of expressing its concerns about 

comjnunism and of obtaining a legal instrument, properly 

ratified and deposited regionally, which would be appli-

16 cable to the Guatemalan situation. The prospect of 

re-evaluation of U.S. trade and economic aid to Latin 

America was sufficient to elicit support for the passage 

17 of the Declaration of Caracas. ' The Declaration of 

Caracas condemned, "the activities of the international 

communist movement as constituting intervention in Ameri

can affairs," and declared that an extension of the 

communist movement to the Western Hemisphere would be 

viewed as a threat to the "sovereignty and political 

18 independence of the American states." 

16 
Eisenhov7er, Mandate for Change, pp. 506-507. 

17 
"The Spirit of Inter-Am.erican Unity: Address by 

Secretary Dulles Made at Caracas, Venezuela, on March 4, 
1954," Department of State Bulletin, XXX (March 15, 1954), 
pp. 379-383. 

1 8 
"The D e c l a r a t i o n of Ca racas , Adopted by t h e Tenth 

Ints^r-American Conference , March 28., 1954," Am.erican 
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Again, in 1961, V7ith the announcement of President 

Kennedy's plans for the Alliance for Progress, or the 

î:£i2i;̂  »E^ ̂ '̂-_££?'̂  re sso, U.S. economic as s i stance for 

Latin America vas correlated with Latin Araerican support 

against communist incursions in the hemisphere. Kennedy, 

in the announcement, stated that, "political freedom, 

m.ust accompany material progress," and expressed specific 

concern for the "people of Cuba and the Dominican 

19 

Republi c." 

Apparently, prior tc undertaking any form of overt 

action in the Guatemalan situation or in the Cuban situa

tion, the U.S. sought, albeit with economiic lures, to 

gather at least superficial support from other polities 

in the regional environment. This behavior suggests that 

another intervention linkage is that in response to the 

Foreign Policy: Ba3ic Documents, 1950-1955, Vo1. I, 
p. 1.301. One could infer tiiat whireas no miajcr economic 
resolutions V7ere passed at the T.I.A.C, very few of the 
Latin American delegates V7ere willing to jeopardize poten
tial U.S. economic assistance by failure to support the 
U.S. anti-comjuunist resolution. Much of the support given 
to the Caracas Declaration was given on the understanding 
that there woulvd be deeply felt unhappiness if the resolu
tion, having passed, were to be used as a weapon against 
Guatem.ala. New York Times, March 14, 1954, "Reviev7 of the 
V7eek." "' 

19 
"Address at a White House Reception for Members of 

Congress and for the Diplomatic Corps of the Latin A-meri-
can RepuDlics,'' Public Papers of the Presidents of the 
IJnited States, ppT~T7(PT7T7 
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continuation of unacceptable domestic behavior in the 

polity-at-issue, the dominant polity in the regional 

environment attempts to use regional institutions to 

formulate and condition opinions conducive to those of 

the dominant polity. 

Official Warnings 

Official statem.ents and actions were taken by the 

United States prior to any direct action against Guatentala 

and Cuba. These official acts could be interpreted.as 

warnings of possible impending actions. In the case of 

Guatemala, Secretary of State Dulles stated on June 8, 

1954, that the "particular problem between Guatemala and 

the United States equally prevails as between Guatemala 

and a number of other states which are seriously threatened!" 

by the communist infiltration of Guatemala.^ Indeed, at 

that time, most of the opposition to the Arbenz regim̂ e was 

being gathered from the most traditional and conservative 

elements in the Caribbean, including the Dominican 

21 
Republic and Nicaragua. President Eisenhower reinforced 

20 
"The Status of Consultations V7ith Regard to Guatemala: 

Transcript of a News Conference of the Secretary of State, 
June 8, 195 4," American Foreign Policy: Basic Documents, 
1950-1955, pp. 13X0-1311. 

21 
Jose M. Aybar de Soto, "Core Interests and Inter

vention: Guatemala and the U.S. in 1954," Claremont 
Graduate School, 1968, pp. 67-68 (Mimeographed). 
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the statement by Secretary Dulles, emiphasizing that the 

Guatemalan situation "is' under the most earnest and urgent 

22 

study." 

Not only were the warnings found in official state

ments prior to the intervention in Guatemala, but also 

certain bilateral actions provided definite clues to the 

perils of a continuation of unacceptable behavior in 

Guatem^ala. On May 20, 1954, a Mutual Security Treaty 

was concluded between the United States and Honduras, a 
23 polity contiguous with Guatemala. A similar treaty had 

been concluded between the United States and Nicaragua on 

24 April 23, 1954. Additional importance may be seen in 

these actions in view of the presence of an army of 

25 Guatemalan exi].es in Tegucigalpa, Honduras. 

As with the Guatemalan situation, official warnings 

of forthcoming U.S. action against Cuba were made. At the 

22 
"President's News Conference of June 16, 1954," 

Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: 
Dwight D."Eisenhower, 1954 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1960), p. 573. 

T.I,A.,S. 2975 or 5 U.S.T. 843. See also. New York 
Times, May 22, 1954, p. 4. 

^^T.I.A.S. 2940 or 5 U.S.T. 453. 

Aybar de Soto, "Core Interest and Intervention," 
p. 67. Having been implicated in an anti-Arbenz plot. 
Lieutenant Colonel Carlos Castillo Armas escaped from 
Guatemala to Honduras in June, 19S1, to organize a Guate
malan exile movement in opposition to President Arbenz. 
Taylor, "The Guatemalan Affair," pp. 787-806. 
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time of President Kennedy's statement of February 8, 1961, 

which indicated that a review of possible actions against 

26 

Cuba were under consideration, the machinery and plans 

for an indirect intervention were already in motion. 

Debates focused on the questions of what type, what time, 
27 and which location. 

However, only five days prior to the invasion at 

the Bay of Pigs, President Kennedy publicly precluded 

direct U.S. intervencion by the United States. At that 

time, he stated, "there will not be, under any conditions, 

an intervention in Cuba by the United States Armed Forces," 

and added that the basic issue involved was "between the 
2 8 

Cubans themselves." 

The apparent conclusion is that one intervention 

linkage is: In response to a continuation of unacceptable 

domestic behavior in the polity-at-issue, a sequence of 

statements and actions are undertaken by the dominant 

polity for the purpose of m.odifying the behavior of the 

polity-at-issue. 

2 6 
"The President's News Conference of February 8, 

1961," Pub1ic Papers of the Presidents of rhe United States, 
p. 74. 

"̂̂ Arthur M. Schlesinger, A Thousand Days: Jchn F. 
Kennedy in the White House (Greenwich, Conn.: Fawcett 
Crest Publishers, 1965), pp. 219-225. 

^^"The President's News Conference of April 12, 1961," 
£ubl_ic Papc>rs_of_the Presidents of the United States , 
pp. "25Ŝ 2"5~9" 
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Perceptions of Extra-Regional Interference 

At the outset of United States concern v/ith d.om.estic 

developments in both Guatemala and Cuba, the threat of 

the possible establishment of a communist political system^ 

in the Western Hemisphere was the stated rationale for 

attempts at behavior modification. Initial U.S. reaction 

was in response to the prevalence of and tolerance for 

organizations espousing a communist philosophy in Guate

mala. However, as events proceeded, the foreign policy 

process of the United States responded to what appeared 

to be more tangible indicators of the extension of 

communism to Central America. On May 17, 1954, a ship

ment of arms from Czechoslovakia arrived in Guatemiala, 

29 

having been shipped from the port of Stettin, Poland, 

State Department officials were quoted as saying that. 

"the shipment may be considered a threat to hemisphere 
30 security under the Rio Treaty." Secretary of State 

Dulles also charged that the arms shipm.ent was apparently 

31 
"to be used to sabotage the Panama Canal." A similar 

New York Times, May 18, 19 54, p. 1. See also 
"Cori'imun'ist Shipment of Arms to Guatemala: Statement to the 
Press by the Departm.ent of State, May 17, 1954," Departm.ent 
of State Bulletin, XXX (May 31, 1954), p. 835. 

•̂ N̂ew York Times, May 19, 1954, p. 1. 

31 
"News Conference of the Secretary ot State, May 25. 

^^^^f" Department of State Bu]lejtj.n, XXX (June 7, 1954), 
pp. 873-874; and New "York Time's, May 26, 1954, p. 1. 



arms shipment from. Switzerland for Guatemala was delayed, 

32 
at U.S. request, at Hamburg, German Federal Republic. 

Initial U.S. responses to the Castro regime were 

predicated upon the nationalization and land reform 

policies instituted in Cuba. However, U.S. reaction was 

soon one of apprehension that Cuba constituted a bona 

33 fide conanunist regime. 

Therefore, the United States apparently reacted to 

the perceived threats of a communist political system's 

being established in the Western Hemisphere, both in 

Guatemiala and in Cuba. The apparent intervention linkage 

indicated is that the dominant polity in the regional 

environment responds to domiestic developments in the 

polity-at-issue as though these developments were indicators 

•̂ N̂ew York Times, June 15, 1954, p. 1. 

33 
U.S. apprehension regarding the possibility of a 

communist regime in Cuba under Castro is illustrated by 
the following official statement in August, 1960: " . . . 
the principles of the Monroe Doctrine are as valid today 
as they were in 1823, when the doctrine was proclaimed. 
Furthermore, the Monroe Doctrine's purpose of preventing 
any extension to this hemisphere of a despotic political 
system contrary to the independent status of the American 
states is supported by the Organization of American States. 
Specifically, the Organization of Âmerican States Charter 
and the Rio Treaty provide the means for commion action 
to protect the hemisphere against the interventionist and 
aggressive designs of international con-aiiunism. . . . '' 
"U.S. Reaffirms Principles of the Monroe Doctrine," 
DepartmLent of State Bulletin, XLVIII (August 1, 1960) , 
p. 170. 
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of an attempt to extend an extra-regional political system 

into the regional environment. 

Military Intervention 

United States armed forces did not participate 

directly either in the Guatemalan invasion or in the 

Cuban invasion at the Bay of Pigs. But in both cases, 

there was U.S. sponsorship. That there v̂ as an indirect 

U.S. intervention in Guatemala in 1954 may be seen in 

34 several actions. First, after having concluded mutual 

security treaties with Nicaragua and Honduras, the United 

States airlifted arms to both countries.'' Less than 

three weelcs prior to the intervention, three B-36 bombers 

of the United States Air Force made a "courtesy call" 

at Managua, Nicaragua.' Third, the U.S. halted a ship-

37 ment of arms to Guatemala fromi Switzerland. Finally, 

on June 18, 1954, Colonel Castillo Armas, an exiled 

O A 

'Prior to the actual intervention on June 18, 1954, 
particularly from May 19 - May 28, 19 54, those relevant 
actions and. statements of the United States could have 
been considered a violation of Articles 15, 16, and 17 
of the O.A.S. Charter. See the Bogota Pact in Appendix A. 

^^New York Times. May 25, 1954, p. 1. 

^^Ibid., May 28, 1954, p. 7. 

"̂ "̂ Ibid. , June 15, 1954, p. 1. By the next day. West 
German shTppers had agreed to prevent further shipirents 
of such cargoes to Guatemala. New York Times, June 16, 
1954, p. 8. 
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Guatemalan implicated in an anti-Z^rbenz plot in 1951, 

3 8 
invaded Guatemala from Honduras. 

The United States refrained from direct military 

intervention in the Cuban case, also, but V7as, nevertheless, 

involved in the planning of the invasion and in the 

training and armdng of the Cuban exiles. Officials of 

the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency developed and executed 

39 
the abortive invasion. The actual invasion at the Bay 

of Pigs was made by C.I.A. armed and trained Cuban exiles 

who had been based in Guatemala. On the day preceding 

38 
Aybar de Soto states that Armas was 'contacted 

and appraised" of his role in the intervention by 
August 14, 19 53. In fact, there are indications; sub
stantiated by Latin American authors, that Armas V7as 
contacted as early as March 30, 1952. See Aybar de Soto, 
"Core Interests and Intervention," p. 67, fn. 14 3. Even 
former President Eisenhower verified the Guatemalan 
charges of U.S. complicity and of aid given to Arm.as, 
because of the pro-U.S. rebels only had a 20 per cent 
chance to succeed without such aid. Eisenhower, Mandate 
for Change, pp. 425-426, 509-510. See also the New 
York Times, April 28, 1966, p. 28, for accounts of 
Central Intelligence Agency involvement. 

39 
Arthur Schlesinger explains not only that the 

C.I.A. was intim.ately involved in the planning of the 
invasion, but also that the military Joint Chiefs of 
Staff made recommendations for the invasion. The most 
crucial meeting on the fate of the invasion plan was 
held in the Cabinet Room, attended by President Kennedy, 
the Secretary of State, Secretary of Defense, Director 
of the C.I.A., and three of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
Schlesinger, A Thousand Days, pp. 225-243. 



38 

the actual intervention, planes from Nicaraguan bases 

bombed several airfields in Cuba. 

Although a basic distinction exists between the 

indirect U.S. interventions into Guatemala and into Cuba, 

that being the success of the former and the failure of 

the latter, in both cases the same final intervention 

linkage is observable. If perceptible behavior modifi

cation does not result in the polity-at-issue, an inter

vention occurs. 

International Environment 

Follov7ing the conclusion of the interventions, 

certain linkages are observable in the regional environ

ment and in the United Nations, the international environ

ment. An urgent request by the Guatemalan representative 

to the U.N. brought the Guatemalan situation to the 

The invasion plans called for a concurrent, 
general Cuban uprising led by various Cuban underground 
movem.ents, v/hich required precise coordination. However, 
several C.I.A. trained and controlled underground leaders 
were captured in Cuba on March 18, just one month prior 
to the invasion. Dulles may have felt that there was 
not enough time tor the C.I.A. to contact the new leaders 
On the other hand, it is reported that the CI.A. did not 
want an uncontrolled underground and the general Cuban 
public to participate in the operation. Supposedly, 
the C.I.A. wanted the Brigade de Asalto to hold the 
beach area for seventy-two hours, after which "a C.I.A.-
sponsored exile 'government' would call for outside help 
and the U.S. would land Marines to support the exile 
force ., . . and the U.S. government—specifically the 
C.I. A.--would co!itrol the new Cuban government." Jay 
Mallin, "The Call to Arms That Never Camie," Miami Herald 
Tropic Hacjazine - March 10, 1974, pp. 10-44. 
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41 attention of the U.N. Security Council. United States 

representatives took the position in the Security Council 

that the Guatemalan situation was a dispute between 

Guatemalans and should be ccnsidered by the O.A.S., the 

regional organization. " The Guatemalan position, sup

ported by the Soviet Union, was that Guatemala V7as not an 

official member of the O.A.S. and, therefore,- the situa

tion should be investigated by the United Nations to 

43 ensure equity. With the United States and the Soviet 

Union at counter-positions, the Security Council adopted 

only a vague resolution calling for "iimnediate termination 

44 of any action likely to cause bloodshed. . . . " Thus, 

41 
United Nations, Document S/3232, June 20, 1954. 

42 
United Nations Security Council Records (UNSCOR), 

P/PV/,675. Interestingly, the President of the Security 
Council at the time was U.S. Representative to the United 
Nations, Henry Cabot Lodge. Lodge, though sitting in the 
chair of the parliamentary moderator, spoke as the. U.S. 
advocate, stressing that the Guatemalan situation was 
"not subject to the jurisdiction of the Security Council." 
Ibid. , para. 158. One could raise the issue of V7hether 
or not Lodge's actions represented a conflict of interests. 
Philip Taylor draws the "inescapable conclusion" that "it 
can be shown that the United States played a role in the 
United Nations which tended to deny to Guatemala the 
privileges apparently guaranteed it by its membership in 
that organization." Taylor, "The Guatemalan Affair." p. 7 97. 

^^UNSCOR, P/PV/.675. 

Ibid., para. 200. In effect, the Security Council 
failed to resolve the jurisdictional issue between the 
United Nations and a regional alliance, the Organization 
of American States. 
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the obvious conclusion must be that although the dominant 

polity, the United States, subscribes to the rules of the 

United Nations, including the prohibition on intervention, 

the dominant polity attempts to prevent any effective 

action by that international body. 

Reaction in the regional environment to the indirect 

U.S. intervention into Cuba at the Bay of Pigs was not 

immediate, but rather it was a gradual fluctuation of 

45 attitudes toward the dominance of the United States. 

However, many Latin T^erican countries continued to indi

cate that the threat of Cuba, and communism, were relatively 

minor in comparison to the threat posed by U.S. dominance. 

This sentiment v/as formally expressed at the Eighth 

Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs 

at Punta del Este in January of 1962. The prim.ary resolu

tion passed at this meeting reaffirmed that, "the principles 

of communism are incompatible with the principles of the 

inter-American system," but also stated that the principle 

45 
Latin American polities traditionally tended to 

display antipathy toward the U.S. assumption of leadership 
and authority regarding regional behavior modification. 
(See Appendix C for background.) This antipathy fluctu
ated or was somewhat mollified in August, 1961, by the 
economic promtises of the Alliance for Progress, to which 
most of the O.A.S. member states form.ally subscribed at 
the Punta del Este Conference in Uruguay. The com.plete 
text of the Charter of Punta del Este was published in 
Department of State Bulletin, XLV (August 28, 1961), 
p. 4ZT. 
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of nonintervention and the principle of "repudiation of 

repressive measures which, under the pretext of isolating 

or coml^atting communism, may facilitate the appearance 

46 . . . of reactionary doctrines and methods. . . . " 

Distinguishing Characteristics 
in Guatemala and Cuba 

Basic similarities in the intervention linkages 

between the United States and the polity-at-issue in both 

instances of indirect U.S. intervention have been observed. 

Indeed, the same intervention linkages were apparent in 

Guatemala in 1954 and in Cuba in 1961. Nevertheless, a 

basic distinction exists between the tv70 cases. That 

distinction is the success of intervention-by-proxy by 

the United States government in Guatemala and the failure 

of si.milar tactics in the intervention at the Bay of 

Pigs. The failure of the Cuban intervention may have had 

a significant impact on the foreign policy options con

sidered by U.S. decision-makers in later instances. 

The extent of the frustration of U.S. policy-makers 

and the official resolve to prevent "another Cuba" was 

illustrated by President Kennedy's remarks on April 20, 

1961, three days after the failure of the indirect inter

vention at the Bay of Figs. In this statem.ent, later tc 

4 6 
"American Republics United to Halt Spread of 

Communism in Western Hemisphere," Department of State 
Bulletin, XLVI (February 19, 1962), p. 278. 
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be called the Kennedy Doctrine, the President emphasized 

that U.S. restraint was not inexhaustible and that should 

the doctrine of non-interference become an excuse for 

inaction by the governments of the regional environment 

against communism., "this government will not hesitate in 

meeting its primary obligations, which are the security 

of our nation." 

Dominican Republic 

Six specific intervention linkages V7ere observed 

in the U.S. sponsored interventions in Guatemala and in 

Cuba. If, as Rosenau contends, national-international 

linkages are recurrent sequences of behavior that persist 

over time, a primary consideration should be determination 

of the existence of similar intervention linkages in the 

Dominican situation of 1965. A second question to be 

explored is vjnether or not there were perceptable changes 

in U.S. intervention policies that may have resulted from 

the mistakes in Guatemala and Cuba, specifically the 

failure of the indirect intervention at the Bay of Pigs. 

Initial Intervention Linkages 

Political instability was the characteristic in 

the Dominican Republic that initially concerned the United 

A T 

'The Lessons of Cuba.' Statement by President John F. 
Kennedy, Apri1 2 0, 1961," Department of State Bulletin, 
XLIV (May 8, 1961), p. 659. 
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States. Dominican i.nstability had persisted since the 

assassination of General Rafael Leonidas Trujillo Molina 

48 in 1961. After the assassination, the United States 

and the O.A.S. had established a presence in the Dominican 

Republic, including a U.S. Naval Task Force patrol in the 

Dominican waters for the purpose of discouraging potential 

Cuban sponsored or domestic leftist interference with 

the U.S./O.A.S. sponsored transformation of the Dominican 

49 
government. In Septemtber, 196 3, another coup successfully 

48 
Trujillo had enjoyed U.S. support from 1930-1960, 

just as had Bati.sta in Cuba, until shortly before his over
throw in January, 1959. With the gathering of opposition 
to Trujillo, the United States changed its attitude toward 
the Bomiinican government. Apparently, U.S. foreign policy
making actors perceived that the Dominican Republic was 
susceptable to a Castro-type revolution. As a result the 
United States engaged in indirect intervention cind was 
instrumental in applying or encouraging pressure, including 
O.A,S. sanctions, upon the Trujillo government, all of 
which contributed to its overthrow. Abraham F. Lowenthal, 
The Dominican Intervention (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
Universi'ty Press, 1972), pp. 6-12; Jerome Slater, Inter
vention and Negotiation: The United States and the Domini
can Revolution (New York: Harper and Row, 1970), pp. 6-9; 
and Robert D. Crassweller, Trujillo: Life and Times of a 
Caribbean Dictator (New York: Prager, 1966), pp. 433-439. 

49 
The O.A.S. established sanctions on the Trujillo 

government in 1960, due to a Trujillo-supported assassina
tion attempt upon President Romulo Betancourt of Venezuela, 
V7hich was perceived as a threat by other O.A.S. member 
states, as well as by the United States. (See Sixth Meeting 
of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, Actas, 
Final Act, Resolution I). Consequently, the O.A.S. vra's 
V7illing to become involved in the Dominican reorganization 
after May 30, 1961. Soon after what the Dominicans called 
the ajusticiamientq, or execution, of Trujillo, President 
Kennedy wa's quoted as saying: "There are three possibili
ties . . . in descending order of prefererce: a decent 
democratic regime, a continuation of the Trujillo regime, 
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50 ousted the elected President, Juan Bosch. A civilian 

triumvirate, dominated by Donald Reid Cabral, was finally 

established following the 1963 coup." Yet by early 1965, 

or a Castro regime. We ought to aim at the first but we 
really can't renounce the second until we are sure that 
we can avoid the third." Schlesinger, A Thousand Days, 
p. 704. The Kennedy administration placed particular 
emphasis upon not permitting another Cuban-style situation 
to develop in the Caribbean. 

50 
In November, 1963, President Kennedy expressed con

cern about developments in the Domiinican Republic, indir-
rectly, in his post-Cuban Missle Crisis declaration: 
". . . We in this hemisphere must also use every resource 
at our command to prevent another Cuba in this hemisphere, 
for if there is one principle which has run through the 
long history of this hemisphere it is our common deter
mination to prevent the role of foreign systems in the 
Americas." "The Battle for Progress with Freedom in the 
Western Hemisphere: Remarks by President Kennedy on 
November 18, 1963, before the Inter-American Press Associa
tion, published after his assassination on November 22, 
1963," Department of State Bulletin, XLIX (December 9, 
1963), p. 903. 

51 
Although the U.S. had been sO'Tie'vhat disenchanted 

with Bosch due to perceived political ineptitudes, the 
United States opposed the civilian Triumvirate established 
by the Dominican m.ilitary faction that ousted Bosch. Th.e 
military faction that overthrew Bosch V7as led by Colonel 
Elias Wessin y Wessin. Wessin y Wessin's stated purpose 
for the ouster of Bosch V7as the prevention of the growth 
of communist influence in the Dominican Republic. Slater, 
Intervention and Negotiation, pp. 13-15. 

"The Trium̂ 'ira"l:e was transformed by a series cf 
resignations and replacements into a two-person regime 
consisting cf Ramon Caceres Troncoso and Donald J. Reid 
Cabral, but dominated by the latter. The Triumvirate v̂ as 
supported by a loose coalition of pro-coup political par
ties and personalities, joined by opposition to Bosch, 
whose strength was not larger than the loose coalition of 
anti-coup forces ar.d supporters of Bosch. For m.ore infor
mation on the personalities involved in the elections of 
1962 and 1966, see Howard v;iarda, ed. , Dominican Republic 
Election Factbook: June 1, 19 66_ (v:ashingtor., D.C.: Insti-
tute"Tor^CblnpaI^tIvo .sF,uc[y~orTolitical Sys^.ems, 19r:)6) . 
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Reid Cabral was also losing support, and the threat of 

52 

another coup emerged." Opposition to Reid Cabral'-^ 

regime came from a movement labeled "constitucionalistas, 

which was a loose coalition of groups with multiple 

objectives. " The United States government was concerned 
52 
B̂? 1965 the loose coalition of anti-coup and pro-

Bosch supporters had gained in strength. Many of those 
in the latter coalition were more concerned with the 
return of Dominican politics to constitutionalism than 
with a return of Juan Bosch. Some analysts attribute many 
of Reid's difficulties on his being less than a charis
matic leader and his not being enough of a Dominican 
nationalist, in addition to his being saddled with a 
faltering economy. Theodore Draper, The Dominican Revolt; 
A Case Study in American Policy (New York: Comjnentary"' 
Reports, 1968), pp. 21-23; Slater, Intervention and Nego
tiation, p. 18; and Lowenthal, Dominican Intervention, 
p. 35. Opposition to Reid Cabral escalated as it "^became 
apparent to many observers that Reid wished to continue 
in office. Reid was expected to attempt what the Domini
cans termed continuismo by the cancellation of the scheduled 
elections of September, 1965, or by becoming a candidate 
himself while not allowing other potential candidates to 
return from exile to participate in the campaign fromt 
June to Septeiriber, 196 5. Draper, Dominican Revolt, p. 23; 
Lowenthal, Dominican Intervention, pp. 4 7-4 8; and Slater, 
Intervention and Negotiati'on, p. 19. 

53 
The "constitucionalistas" could be classified into 

four general groupings. First, there was a coalition of 
professionals and the well-educated who were dedicated to 
the return to constitutional government; second, there 
were the Bosch supporters who wished for the return of 
Bosch v7ithout elections; third, there were the Balaguer 
supporters and the pro-Balaguer Trujillistas; and finally, 
there were the inevitable collection of military and 
police officers and civilians who felt that they were not 
afforded enough influence in the Reid government. 
Lowenthal, Dominican Intervention, pp. 19-2 0; Slater, 
Intervention and Negotiation, pp. 50-51; and Draper, 
Dominican Revolt, p. 23. 
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about the anticipated coup primarily because of its 

unknown consequences." An escalation of U.S. concern 

developed upon receipt of a cable from the U.S. Ambassador 

in the Dominican Republic, W. Tapley Bennett, which said, 

"Little foxes, some of them red, are chewing at the 

55 grapes." 

Consequently, in the Dominican case, as with the 

Guatemalan and Cuban cases, the initial intervention 

linkage appears to be that the dominant polity in the 

regional environment responded with concern to dom.estic 

developments in the polity-at-issue. 

Initial Involvem.ent of 
Regional Institutions 

" As in previous cases, the United States was anxious 

to gather support from other nations in the regional 

environment and turned to the regional institutions. The 

O.A.S. had been involved in the Dominican Republic, along 

with the U.S., since 1959. However, there V7as an attempt 

by the United States to convey its current concerns and 

54 
Such a coup had been expected sometim.e after the 

opening of the scheduled presidential campaign on June 1, 
1965, as the elections were rumtored to be due for abortion 
or to be rigged. Slater, Intervention and Negotiation, 
p. 19; and Lowenthal, Dominican Intervenrion, pp. 5 4-6'l. 

Quoted by Rowland Evans and Robert Novak, Lyndon B. 
Johnson: The Exercise of Power (New York: New /jnerican 
Library^ 1966), p. 513. 

http://dom.es
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condition opinion within the regional organization in 

anticipation of another coup. Therefore, on April 14, 

1965, Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey, in an address to 

the Council of the O.A.S. stressed that social and economic 

change can be accomplished through "orderly processes," 

not by making the Western Hemisphere a "battleground for 

either open aggression or subversion and terrorism." 

Without specifically referring to the Dominican situation, 

the Vice President reaffirmed that hemispheric regional 

security was synonymous with U.S. security and that "any 

penetration of this area of freedom by outside powers is 

57 a threat to the whole system." 

Indications, therefore, are that in response to the 

continuation of unacceptable domestic behavior in the 

polity-at-issue, the dominant polity in the regional 

environment attempts to use regional institutions to 

formulate and condition opinions conducive to those of 

the dominant polity. 

Official Warnings 

The Dominican situation escalated to a crisis much 

sooner than had been anticipated and without adequate 

"Address by Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey to 
the Council of the Organization of American States, April 14, 
1965," Department of State Bulletin, LII (May 10, 1965), 
pp. 728-730. 

^^Ibid., p. 730. 
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5 8 
preparation on the part of the United States. On Sat
urday, April 24, 1965, the anti-Reid Cabral revolt 

59 erupted. The next morning, Reid Cabral resigned, but 

the fighting continued. Fear escalated on the part of 

the U.S. policy-makers that the military-based coup would 

be seized by communists or leftists. U.S. actions and 

statements of warning to the leaders of the coup were not 

58 
The extent to which the U.S. was unprepared for 

the events of April 24, can be illustrated by Lowenthal's 
description of the deployment of U.S. embassy personnel 
in Santo Domingo that day: "At noon on Saturday, April 
24—V7hile pro-Bosch plotters were imprisoning [Army Chief 
of Staff] General Rivera Cuesta and his chief aide— 
Ambassador Bennett V7as in Georgia visiting his mother. 
Charge d' Affaires William B. Connett, Jr., in Santo 
Domingo less than six months, was beginning what he 
expected to be a leisurely weekend. Carter Ide, the 
A.I.D, Mission Director, was in Washington, as V7as Public 
Safety Advisor Anthony Ruiz. Public Affairs Officer 
Malcolm McLean had just returned to Santo Domingo from an 
exhausting day touring the Dominican Republic with the 
University of Michigan Jazz Orchestra. A key member of 
the embassy's C.I.A. contingent was playing golf on the 
Hotel EmiDajodore course. Another C.I.A. officer was on 
his way dov/n town to buy shoes; the Station Chief--just 
recently returned from Washington and still catching up— 
was at his desk. The naval attache. Lieutenant Colonel 
Ralph Heyv/ood. was out shooting ducks with one of his 
primary contacts and best friends in the Dominican Republic, 
Brigadier General A.ntonio Imbert Barrera. Eleven of the 
thirteen m.embers of the Military Assistance Advisory Group 
(MAAG), the U.S. personnel with the closest and most con
tinuous contact at junior levels of the Dominican Armed 
Forces, had left twenty-four hours earlier to attend a 
conference in Panama." Lowenthal, Dominican Intervention, 
p. 63. 

CO 

See Appendix D, Chronology of Events m the 
Dominican Republic, 1965. 
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public announcernents, but primarily U.S. embassy level 

responses to the situation. 

Preponderant importance was given to reports of 

leftist activities in the coup by the U.S. embassy. 

As early as the morning of April 25, U.S. State Department 

Caribbean Country Director Kennedy M. Crocket asked the 

Departm.ent of Defense to order the U.S. Navy's Caribbean 

61 
Ready Group to move toward the Domdnican Republic. At 

6 0 
Draper's, Slater's, and Lowenthal's studies, all 

well-documented on the intricacies of the Dominican situa
tion, each report that the U.S. embassy gave preponderant 
importance to reports of leftist support for, and communist 
involvement in, the pro-Bosch movement, V7hile minimizing 
the importance of other groups in the constitucionalista 
movement. Lowenthal, Domuinican Intervention, pp. 7 0-74; 
Slater, Interyention and Negotiation, pp. 23-24; and 
Draper, Dominican Revolt, pp. 34-36. Journalist Tad 
Szulc and Philip Geyelin reported that by Sunday, April 
25, as advised by the embassy staff and intelligence oper
atives in Santo Domingo, the U.S. State Department assessed 
that there was significant communist participation in the 
revolution. Both Szulc and Geyelin published their 
analyses based on early access and observation of the 
initiation exchanges between the U.S. embassy and the State 
Department. Tad Szulc, Dominican Diary (Nev; York: Dela-
court Press, 1965), pp. 30-351 and"Philip Geyelin, Lyndon E. 
Johnson and the World (New York: Praeger, 1966), p. 245, 

61 
Reports of the U.S. embassy intelligence section 

and the C.1.7̂ . elements appeared to focus and emphasise 
the alleged disposition of communist supporters for the 
demonstrations. U.S. military attaches were involved in 
varying degrees in encouraging the senior military 
"loyalists" to resist what appeared to be the eminent 
return cf Juan Bosch. Consequently, several commentators 
concluded that U.S. opposition to the constitucionalistaL-
and, specifically, to Juan Bosch, was decidi?d upon no later 
than Sunday, April 25, and that this U.S. policy was not 
the result of hasty decisions, but m.erely the implementation 
of an existing policy of President Johnson and Secretary 

IBiA§ TEGii -.^i-iAlVi 
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4:00 Sunday afternoon, April 25, the Dominican Air Force 

6 2 
attacked Santo Domingo. That same day, a delegation of 

m.oderate constitucionalistas requested assistance from, the 

U.S. embassy, specifically to halt air attacks on the 

National Palace, but the embassy declined. Instead, the 

embassy urged the rebel leaders to negotiate with the 

"legitimate military hierarchy." 

of State Rusk, as advised by Assistant Secretary of State 
Thomas Mann, and of the policy inherited from President 
Kennedy. Lowenthal, Dominican Intervention, pp. 70-74; 
Slater, Intervention and Negotiatioh, pp. 2 3-24; Draper, 
Dominican Revolt," pp. 34-36, 72-74; and Geyelin, Lyndon B. 
Johnson and the World, p, 2 45. 

62 
The strafing of the National Palace, followed by 

Dominican naval shellfire on the Palace, was, according to 
Lowenthal, "an escalation of violence unprecedented in 
Dominican history, [and] gravely v7orsened the 1965 crisis." 
Lowenthal, Dominican Intervention, p. 77. U.S. support 
for the loyalists appears to have been instrumental in 
encouraging senior military officers to join General Elias 
Wessin y VJessin's forces centered at the San Isidro Air 
Force Base at a time when opposition to the constitucion
alistas had almost ceased. The apparent result was the 
air and naval attacks. New York Times, April 26, 1965, 
p. 1; Draper, Dominican Revolt, pp. 53-65; Slater, Inter
vention and NegotFation, p. 25; and Lowenthal, Dominican 
Intervention,"15p. 75-76. See also, "Testimony of Brig'a^ier 
General Elias Wessin y Wessin," Hearings Before the Internal 
Security Subcommittee of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
U.S. Senate,"89th Cong., 1st sess., October 1, 1965, 
156-161. General Wessin testified that almost all of the 
Dominican Armed Forces units were ready to accede to the 
constitucionalitas on Sunday, April 25, 1965. However, in 
his testimony, he emphasized his own role, indicating that 
he had to continue to resist. He had led the September, 
1963, coup against Juan Bosch. 

6 "̂  
Emphasis mine. Lowenthal, Dominican Intervention, 

p. 83. See also John Bartlow MartTn, Overtaken by Everts: 
The Dominican Crisis from the Fall of TrujEllo to the 
CiviT~War~T^^"ew York: Doubleday, 196 6). 
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On A.pril 26, 1965, the embassy in Santo Domingo was 

instructed to use the Navy to evacuate U.S. citizens from 

64 the country. The following day, the U.S. embassy again 

refused to mediate the violence, when constitucio-alistas 

asked for assistance in ending the bombing or mediating 

settlement discussions. U.S. Ambassador Bennett refused 

to arbitrate, accusing the constitucionalistas of per

mitting communists to take advantage of the m.ovement 

and of allov7ing looting and atrocities. The Ambassador 

is then said to have urged the constitucionalistas to 

surrender. 

A first public statement of warning by the United 

States came on April 27, in an.announcement by President 

Lyndon B. Johnson of the evacuation of U.S. citizens 

from the Dominican Republic. Johnson, in that statement. 

64 
New York Times, April 27, 1965, p. 1. 

6 R 
Lowenthal, Dominican Intervention, p. 93: Martin, 

Overtaken by Events, p. 65 3; Slater, Intervention and 
Negotiation," pp. 2 8-29; and New York Times, April 28, 
1965, p. 1. Ambassador Bennett's actions and statements 
may have precipitated the Dominican situation to a 
higher level of intensity. Slater cites an unidentified 
source, who vras a participant at the U. S.-constitucion
alista confrcntation at the U.S. embassy on April 27, 
as saying that when U.S. Ambassador Bennett labeled the 
revolution con-u-;Unist and told the constitucionalistas 
to surrender. Col. Francisco Caamano Dene angrily jumped 
to his feet saying, "Son of a bitch! I know what I'm 
going to do." Slater, Intervention and Negotiation, 
pp. 20-30. 
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indicated that the United States viewed the situation as 

6 6 
grave and was "follov/ing the developm.ents very closely." 

Through official statements, both public and at the 

embassy level, the United States indicated its opposition 

to the constitucionalistas and urged .surrender. Actions 

taken by the U.S. government, such as U.S. Naval evacua

tion of citizens, may be viewed as warnings of impending 

U.S. actions. Therefore, the apparent intervention 

linkage is that the dominant polity in the regional 

environment responds to domestic developments in the 

polity-at-issue by issuing statements and taking actions 

for the purpose of miodifying the behavior of the polity-

at-issue. 

Perceptions of Extra-regional Interference 

United States response to the events in the Dominican 

Republic V7as as though these events were direct evidence 

of an attempt by the communists to seize control of the 

Dominican revolt. By the second day of the revolt, the 

U.S. State Departmient was advised by embassy staff and 

intelligence operatives in Santo Domingo that, there V7as 

67 
significant comiraunist participation in the revolution. 

*" "The President's News Conference of April 27, 1965,'" 
Publie Papers of the Presidents of the United Stetes: 
Lyrrdon~B'/~ohns'ori /" "̂  j,^^ , Vol. I (Washington, B.C.: U.S. 
CoveriTment"PYn^nTing' 0f f ice , 1966), p. 451. 

6 7 /- ^ /•• 

Sne fn^ 60. 



President Johnson emphasized to Ambassador Bennett the 

imtportanco of not having ''another Cuba" in this hemis

phere, at the time that Naval units were being ordered 

to evacuate citizens. 

Whereas the initial U.S. concern in the Dominican 

Republic was the maintenance of political stability, this 

concern quickly shifted to a concern about a possible 

communist take-over. In other words, the dominant polity 

in the regional environment responds to domestic develop

ments in the polity-at-issue as though these developments 

were indicators of an attempt to extend an extra-regional 

political system into the regional environment. 

Military Intervention 

The first direct U.S. military intervention in a 

Latin American country since 1926 took place in the 

Dominican Republic on April 28, 19 65. U.S. Naval Forces 

were landed in the Dominican in response to a request from 

Colonel Pedro Benoit, the head of the Military Junta of 

69 
Government. Eventually, the United States military 

Geyelin, Lyndon B. Johnson and the World, p, 247. 

Ibid. , p. 238. Colonel Pedro Benoit V7as President 
of the Military Junta of Government (April 28 - May 7, 
1965), wliich operated from San Isidro, and which was 
encouraged by the U.S. em.bassy, due to the prior disorgani' 
zation that existed among the anti-constitucionalista 
forces. Benoit reportedly telephoned his request at 
3:00 p.m., April 28, citing the need to have help to 
restore peace. At 4:00 p.m. Benoit submitted a \:ritten 
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force in the Dominican Republic totaled over 21,500 

70 men. 

President Johnson, in an address to the nation on 

April 28, 1965, enumerated the reasons for the landing 

of U.S. troops in the Dominican Republic. The reasons 

given included: (1) American lives are in danger, (2) 

Dominican authorities cannot guarantee the safety of U.S 

request in English for U.S. military assistance to prevent 
a communist take-over. The 4:00 request was reported by 
Senator J. William Fulbright, Chairman of the U.S. Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations, to have been denied in 
Washington, and that Benoit was told that the U.S. would 
not intervene unless he said he could not protect U.S. 
citizens in the Dominican Republic. The 5:00 "CRITIC" 
cable mentioned the need to preserve American lives. 
See J. W. Fulbright, "The Situation in the Domini.can 
Republic," Congressional Record (September 15, 19C5), 
2424 3. Former AiTibassador Martin substantiated the above 
sequence of events, adding that Under Secretary of State 
Thomas Mann instructed Anibassador Bennett, aftc;r receipt 
of the 5:00 "CRITIC" m̂ essage to obtain a writta'n statejaent 
from Col. Benoit requesting temporary intervention to 
restore order and to protect Tunerican lives. Martin, 
Overtaken by Events, p. 657. 

70 
According to Slater, almost immediately after sending 

the 5:00 p.m. message. Ambassador Bennett asked the Commander 
of the Caribbean Ready Group, Navy Captain James Dare, to 
send helicopters to the Hotel Embajador to expedite the 
evacuation and to augment the U.S. embassy Marine Guard 
with a fully armed platoon. Consequently, additional U.S. 
military forces were entering the Dominican Republic even 
prior to the receipt of the 5:00 "CRITIC" message by 
President Johnson. Slater, Intervention and Negotiation, 
p. 103. Tad Szulc reported, m addition, tEat ILn the early 
afternoon more Marine Pathfinders were landed at the port 
of Haina to measure the beach for possible amphibious 
operations. Szulc, Dom.inican Diary, pp. 44-45. 
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citizens, and (3) Dominican authorities requested the 

71 assistance of military personnel. 

Evidence suggests, therefore, that U.S. foreign 

policy process responded as it had in previous situations. 

If perceptible behavior modification does not occur in 

the regional polity-at-issue, a military intervention 

occurs. 

Involvement of Regional Institutions 

Initially, a direct unilateral intervention was 

72 undertaken by the United States. Efforts were begun 

immediately to encourage, even insist upon, support from 

the primiary regional institution in the regional environ-
73 

ment, the Organization of American States.' Apparently, 

71 
•'Statem.ent by President Johnson, April 28, 1965," 

Department of State Bulletin, LII (May 17, 1965), pp. 
738-739. 

72 
Unilateral actions were taken due to the tactical 

considerations of the apparent deterioration of the forces' 
of the military junta in the face of increased resistance 
to the constitucionalistas under the leadership of Col. 
Caamano. Such considerations were based upon perceived 
fears of "another Cuba." 

73 
'According to former Amibassador John Martin, v7ho was 

on the scene, the U.S. foreign policy decision-makers were 
in a dilemma. The regional foreign policy-making process 
had many historically based precedents for the continuation 
of unilateral action. However, continuation of unilateral 
action by the U.S. in the Dominican situation could erupt 
into massive fighting between U.S. forces and constitucion
alista forces. Such fighting and the resultant casualitier 
might have been viewed as a parallel to the Hungarian 
revolution of 1956. For the United States to conduct what 
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the United States had two objectives for involving the 

Organization of Mierican States in the Dominican Republic. 

The first, and most preferable, objective was to convert 

the unilateral intervention into a multi-lateral action 

with troops from the O.A.S. A second objective, and less 

preferable, V7as to obtain support and legitimization of 

the unilateral actions of the U.S. from the regional 

organization. 

U.S. Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker, president for the 

month of April for the Council of the O.A..S., called the 

74 Council into session. The Council, in turn, convened 

the Tenth Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign 

Affairs in an emergency session. At that meeting, Arabassa-

dor Bunker stressed that the U.S. action in the Dominican 

was not inconsistent with inter-American obligations, as 

the U.S. was not intruding into the domestic affairs of 

the Dominican. Rather, Bunker stated that the U.S. action 

was based on the "elementary duty to save lives in a situa-

75 tion where there is not authority able to do so." He 

might be labeled 'another Hungary" could potentially result 
in prohibitive diplomatic, moral," and dom.estic costs. 
Apparently, some decision-makers v/ere willing to take that 
risk. Martin, Overtaken by Events, pp. 661-662, 272. 

74 New York Times, April 30, 1965, p. 1. 

!• '^"Statem.ent Made by U.S. Representative to the O.A.S., 
/embassador Ellsworth Bunker, to Meeting of Consuj.tation of 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs on April 30, 1965, early A.S.," 
Department of ̂j/': aJ:̂ _Bu ̂e_tjni, LII (May 10, 1965), p. 740. 
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offered assurances that the U.S. would transfer responsi-

76 
bilities to the O.A.S. at the earliest time. The 

response by the O.A.S. was an appeal to the Papal Nuncio 

in Santo Domingo to arrange a ceasefire and approval of a 

U.S. resolution for the establishment of an international 

neutral zone of refuge, the International Security Zone 

77 (I.S.Z) . 

O.A.S. member states also authorized the creation of 

a Special Committee of the Tentli Meeting of Consultation 

78 

of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Araerican States. The 

motives of the O.A.S. in supporting the resolution varied 

fromi delegation to delegation. Some conservative Latin 
79 

Ainerican regimes supported the U.S. intervention; orhers 
opposed the U.S. unilateral action, but wished to prevent 

8 0 
the spread of communism; and others, that opposed the 

Ibid. 

77 
M.F.M. Document 4 05, "Report of the Secretary Gen

eral on the Domiinican Situation," (Nov. 1, 1965), p. 3. 

' l̂iZ-iil* Doc:ument 2 4 (May 1, 1965). The voluntary miem-
bers of"the "Special Comm.ittee were Argentina, Brazil, Colom
bia, Guatemala, and Panama. The United States could have 
been a member, but chose to give the committee an all-Latin 
composition. See also M.F.M. Document 32 (May 1, 1965) and 
UNSCOR Decumbent S/6 369. 

'70 

Those countries supporting the U.S. intervention 
included Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Guatemala, and Panama. 

80 
Countries voting for the resolution for the pury)ose 

of preventing the spread of communism were Ccsta Rica and 
Venezuelaa 
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intervention, supported the humanitarian specifications 

81 
of the resolution. The delegates were apparently 

cognizant that O.A.S. actions could be interpreted as 

legitim.ization of the intervention, but also recognized 

that refusal to act would eliminate any Latin American 

influence in the Dominican Republic or in regional inter-

82 ventions in general. 

On May 3, 1965, the United States attem.pted to 

bolster O.A.S. participation in the intervention by pro

posing the formation of an Inter-Ameri.can Peace Fcrce 

(I.A.P.F.) at the Tenth Meeting of Consultation of Minis

ters. There was reluctance on the part of m.any if the 

Latin American countries to support such a peace force, 

which would be composed of troops from the most conser-

vative O.A.S. member polities. Finally, on May 6, by 

a vote of 14-5, the O.A.S. voted to approve the creation 

of an I.A.P.F. In order to obtain passage of the resolu

tion, the U.S. was forced to compromise on several points: 

81 
Those countries voting for the resolution for 

humanitarian reasons were Chile, Mexico* and Uruguay. 
M.F.M. Docunient 2 4 (May 1, 1965); M.F.M. Document 

32 (May 1, 1965); and UNSCOR Document S/6369. 

•̂̂ New York Times, May 4, 1965, p. 1. For text of 
the Special Committee Mandate, see M.F.M. Document 2 4 
(May 1, 1965). Only Argentina and Brazil were' openly 
supporting the U.S. resolution on the I.A.P.F. 
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(1) U.S. forces in the Dominican Republic would be placed 

under O.A.S. jurisdiction, (2) the I.A.P.F. commander 

would be Latin American, and (3) the U.S, agreed to with-

84 draw its troops that were not required for the I.A.P.F. 

Consequently, the United States had attem.pted to 

gather regional support prior to the intervention, but 

apparently having been surprised by the timing of the 

coup in the Dominican Republic, was unable to completely 

convey its attitudes to the Latin American countries and 

to condition opinion before the actual act. The.refore, 

following the intervention, the United States continued 

to make efforts to elicit support for the intervention 

through the Organization of American States. The apparent 

pattern here is that the dominant polity in the regional 

environment attempts to use regional organizations to 

condition and formulate opinions conducive to those of 

the dominant polity regarding the polity-at-issue. 

International Environment 

While the United States continued to maintain a 

military presence in the Dominican Republic and while the 

Nev/ York Times_, May 6, 1965, p. 1. For the com.plet( 
text of the O.A.S." Resolution, see New York Times, May 7, 
1965, p. 14 or Department of State Bulletin, LII (May 21, 
1965), pp. 854-868. By May 19, 1965, only offers to 
supplement the U.S. military force of 2],S00 had boen 
received. The offers included only twenty-one Costa Rican 
police officers, 2 50 Honduran soldiers, 166 Nicaraguan 
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United States was still attempting to gather multi-laceral 

support through the O.A.S., international linJiages were 

observable between the U.S., the regional environment, 

and the United Nations, the international envircmaent. 

The Soviet Union brought the Dominican situation before 

the United Nations Security Council on May 1, 1965, 

requesting an emergency meeting to consider alleged armed 

interference by the United States in the internal affairs 

85 of the Dominican Republic. However,- the Soviet Union 

quickly assumed a rather passive stance, merely offering 

86 
pro forma verbal denunciations of the U.S. action. 

Early U.N. debates followed a predictable patvern, 

with the smaller "third world" countries protesting U.S. 

action while the U.S. and a few conservative O.A.S. 

member nations protested U.N. interference in the matters 

87 of the O.A.S. Surprisingly, Uruguay, in its rolc: as a 

rotating member of the Security Council, criticized the 

U.S. intervention and introduced a resolution, on May 4, 

soldiers, and three military officers from El Salvador. 
Two weeks later, Brazil sent 1,115 troops and Paraguay 
sent 183 soldiers. New York Times, June 3, 1965, p. 1, 

p c 

UNSCOR Document S/6 316. 

^^UNSCOR S/PV, 1192nd Meeting, May 1, 1965; Slater, 
Intervention and Negotiation, p. 10 3; and U.N. Security 
Councir~Documents May 1-5, 19 65. 

Ibid. 
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88 advocating a U.N. role in the Dominican situation. 

United States delegates appeared to merely utilize par

liamentary maneuvers to neutralize efforts toward any 

89 
U.N. action. Nevertheless, on May 27, Secretary General 

U Thant, citing his authority under Article 99 of the 

U.N. Charter to call the attention of the U.N. to threats 

to world peace, condemned the U.S./O.A.S. intervention 

90 in the Dom.inican Republic. 

88 
Uruguay urged the end of the unilateral U.S. inter--

vention, v/hich was contrary to Articles 15 and 17 of the 
O.A.S. Charter. Uruguay further urged the U.N. Security 
Council, rather than the U.S. intimidated regional organi
zation, to consider the Dominican dispute. UNSCOR 1198th 
Meeting, May 4, 1965. Also see New York Times, May 5, 
1965, p. 1. As a result of the actions of the Uruguayan 
delegates, the United States was placed in a dilemma. An 
O.A.S. member state V7as appealing to the U.N. for action 
at the same time that, the O.A.S., as a whole, appeared to 
be reluctemt to become involved. From the U.S. perspective, 
the I.A.P.F. was necessary'' in the Dominican Republic to 
prevent the default of regional jurisdiction, which had 
been laborously defended in the 1954 Guatemalan situation. 

"̂'For example see, S/6331 and UNSCOR, 1204th Meeting, 
May 11, 1965, p. 17. 

90 "Secretary General Thant stated that thi? action 
was an "emtiarrassing precedent" established by the United 
States and rhe O.A.S. He further indicated a fear that 
the United Nations was being threatened by regional organi
zations, and suggested that these developments "should 
stimulate some thought by all of us regarding the char
acter of the regional organizations." New York Times, 
May 8, 1965, p. 1. One June 1, 1965, President Johnson 
was asked in a news conference to respond to the appre
hensions expressed by Secretary General U Thant regarding 
this "embarrassing precedent." Mr. Johnson replied that 
he did not share these apprehensions. "Presidential Nev/s 
Conference of June 1, 1965," Public Papers of the Presi-
dents of the Un_it̂ d_ States: Lyndon B. Johnson, 1965, 
Vol. II,~p'r~615. 
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As with the case of the U.S. sponsored intervention 

in Guatemala, the United States attempted to forestall any 

significant action by the United Nations on the Dom.inican 

situation. The apparent pattern, therefore, is that the 

dominant polity in the regional environment, although 

subscribing to the principles of the United Nations, 

attempts to prevent any effective action by the United 

Nations in the regional environment. 

Johnson Doctrine 

Following the landing of military personnel on the 

Dominican Republic, President Johnson addressed the nation 

on television and radio regarding the action talcen in the 

Dominican situation. A portion of this address was later 

referred to as the Johnson Doctrine, affirming U.S. 

perception of its role in the regional environment. The 

following statement was prefaced with a background on the 

events in the Dominican situation: 

. . . And what began as a. popular democratic revolu
tion, committed to democracy and social justice, 
very shortly moved and V7as taken over and really 
seized and placed into the hands of a band of 
Communist conspirators. . . . 

The American nations cannot, must not, and V7ill 
not perrnit ~the establishment of another Communist 
gover-iTme'nt Tn" the Western Hemisphere . This was the 
view of~c>ll the American nations when, in January 
1962, they declared, and I quote: "The principles 
of Commim'ispi are incompatible with tne principles 
of the inter-/imerican system." 



63 

This is V7hat our beloved President John F. 
Kennedy meant when, less than a week before his 
death he told us: "We must use every resource at 
our command to prevent the establishment of another 
Cuba in this hemisphere." 

We believe that change comes and we are glad 
it does, and it should come through peaceful 
process. But revolution in any country is a 
matter for that country to deal with. It becomes 
a matter ca." ling for hemispheric action only— 
repeat—only when the object is the establishment 
of a communist dictatorship.91 

The Johnson Doctrine appears to be an extension or 

a continuation of the policy enunciated by President 

Kennedy following the failure of the invasion at the 

Bay of Pigs in 1961. The Johnson Doctrine, in itself, 

does not constitute an intervention linkage in the Domini

can case, but remains important to this study in that 

this statement reaffirms a particular foreign policy 

91 
The emphasized portion of this statement is the spe

cific sentence that was to be referred to as the Johnson 
Doctrine. A reading of this statement indicates discre
pancies between the sequence of events reported in primary 
sources in this study. These discrepancies, relating to 
actions, rationales, and other official statements, sub
sequently drew the suspicion, and then the opposition of 
many segments of the U.S. communications media^ U.S. Con
gressional leadership, the U.S. intelligencia, and the 
political "liberal" portion of the populace. The complete 
text cf the Johnson speech is found in Public Papers of 
the Presidents of the United States: Lyndon B. Johnson," 
1965," Vol. l/'i-'p. 469-474. 

The statC'To.ent by President Kennedy quoted in this 
speech is from, "The Battle for Progress with Freedom in 
the Western Hemisphere: Remarks by President Kennedy on 
November 18, 196 3, before the Inter-American Press Associa
tion, published after his assassination on November 22, 
1963," Dej:̂ artment of State Bulletin, XLIX (December 9, 
1963) , p. "903. 
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process that the United States has consistently pursued 

since the creation of the Organization of American States. 

Conclusions 

In each case of U.S. intervention, indirect or 

direct, into a polity in the Western Hemispheric regional 

environmient, parallel intervention linkages may be observed. 

The basic substance of the responses by the United States 

to events in Guatemala, Cuba, and the Dominican Republic 

were essentially the same although the precise form, may 

have varied. In each of the three cases of intervention 

the dominant polity in the regional environment: 

(1) responded to domestic developments in the polity-

at-issue with expressions of concern; 

(2) assumed an increasingly inflexible position due 

to the continuation of unacceptable domestic 

behavior by the polity-at-issue; 

(3) attempted to use regional institutions to formu

late and condition opinions conducive to those 

of the dominant polity; 

(4) issued official statem.ents and took official 

actions for the purpose of modifying the 

behavior of the polity-at-issue; 

(5) interpreted domestic developm.ents in the policy-

at-issue as though these developments V7ere indi

cators of an attempt to extend an extra-regional 
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political system into the regional environ

ment; 

And, finally, 

(6) as the expected behavior modification did not 

result in the polity-at-issue, the dominant 

polity engaged in direct or indirect military 

intervention. 

Admittedly; the form of the intervention linkages 

did vary from case to case. In both the Guatemalan and 

Cuban cases, the initial intervention linkages involved 

perceptioris by the United States of communist .activity 

in those countries. However, with the Dominican situation, 

initial intervention linkages V7ith the United States, 

not withstanding official pronouncements, were a response 

to a general condition of political instability in the 

Dominican Republic that might have been susceptible to a 

communist take-over. 

In all three cases of intervention, the United 

States attempted, to use regional institutions to formulate 

opinions conducive to those of the United States. This 

was accomipli.shed, to a degree, in the Guatemalan and 

Cuban cases, through the lure of economic aid and assis

tance. However, possibly because of the rapidity with 

which events in the Dominican Republic climaxed, t>ie 

United States was forced to seek regional sanction of 
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direct intervention after the fact. In this instance, 

the United States was forced to compromise in form, if 

not in substance, with the Latin American member states 

of the O.A.S. to achieve even token support. 

Perhaps the most notable distinctions observed in 

the form, of the three interventions was the nature and 

the result of the actual interventions. The United States 

avoided direct military intervention in both Guatemala 

and Cuba, being able instead to rely upon proxies, the 

discontented exiles v7ho were merely armied and encouraged 

by the United States. Perhaps because of the failure of 

this tactic in the invasion at the Bay of Pigs, the 

United States followed a different script in the Dominican 

case, that of direct intervention by United States mili

tary personnel. A second possible explanation for the 

alteration in form is the absence of a viable Dominican 

force capable of achieving U.S. objectives. Also, the 

rapidity with V7hich the coup developed and escalated may 

have precluded alternative courses of action for the 

United States that would have had any chance of guaran

teeing the United State's objectives. 

Despite the presence of differing forms observed 

in these cases of indirect and direct U.S. intervention'^ 

in the V7estern Hemispheric regional environments, evi

dence suggests that there is a definite foreign policy 
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p.rocess governing all three. in other v7ords, the United 

States action in the Dominican Republic V7as merely a 

continuation or an extension of established policy toward 

the regional environment. 

The so-called Kennedy Doctrine and Johnson Doctrine 

further support this conclusion. Both statements affirm 

the commitment of the United States to non-intervention 

in the regi.onal affairs. However, both statem.ents care

fully acknowledged the single exception to this philosophy: 

the threat of a communist government in this hemisphere. 

The "another Cuba" syndrome, illustrated vividly in the 

Dominican case, is actually only a continuation of U.S. 

foreign policy toward the regional environment enunciated 

in the Monroe Doctrine in 182 3. This policy has con

sistently held that extra-regional interference in the 

affairs of nations in the Western Hemispheric regional 

envircnm.ent will not be perrndtted and that such inter

ference will be regarded as an unfriendly act toward the 

U.S. 

Another noteworthy aspect of the Kennedy and Johnson 

Doctrines is the paradox observed between U.S. philosophy 

and the reality of geo-strategic national security. 

Vejrbal dedication is avzarded to the concepts of non

intervention, to social and economic change, and to 

national f^elf-determination. At the sam̂ e time, however, 
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regional security, regarded as synonymous V7ith U.S. 

security, is treated as predominant in the determination 

of regional foreign policy. Actions by the United States 

when geo-strategic threats are perceived, particularly 

in the cases considered in this study, are almost con-

sistently predicated upon the realities of regional 

security. 

If a foreign policy is to be defined as the 

relatively consistent course of conduct pursued by a 

state over an appreciable period in its relations with 

other states, then the intervention linkages observed in 

Guatemala, Cuba, and the Dominican Republic do constitute 

a definite regional intervention policy by the United 

States. Furthermore, the findings of this study suggest 

that there are observable intervention linkage?. 



CHAPTER III 

U.S.S.R. FOREIGN POLICY PROCESS AND 

REGIONAL INTERVENTIONS 

National-international linkages, particularly inter

vention linkages, may be a means of explaining certain 

aspects of Soviet .regional behavior in the Eastern European 

regional environment. Historically, Russian/Soviet 

policy-makers have sought to exercise dominance over the 

Eastern European regional environment for a num̂ ber of 

geo-strategic and eschatological reasons. Undoubtedly, 

these considerations still influence the Soviet concern 

for the regional environment. However, in the post-

World V7ar II period, the Soviet Union has been involved 

in direct military intervention in only two instances. 

In 1956, the U.S.S.R. almost intervened in Poland and did 

intervene in Hungary. Again, in 196 8, the Soviets under

took a massive m.ilitary intervention in the Czechoslovak 

Socialist Republic. Therefore, the purpose of this 

chapter is to ascertain if there are intervention linkages 

observable over an appreciable period of time that may 

explain Soviet regional behavior toward intervention in 

the Eastern European regional environment. 

69 
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Following World War II, the Soviet Union had main

tained a military alliance system in the Eastern European 

regional environment through the use of bilateral treaties, 

agreements, and occupation privileges by right of con

quest in World War II. Also, in the post-war years the 

Soviet Union was affected, to a degree, by the establish

ment of the United Nations, of which the U.S.S.R. was 

original member. As a member of that V7orld organiza

tion, the Soviet Union was bound tc follow the formalized 

procedures of the U.N. and to observe the r.on-intervention 

clauses of the Charter. 

Institution of the Warsaw Treaty Organization 

(W.T.O.) was a direct response to steps taken by the 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (N.A.T.O.) to include 

the German Federal Republic (G.F.R.) in that regional 

military alliance system. Essentially, therefore, the 

Warsaw Pact was established as a result of Soviet and 

2 
Eastern European apprehensions about a rearmed Germany. 

Further, as a signatcry of the Warsavj Treaty, the 
Soviet Union and other m.ember states of the W.T.O. are 
obliged to support the non-intervention article of the 
WarsavT Treaty, with "each adhering to the principle of 
respect for independence and sovereignty of the others 
and non-interference in their internal affairs." See 
Appendix B,. Articles 4 and 8. 

^Pravda, November 14, 19 54, quoted from "Note of 
the Soviet Government to the Governments of Europe and 
the U.S.A.," New Times, XLVI (November 13, 1954), p. 3. 
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The Warsaw Treaty was signed on May 14, 1955," and 

officially noted that such an organization for collective 

self-defense was authorized by Article 51 of the U.N. 
4 

Charter. In citing Article 51, the Warsaw Pact was 

following the precedents of two other regional alliance 

systems, the O.A.S, and N.A.T.O. Since its inception, 

the W.T.O. appears to have been used in certain instances 

for the interposition of Soviet policies on other m.ember 

polities of the Eastern European regional alliance 

system, particularly in the cases of Poland and Hungary 

in 1956 and in Czechoslovakia in 1968. 

Polir.h People's Republic and 
Hungarian People's Republic 

During 1956, the second year of exi.stence for the 

Warsaw Treaty, the Soviet Union V7as faced with distur

bances in the Eastern European regional environm.ent. 

The events in Poland and Hungary .resulted in the first 

direct military intervention by the Soviet Union into a 

member polity of the W.T.O. The cases of the Polish 

People's Republic (P.P„R.) and. the Hungarian People's 

Republic (H.P.R.) are considered together because of the 

coterminous nature of the events and because of the 

•̂ New Times, XXI (May 21, 1955). See Appendix B. 

See U.N. Charter, Art. 2, para. 4 and para. 7. 
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diverse concluf̂ .ions to each. Perhaps this consideration 

will serve not only to determiine the relevant intervention 

linkages leadino to a direct intervention by the dominant 

polity in the regional environment, but also to suggest 

why an intervention occurred in one polity and was 

averted in another. 

Initial Intervention Linkages 

Domiestic disturbances and public dissatisfaction in 

Poland and Hungary elicited unfavorable responses from 

the Soviet Union. Hov/ever, the actual catalyst for the 

dissatisfaction in both W.T.O. member states can be 

traced to a policy output from the Soviet Union. On 

February 25, 1956, Nikita S. Khrushchev denounced the 

"cult of the individual" in a secret speech to the 

Twentieth Party Congress of the Communist Party of the 
5 

Soviet Union (C.P.S.U.). The ideological doubts that 

Khrushchev had raised in the Soviet Union were soon 

raised also in the Central Committees of the Communist 

Parties of the various member states of the Soviet Union's 

Eastern European regional systemic alliance. 

Secret Speech of N. S. Khrushchev Concerning the 
'Cult of the Individual' delivered at the Twentieth Con
gress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, February 
25, 195!S," in The Anti-Stalin Campaign and International 
Communism.: A Selection of Documents (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1956), pp. 1-90. 

John Dornberg explains that, "by questioning S'talin's 
infallibility Kh'rushchev inelucuably challenged Russia's 
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The Soviet Union responded to the factionalism that 

occurred within the Polish United Worker's Party (P.U.W.P.) 

and the Hungarian Worker's Party (H.W.P.), as each party 

attempted TO assess the applicability of the Khrushchev 

speech to their respective countries. In Poland, one 

faction, known as the Natolin group, from, its meeting 

place, wai": primarily composed of "hardline" members of 

the P.U.WoP. apparatus, who were generally Stalinists, 

and who were, therefore, conservative in their approach to 

the question of concessions that should be made to anti-
7 

Stalinism. Another group headed by Josef Cyrankiewicz, 

Chairman of the Council of Ministers, was composed of 

several persons holding government positions who felt 

that the Sejm., the Polish equivalent of the Supreme Sov^iet, 

should have a more responsible role, and who were willing 

8 to be m.ore liberal in making anti-Stalinist concessions. 

role as the model for socialism and revolution and the very 
assumption that a model is needed at all." Dornberg, The 
New Tsars: Russia Under Stalin's Heirs (New York: Double-
dat and Company, 1972), p. 240. 

7 
The Natolin group, headed by Edv7ard Ochab, was 

reportedly willing to use anti-Semitism to distract the 
public. 

^Madan Copal Gupta, "Revolt and Suppression in^ 
Eastern Europe," in Arthur E. Adams, Readings in Scrjiet 
Foreiqn Policy: Theory and Practice "(Eoston: DT"(r.~ireath 
an3~CompanyV~I"5"6^1) r P~347; Ad"am B. 'Ulam, Expansion and 
Coexistence: The History of Soviet Foreign Policy, 1^17-67 
T!Tew"ToFk~ TreHerick ATPraeger'Pub. .. 19 6"^), pp." 581-38.^; ~ 
ciiid Zbigniew Brzezinski, The Soviet Blocr JJriity nr.l Cnn-
flĵ ct (Ciirr.bridgo; Mass.: Harvard University Press, lT6T) , 
pp,'T'1f:-250. 
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The leadership of the Hungarian Workers' Party and 

affiliated organizations, such as the Writers' Association 

and the Petofi Circle, also sought to evaluate the appli

cability of the Khrushchev speech to the Hungarian People's 

Republic. The chief Stalinist in the H.W.P., First 

Secretary Matyas Rokosi, assumed a stand-fast position on 
9 

anti-Stalinism. However, the Writers' Association and 

the Petofi Circle became vocal spokesmen for the m.ore 

liberal faction within the H.W.P,, using the Irodalmi 

Ujsag (Literary Gazette) and debates to take the intra-

party dispute to the public. 

9 
This position may be seen in a resolution adopted 

March 3, 1956, which stated: " . . . the Central Committee 
entrusts the Politburo to work out without delay . . . 
those measures V7hich are applicable, in conformity with 
the resolutions of the 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U., to 
the specific conditions of Hungary. . . . The Central 
Committee finds that the political line of our Party, 
worked out by the Third Congress of the Hungarian Worker's 
Party, has proved to be correct." Resolution A.dopted 
by the Central Committee of the Hungarian Workers' Party, 
March 12-13, 1956," Szabad Nep, March 15, 1956, trans, in 
Paul E. Zinner, ed.. National Comm.unism and Popular Revolt 
in Eastern Europe: A Selection of Documents en Events 
in Poland and Hungary, February-November, 1956 (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1956), pp. 317-319. The H.W.P. 
Third Congress was held May 24-30, 1954. Szabad Nep is 
the official H.W.P. newspaper. 

Paul Kecskemeti, The Unexpected Revolution: Social 
Forces in the Hungarian Uprising (Stanford: Stanford 
University Press, 1961), pp. 55-60; and Paul E. Zinner, 
Revolution in Hungary (New York: Columbia University Press, 
1962), pp. 203-209. For documents, see Zinner, National 
Communism, pp. 322-327. 
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In addition to, and probably as a result of, the 

intra-party factionalism in both countries, public 

demonstrations erupted. Rioting began at Poznan, Poland, 

on June 28, 19 56, with Polish tanks and troops quelling 

the crowds that reportedly attacked Communist Party Head

quarters and other public buildings. The official Polish 

news service attributed the disorders to "imperialist 

agents and the reactionary underground" who were trying 

to "use the economic difficulties and shortcomings" to 

incite dissatisfaction. 

The first public demonstration of dissatisfaction 

in Hungary resulted in conjunction with a reinterment 

ceremony for Laszlo Rajk. ^ The reinterment became a 

silent procession of several hundred thousand people. 

The reinterment took place on October 6, 1956, and was 

follov7ed on October 18 by the creation of an independent 

"Bulletin on the Poznan Incidents, Trybuna Ludu, 
June 29, 1956," reprinted in Pravda, June 30, 1956,"trans, 
in Current Digest of the Soviet Press (C.D.S.P„), VIII 
(August 8, 1956), p. 10. Trybuna Ludu is the official Nev7s-
paper of the P.U.V7.P. The very use of the term "economic 
difficulties and shortcomings" in the official bulletin 
indicated a recognition of domestic Polish difficulties 
that may have surfaced as a result of Khrushchev's speech 
of February 25, 1956. 

12 
'On March 29, 1956, First Secretary Rakosi reported 

that former Foreign Minister Laszlo Rajk and his associates, 
who were executed in October, 194 9, for treason and Titoism., 
had been exonerated. Consequently, the admission of lega.l 
irregularities regarding Rajk were made public. 



76 
< 

newspaper, Szbad Ifjusag, by the university students in 

13 Szeged and Budapest. 

Soviet officials, joined by some other W.T.O. mem

ber state leaders, reacted with concern to the obvious 

intra-party factionalism in both Hungary and Poland and 

to the public disorder that resulted in each country. 

The initial intervention linkage, therefore, appears to 

be that the dominant polity in the regional environment 

responds with expressions of concern to domestic develop

m.ents in the polity-at-issue. 

Inflexibility of the Dominant Polity 

Aspects of unacceptable domestic behavior in Poland 

and in Hungary not only continued, but also appeared to 

escalate. In response to this continuation of domestic 

behavior, the Soviet Union seemed to assume a mtore inflex

ible position toward both W.T.O. member states. Follov7ing 

the eruption of the Poznan riots. Chairman Cyrankiewicz, 

leader of the more liberal faction of the P.U.W.P., stated 

that, "Provocateurs and imperialist agents took advantage 

of legitimate dissatisfaction to set off bloody events." 

An official editorial also stated that "v7e shall carefully 

13 
Miklo Molnar, Budapest, 1956: A History of the 

Hungarian Revolution., trans, by Jennetta Ford (London: 
George Allen and Unwin, Ltd., 1971), p. 107, 

New York Times, June 30, 1956, p. 2. 
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distinguish between groups of provocateurs and the Poznan 

15 
workers." Hov/ever, Pravda, in an article on July 1, 

made no such distinction betV7een provocateurs and v7orkers 

with legitimate dissatisfaction. The P.U.W.P. also 

began an investigation of the disturbances, the findings 

of which suggested, that there were legitimate grievances 

among the workers and that leniency on the part of the 

Polish prosecution would be appropriate for those 

arrested. 

The Soviet Union reacted to these developments in 

the Polish People's Republic by sending Soviet Premier 

Nikolai A.. Bulganin and Minister of Defense Marshall 

Georgi K, Zhukov to Poland during the course of the 

Seventh Plenary Session of the Central Comniittee of the 

P.U.W.P., that was debating Party policy toward the dis-

18 turbances. Bulganin's speech in connection with his 

arrival emphasized the activities of enemy agents in the 

Poznan disturbances and stressed that "To be easy-going 

"'Provocation," Trybuna Ludu, in Zinner, National 
Communism, p. 131. 

•^^Pravda, July 1, 1956, in C.D.S.P., VIII (August 8, 
1956), pp. 10-11. 

•̂ "̂ New York Times, July 1, 1956, July 5-9, 1956, p. 1 

•̂ B̂ulcanin and Zhukov supposedly visited VJarsavv to 
celebrate the twelfth anniversary of Polish liberation 
from the Nazis by the Soviet Unionc 
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under these conditions would be an unforgivable sin. 

The Soviet po'Dition could not have been mere clear. 

„19 

However, the Polish United Workers' Party then took 

20 a series cf actions to restore public confidence. Among 

these actions were the initiation of steps to reinstate 

Wladynlaw Gomulka, who had been purged in 1949,as a 

21 party meniber and the initiation of plans to request the 

19 
The following are the miost pertinent excerpts from 

Bulganin's speech: ". . .we cannot idly bypass attempts 
that are aimed at V7eakening the international ties of the 
socialist caiap under the slogan of naticneil peculiarities. 
We cannot pass by in silence attempts which aim at under
mining the power of the people's democratic state under 
the guise cf 'spreading democracy'. The recent events at 
Poznan, provoked by enemy agents, serve as additional 
proof that the international reaction has still not aban
doned its delirious dreams of restoring capitalism in the 
socialist countries. We cannot forget this for a second. 
To be easy-going under these conditions could be an 
unforgivable sin. . . . " Trybuna Ludu, July 22, 1956, 
trans, in Zinner, ed, , National Communism.,, pp. 145-186. 

20 
Public measures were undertaken by the Polish gov

ernment and the Party to improve national economic condi
tions. The government announced the progress in the 
investigations on the Poznan riots and indicated increasing 
government leniency. Of the 32 3 parsons under arrest in 
July, 169 had been released, 154 remained under detention, 
and review of all cases v/as being undertaken. "Interview 
with the Prosecutor General of Poland Marian Rybicki, on 
the Poznan Trials, September 21, 1956," Trybuna I:udu, 
September 22, 1956, trans, in Zinner, National Communism, 
pp, 192-194. 

•̂""Gomulka had been purged in 1949, "for advocating 
an independent Polish approach to socialism," after Stalin': 
conflict with Tito becam.e known. Gomulka was considered 
to be a symbol of resistance to Moscow. Gjpta, "Revolt 
and Suppression in Eastern Europe," in Adams, Readings in 
Soviet Foroign Policy, p. 348. 
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withdrawal of Soviet officers who were commanding units 

22 
in the Polish army. In fact, reports suggested that 
Gomulka wanted all Soviet forces to withdraw from, the 

23 
P.P.R.' Soviet reaction was swift, beginning with the 

arrival of a C.P.S.U. delegation, that included First 

Secretary Nikita Khrushchev, Marshall Zhukov, Anastas 

Mikoyan, and Vyacheslav Molotov. The resulting 

communique was indicative of the tenor of the debates 

24 that ensued. On the day that the Soviet delegation 

left Warsaw, Pravda printed a highly critical article 

stating that "this anti-socialist camipaign" and the "ram

pant revisionists and capitulators . . . [must] be 

2^ curbed." 

22 
This would include Polish-born U.S.S.R. Marshall 

Konstantin Konstantinovich Rokossovsky, who had become 
Minister of Defense and 7vrm.y Chief of the P.P.R. in 19 49 
and had resumed Polish citizenship. 

New York Tim.es, October 17, 1956, p. 1. 

24 
The communique said, in part, "Comrade W, Gomulka 

took part in the debates. The debates were held in an 
atmosphere of Party-like and friendly sincerity. It was 
agreed that a delegation of the Politburo of the P.U.W.P. 
Central Commiittee would go to Moscow in the nearest future 
to discuss V7ith the Presidiumi of the C.P.S.U. Central 
Comm.ittee problems of further strengthening of the politi
cal and economc cooperation. . . . " "Communique on Talks 
Between Party Delegations of the Soviet Union and Poland, 
October 20, 1956," in Trybuna Ludu, October 20, 1956, 
trans, in Zinner, National CoimnunTsm, p. 197. 

^^"Antisocialistic Pronouncements in the Polish Press," 
Pravda, October 20, 1956, in C.D.S.P., VIII (November 14, 
r956T7 pp. 12-13. 
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Simultaneously, actions of the H.V^.P. were proving 

to be most disturbing to the Soviet Union. The Hungarian 

Workers' Party began steps to reinstate Imre Nagy in the 

Party, as Nagy represented a type of national symbol to 

26 
diffuse the mass anti-regime sentiment. On October 18, 

1956, Szbad Ifjusag was created by the university students 

in Szeged and Budapest. ' Also, 3,000 university students 

left the Communist Youth Organization and established an 

independent Hungarian University and Academdc Students 

28 
Association. ' Students at Budapest Technological College 

submitted demands to the government regarding personal 

29 
freedoms. " Thi? was followed by demands for the return 

of Nagy to power at the Petofi Circle debates and for 

the withdrawal of Soviet troops from the Hungarian People's 

30 Republic. Mass demonstrations ensued, in which crowds 

moved from one national hero's statue to another, pulling 

the massive statue of Stalin to the ground. Violence and 

2 6 
In March, 1955, Imre Nagy was ousted by Rakosi, 

with Soviet approval, for allegedly pursuing a "rightest" 
or nationalist course, both economically and politically. 
Zinner, The Hungarian Revolution, pp. 163-176. 

"̂'̂ Molnar, Budapest, 1956, p. 107. 

^̂ New__Ycrr'. ̂ in^es, October 21, 1956, p. 29; and Szabad 
Nep, October 2i'7' 1956, trans, in Zinner, National Communism, 
p. 391, 

^^New York Times, October 2 2 and 23, 1956, p. 1. 

30.,, . , 
ID"" d. 
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gunfire erupted in Budapest following the death of some 

participants in the demonstrations when security guards 

at the central station of the Hungarian Broadcasting 

Network fired into a mob. "̂  

The Soviet Union reacted swiftly. The Soviet 

response included the arrival of Soviet tanks in Budapest 

on October 24, supposedly in response to a radio broad

cast by Imre Nagy requesting Soviet m.ilitary assistance 

32 

"in accordance with the terms of the Warsciw Treaty."' 

Concurrent with the arrival of the Soviet tanks was the 

arrival of C.P.S.U. delegater., Anastas Mikoyan and Mikhail 

• The government was forced to take action. There
fore, Gero decided to speak by radio to the nation at 
8:00 that night. Gere's speech is cited by some as the 
turning point toward revolution. Gere's unimaginative, 
hardline, cliche-ridden speech seems to have frustrated 
the throngs of people in the streets, resulting in an 
increase in the number of protesteiG following the speech. 
"Radio Address by Erno Gero, First- Secretary of the 
Hungarian Workers' Party, October 23, 1956," trans, in 
Zinner, Nj±ional Communism, pp. 402-407. 

32 
Sometime the night of October 23, 19 56, Imre Nagy 

was appointed Chairman of the Council of Ministers, 
althoug.h Gero was retained as First Secretary of the 
H.W.P. The next day, two radio vannouncemicnts were broad
cast in the name of Imre Nagy and the government of the 
H.P.R. Later Nagy was to deny that either had his 
authorization. The first declared martial law, and the 
second announced the request for Soviet military assis
tance. "Announcement of the Hungarian Government's 
Appeal for Soviet Military Assistance, October 24, 1956," 
trans, in Zinner, National Communism, p. 4 09; and Feric A. 
Vali, Rift and Revolution in Hungary; NationaLism 
versus7Co"mmanism ((Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press, 1961), pp. 275-276. 
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Suslov. The next day the Soviet tanks were involved in 

an incident that resulted in multiple civilian casualties 

33 

at Kossuth Square in front of the House of Parliament. 

In both Poland a.nd Hungary the Soviet Union responded 

with a degree of inflexibility to the disorder and 

"liberalization" that v/ere occurring in the two W.T.O. 

member polities. Therefore, the apparent intervention 

linkage is that in response to the continuation of unaccept

able domestic behavior in the polity-at-issue, the dominant 

polity in the regional environment assumes an increasingly 

inflexible position. 

Official Warnings 

As disorder and other unacceptable domestic develop

ments continued in the Polish People's Republic and the 

Hungarian People's Republic, the Soviet Union, in conjunc

tion with other V7.T.0. member polities, issued a number 

of official statements that could be considered warnings 

of the im.plications for Poland and Hungary should such 

domestic activities continue. On October 28, a Pravda 

editorial emphasized the counter-revolutionary nature of 

the situation in Hungary, claiming that the insurgents 

had been trained and armed by outside forces. The editorial 

continued by stating that the Hungarian government had 

"̂ •̂ New York Times, October 26 and 27, 1956, p. 1. 
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requested Soviet assistance, in response to which "Soviet 

troops stationed in Hungary under the Warsaw Pact came 

to the aid . . . of the Hungarian working people."" 

Of all the messages addressed to the H.P.R. on 

October 28, perhaps the one from Josip Broz-Tito stated 

most clearly the issues that were involved, noting that 

the significance of the events extended beyond the Hun

garian borders and affected the interests of international 

socialist development generally. Tito stated that, "it 

woujd be extrem.ely harmful to the interests of the Hun

garian working people and socialismi in general . . . if 

this bitterness were to undermine the faith of working 

35 

people in socialism." 

On October 30, the Soviet Union issued a declaration 

offering to redefine relations among the W.T.O. member 

states, particularly the P.P.R. and the H.P.R. The Soviet 

declaration was prefaced by a statement of principles 

relevant to those W.T.O. member states united by the 

mutual goals of building a socialist society, including 

"Collapse of the Antipopular Adventure in Hungary," 
Pravda, October 28, 1956, in C.D.S.P., VIII (November 21, 
1956), pp. 12-13. 

"Message from, the Secretary General of the Yugoslav 
League of Communi.'̂ ts, Josip Broz-Tito, to the Leadership 
of the Hungarian V/orkers Party urging an End to Bloodshed, 
October 28, 1956," Politika. October 29, 1956, trans, in 
Zinner, National Communism," pp. 440-447. 
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the principles of equality, territorial integrity, state 

independence and sovereignty, and non-interference in 

one another's domestic affairs. The declaration also 

noted that Soviet units were stationed only in Hungary, 

Poland, and Romania and not in the other socialist coun

tries. However, the declaration stated that, "the Soviet 

Government is prepared to review \vith the other socialist 

countries which are members of the Warsav: Treaty the 

question of Soviet troops stationed on the territory of 

the above-mentioned countries." 

The Polish resporise to the Soviet declaration indi

cated great satisfaction with the proposal. The Polish 

government acknowledged their national debt to the Soviet 

Union for independence following World War II, and stated 

that, "the general line of the proposals is a harmonious 

fusion of demands arising from our geographic and politi

cal position with demands arising from the right of a 

37 nation to full sovereignty." 

Of: 

''Declaration by the Government of the U.S.S.R. on 
the Principles of Development and Further Strengthening 
of Friendsliip and Cooperation between the Soviet Union and 
Other Socialist States, October 30, 1956," Fravda_, October 
31, 1956, in C.D.S.P., VIII (November 14, 195Ty, pp. 10-11. 
See also, New_ York Times, October 31, 1956, p. 1. 

"̂̂ "The Soviet Declaration and the Polish Ra.ison 
d'Etat," TrYburm__Lij_^' November 1, 1956, trans, in Zinner, 
Natlorial Cĉ Fanunism, pp. 277-279. 

file:///vith
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In contrast, the Hungarian response was negative. 

In a radio broadcast on October 31, Imre Nagy stated, 

"We v;ill tolerate no interference in our internal affairs," 

ana explained that, "this day we opened negotiations for 

the withdrav/al of Soviet troops from the country and for 

the renunciation of our obligation stemmi.ng from the 

3 8 
Warsaw Treaty. . . . Long live free Hungary!" 

The Soviet Union responded to both the Polish and 

Hungarian situations with official statements that could 

be regarded as v/arnings. However, the C.P.S.U. also 

offered to compromise and negotiate the differences with 

both W.T.O. member polities. The maijor distinction in 

the two cases is the response of each to the Soviet offer 

of reconciliation. The intervention linkage indicated 

here, though, appears to be that in response to a con

tinuation of unacceptable domestic behavior in the polity-

at-issue, a sequence of statements are made by the dominant 

polity in the regional environment for the purpose of 

modifying the behavior of the polity-at-issue. 

Perception of Extra-regional Interference 

Extra-regional interference was perceived by the 

Soviet Union in the disturbances in both Poland and Hungary. 

"Address by Im.re Nagy, Chairman of the Council of 
Ministers, October 31, 1956," trans, in Zinner, National 
Ccnmiun i sm . po. 4 5 9-469. 
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During the inter-Party debates in Poland in mid-October, 

1956, Khrushchev v/as reported to liave called Gomulka a 

traitor and to have charged that the Poles would give the 

39 country to the "Americans and the Zionists." 

Also, on July 16, 1956, a Pravda editorial, which 

was directed to both the Polish People's Republic and 

the Hungarian People's Republic, the Soviet leadership 

expressed concern about Party disunity and decried 

alleged U.S. manuevers to achieve disunity in the Eastern 

European regional alliance system. The editorial spe

cifically stated that, "the U.S. State Department hai-

become the headquarters for the propaganda campaign to 

case aspersions on the great ideas of Marxism-Leninism," 

and declared that, "the henchmen of the T^erican monopo

lies are . . . trying to arouse chauvinistic sentiments, 

to destroy the bonds among socialist countries, and to 

sow strife." Pravda even specifically named Secretary 

of State Dulles, "the rabid enemy of Comm.unism," as the 

leader of the movement to prevent the communist countries 

from being tied too closely to the Soviet Union. The 

article concluded by warning, "We would make a grave 

39 
New York Times, October 20, 1956, p. 1, Also see 

Edward Crankshaw, Khrushchev: A Career (Nev/ York: Viking 
Press, 1966), p. 240. 
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mistake if we were to underestimate the enemy's maneu-

„40 
ver. 

Consequently, in both cases, an observable inter

vention linkage is that the dominant polity in the 

regional environment responds to dom.estic developments 

in the polity-at-issue as though these developm.ents v;ere 

indicators of an attempt to extend an extra-regional 

political system into the regional environm.ent. 

Military Intervention 

In light of the sequence of events of 1956 in both 

Poland and Hungary, perhaps the most interesting phenomenon 

is the fact that Poland averted a Soviat intervention, 

whereas Hungary did not. As events appeared to be nearing 

a confrontation between Poland and the Soviet Union in 

late October, the P.U.W.P. took certain actions to recon

cile differences with the Soviet Union. For example, on 

October 24, 1956, the official news organ of the P.U.W.P., 

Trybuna Ludu, printed an editorial reminding the Polish 

people of the brotherhood of the Soviet-Polish arms that 

won independence for Poland and that still protected 

Poland from German militarism. The editorial called for 

a "living, complete, and therefore unfailing friendship" 

"The International Forces of Peace, Democracy, and 
Socialism are Growing and Gaining in Strength," Pravda, 
July 16, 1956, in C.D.S.P., VIII (August 29, 1956), pp. 3-5. 
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between the U.S.S.R. and the Polish People's Republic. 

The general theme of the Trvbuna Lud\i editorial was 

42 repeated m a public speech by Gomulka on the same day. 

Intervention by the Soviet Union was averted on 

October 30, 1956, by the favorable response of the P.U.W.P, 

to the Soviet Declaration calling for a renegotiation of 

agreements permitting the placem.ent of Soviet military 

units in the territory of V7.T.0. memiber states. Also, the 

rapidly escalating disorder in the H.P.R. apparently 

served as a catalyst for the Soviet/Polish reconciliation. 

A similar sequence of events was not observable in 

the Hungarian People's Republic. As noted previously, 

the H.W.P. had. not responded favorably to the Soviet 

initiatives for renegotiation of Soviet military unit 

placement in Vv.T.O. member states. Soviet troops had 

begun disengagement from the Hungarian "resisters" on 

October 29. The following day, the U.S.S.R. had 

Al 
'•""Clean Stream and Di.rty Foam," Trybuna Ludu, 

October IM , 1956, trans, in Zinner, Nation al Commun i sm, 
pp. 26V-27C. 

'Address by rhe First Secretary of the Polish 
United Workers' Party, Gomulka, before a Ci.tizens' Rally 
at 
191 
. Warsaw, October 24, 1956;'" Trybuna Ludu, October 25, 
'56, trans, in Zinner, National Coram.unifim', pp. 270-277. 

'̂ •̂ "Announcem.ent of the Withdrav/al of Soviet Troops 
from Budapest, October 29, 1956," trans, in Zinner, 
National Comiaunism, pp, 452-4 53. 
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presented what Soviet leaders perceived to be an initiative 

in the improvement of relations among the socialist 

countries in the Eastern European regional alliance sys

tem. This initiative had been rejected by Imre Nagy. 

Mikoyan and Suslov had made another trip to Budapest to 

negotiate on October 30 and 31, but found what they 

44 regarded as a revolution racing unbridled. 

Although the decision-making process of the Soviet 

Union regarding intervention is not fully documented, 

apparently the decision to intervene hinged upon the 

events of October 31 and the Mikoyan and Suslov assessment 

of the situation. 

With Mikoyan and Suslov forewarned of the impending 

Hungarian renunciation of obligations to the Warsaw Treaty 

Organization, Soviet troops began moving into the H.P.R. 

in greater nudibers. Representatives of the Nagy govern

ment continued to negotiate with Soviet representatives 

until late evening on November 3, when the Hungarian negoti

ators disappeared. The next morning, Soviet troops a.nd 

tanks were re-entering Budapest against bitter but disor-

ganized resistance, 

44 
Gupta, "Revolc and Suppression m Eastern Europe," in 

Adams, Rjĵ adings in Soviet Foreign Policy, pp. 35 3-355; .Mol
nar, Budapcrt^ 1_9_56_, pp. 189-198; a'nd Zinner, The Hungarian 
Revolution.. po. 316-335. 

New York Time^, Octobe? 31 -- November 4.- 1956, p. 1. 
For a contraFtr"g "iliterpretatJ on of events, see Nikita 
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Particularly in view of the diverse outcomes of the 

Polish and Hungarian situations, the obvious intervention 

linkage observed is that if perceptible behavior modifi

cation does not occur in the polity-at-issue, a military 

intervention occurs. 

Regional Institutions 

Although the Soviet intervention in the Hungarian 

People's Republic was unilateral, the Soviet Union 

attempted, to elicit all possible approval for its regional 

foreign policy process from other Warsaw Treaty Organiza

tion member polities. The supporting statement of W.T.O. 

memlDers regarding the Soviet action were readily made 

available to the v/estern press. Eastern European 

supportive statements included Prague radio criticism.s of 

Nagy's permissiveness toward non-communist participation 

47 in the H.P.R. government. The G.D.R. criticisms focused 

48 

on the presence of counter-revolutionaries in the H.P.R. 

The Soviet attempt to present an image of multi-lateral 

support for the unilateral intervention is apparent in a 

Pravda editorial of November 4, 1956. The editorial 

Khrushchev, Khrushchev Rememibers, trans, by Strobe Talbott 
(Boston: Bantam Books, 1970), pp. 456-461. 

^̂ Nev7 York Tim.es, October 31, 1956, p. 19, and 
November 3, 1956, p. 12 ff. 

"̂̂ Ibid. 

http://Tim.es
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quoted from tl\e official news organs of the Communist 

Party cf China and of the Polish United Workers' Party. 

A Rude Pravo article was also cited in support of the 

Soviet actions to protect the "stable solidarity of 

socialist countries." 

Based on these apparent efforts by the Soviet 

Union to gather justification from other socialist and 

W.T.O. countries, another intervention linkage appears 

to be that the dominant polity in the regional environ

m.ent attempts to use regional institutions to formulate 

and condition opinions conducive to those of the dominant 

polity regarding actions in reference to the polity-at-

issue. 

International Environment 

Although the Soviet. Union subscribes to the formal

ized procedures of the United Nations and to the non

intervention clauses of the Charter, the U.S.S.R. attempted 

to prevcjnt any resolution of the Hungarian People's 

Republic situation in that body. On October 27, 1956, 

the governments of France, the United Kingdom, and the 

United States requested an urgent meeting of the U.N. 

Security Council for the consideration of the situation 

4 Q 

"Block the Road of Reaction in Hungary," Pravda, 
November 4, 1956, in C.D.S.P., VIII (November 28, 1956), 
pp. 1-2. 
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50 
in Hungary. Shortly before the called meeting was to 

convene on October 28, 1956, the H.P.R. representative 

protested the consideration of the Hungarian situation 

by the U.N. as a violation of the sovereignty of the 

51 

H.P.R. The Soviet representative supported this posi

tion, describing the Hungarian situation as a fascist 

uprising and contending that the H.P.R. request for 

Soviet military assistance was a domestic matter. 

On November 1, 1956, Imre Nagy asked the Secretary 

General of the United Nations to act to note Hungary as 

a neutral nacion and to request the four great powers to 

defend that neutrality. " The following day, Nagy 

requested the U.N. Security Council to instruct the 

Soviet Union to begin negotiations with the H.P.R. for 

50 
"Letter dated 2 7 October 1956 from the Representa

tives of France, of the United Kingdom of Britain and of 
Northern Ireland, and of the United States of America to 
the President of the Security Council, 27 October 1956," 
United Nations Security Council.. Official Records, 11th 
year, Supplement for October-December, 1956̂ ^ s736"90, 
27 October 1956, p. 400. 

51 
"Letter dated 2 8 October 1956 from the Representa

tive of Hungary to the Secretary General, Transmitting a 
Declaration of the Government of the Hungarian People's 
Republic, 28 October 1956," Official Records, S/3691, 
28 October 1956, pp. 100-101. 

52 
"Cablegram dated 1 November 1956 from the Chairman 

of the Council of Ministers of the Hungarian People's 
Republic, addressed to the Secretary General," United 
Nations General Assembly, First Emergency Special Session 
(1-10 Novemb^er, 1956), A/3251, 1 November 1956, SGO also 
New York Times, November 2, 1956, p. 1. 
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the withdrawal of Soviet troops from that country and for 

the term.ination of H.P.R. membership in the W.T.O.^"^ How

ever, when a Security Council vote was taken on a resolu

tion requiring the U.S.S.R. to desist from intervention 

54 
in Hungary, the Soviet Union vetoed the resolution. 

When the discussion m.oved to the General Assembly, no 

effective action was approved. 

The conclusion, therefore, suggested by this 

sequence of events is that the dominant polity in the 

regional environment, although a miember of the United 

Nations, acts to prevent any effective United Nations 

action in connection V7ich a regional intervention in the 

polity-at-issue. 

Distinguishing Characteristics^: 
Poland and Hungary 

With reference to the Polish and Hungarian situations; 

Ferenc Vali states that "no comparison between the tv/o 

53 
"Note dated 2 November 19 56 from the permanent 

mission of the Hungarian People's Republic to the United 
Nations, transmitting a letter dated 2 November 1956 from 
the Chairman of the Council of Ministers and Acting Minis
ter of Foreign. Affairs of the Hungarian People's Republic 
addressed to the Secretary General, 2 November 19 56," 
Official Records, S/3726, 2 November 1956, pp. 119-120. 

"United States of America: draft resolution," 
Official Records, S/3730, 3 November 1956; and "United 
States of A-merica: revised draft resolution," Official 
Records, S/3730/rev. 1, 4 November 1956, pp. 125-126. 
See~~aI"so Ncv; York Times, Novem.ber 4, 19 56, p. 1. 
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55 

eventc; seens possible in view of the differences."' How

ever, although the Polish situation did not terminate in 

direct military intervention, as did the Hungarian situa

tion, the two situations were coterminous from February 

25, 1956, to October 30, 1956. Despite the diverse con

clusions of the two separate situations, parallel inter

vention linkages v?ere observable in Poland as well as in 

Hungary. The prima.ry distinction appears to be that the 

Polish United V7orkers' Party successfully avoided a 

Soviet military intervention, an occurrence that may 

actually facilitate a study of Eastern European regional 

environment fo.reign policy-making behavior by the Soviet 

Union. 

Certain distinctions between the two cases here 

considered may explain the diverse conclusions in Poland 

and Hungary. Each situation v/as provoked, in part, by 

Khrushchev's speech denouncing the "cult of the individual," 

which appeared to result in intra-Party factionalism and 

public dissatisfaction, demonstrated by public disorder. 

As Soviet concern for P.U.W.P. intra-Party unity and 

national stability increased, the liberal faction of the 

Party in Poland had a viable candidate in Wladyslaw 

Gomulka. In contrast, the H.W.P. had no alternative 

c c: 

Vali, Rift and Revolt in Hungary, p. 264. 
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except for another Stalinist, Erno Gero, or an academician 

without experience in the Party apparatus, Im.re Nagy. 

A further contrast was Gomulka's ability to effec

tively consolidate his position, after which the P.U.W.P. 

gave the appearance of reunifying their factions. The 

H.W.P., on the other hand, was led by Stalinists v/ho 

resisted compromises within the Party until forced by 

Soviet delegations to accommodate changes. A.t the end of 

October, 1956, as potential confrontations vn th the Soviet 

Union seemed mere probable, the P,UrW.P. portended a 

relatively independent dom.estic political posture, led by 

a refurbished, but recognizable and disciplined Party. 

The H.W.P,, although assuming an independent domiestic 

posture, was in chaos, appearing to be swept along by 

popular currents, rather than channeling and contaijiing 

those currents. As a consequence, the P.U.W.P. v/as in a 

position to accept the offer of compromise in the Soviet 

Declaration of October 30, and was able to dampen anti-

Soviet sentiments within the populace and to restcre 

order. In contrast, the H.W.P. was unable to control 

public disorder and v/as not in a position to consider 

Soviet offers of compromise. The consequence of this 

untenable position was a renunciation of Warsaw Treaty 

obligations by the H.W.P. and a direct intervention into 
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Hungary by the Soviet Union, supported by other countries 

of the socialist community. 

Undoubtedly, a ramification of the Hungarian dis

orders and the subseq\ient Soviet intervention was a 

cautionary approach by other members of the socialist 

community tov/ard possible de-Stalinization. Perhaps, for 

this .reason similar conditions were not observable in 

another W.T.O. memJoer state, the Czechoslovak Socialist 

Republic, until 1968. 

Czechoslovak Socialist Republic 

Twelve years elapsed since the Hungarian intervention, 

before the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics was again 

compelled to interpose a policy on a member polity through 

direct military intervention. Although the Czechoslovak 

intervention did not occur until 1968, the origins of the 

situation may be traced ultimately to the same event that 

had triggered dissatisfaction in Poland and Hungary in 

1956. This event had been the secret speech by Nikita 

Khrushchev on February 22, 1956, which criticized the 

"cult of the individual" and the general precepts of 

Stalinism. Hov^ever, unlike the sudden eruption of dis

turbances in the streets of Poznan and Budapest in 1956, 

the developments in the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic 

(C.S.R.) v/ere more peaceful and gradual. In addition to 

the lessons of Hungary, one apparent reason for the 
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delayed de-Stalinization process in the C.S.R. \vas the 

relatively stable and satisfactory economic situation 

that had existed in the two Czech provinces of Bohem.i a 

and Moravia from 194 5 until 1961. This economic condi

tion represented a marked contrast from the situation in 

other Eastern European states following the conclusion 

of World War II. 

Initial Intervention Linkages 

Soviet concern regarding domestic conditions in the 

Czechoslovak Socialist Republic was aroused initially as 

years of passive disaffection for the regim.e of Antonin 

Novotny shifted into articulated public protest. Literary 

organizations, such as the Fourth Congress of Czechoslovak 

V7riters in June, 1967, issued appeals for what came to 

56 
be called "socialism with a human face."' Intra-Party 

factionalism within the Czechoslovak Communist Party 

(K.S.C.) developed on several issues. Among the issues 

about which the Party v/as divi.ded were the questions of 

intellectual dissent, of a federal system that would give 

"Speech by Ludvik Vaculik to the P'ourth Congress 
of Czechoslovak Writers, June, 1967," Ceskoslovenska 
spisovatel, Prague, 196 8, trans, in Robin~ATison 
Remington, VJinter in Prague: Documents on Czechoslovak 
Communism in cTisis rCambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 
1969) , p̂ pT" 5-7. 
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more credence to the Slovaks within the C.S.R., and of 

57 economic philosophies. 

Perceptions of intra-Party factionalism within the 

Czechoslovak Communist Party appears to have prompted a 

visit by Leonid Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Com.-

munist Party of the Soviet Union, to Prague for the 

December plenum. Brezhnev appeared to remain neutral in 

5 8 the ensuing debates, in which the anti-Novotny coalition 

57 
At the September, 1967, Plenum of the K.S.C. 

Central Committee, Alexander Dubcek, as First Secretary of 
the Slovak Communist Party (K.S.S.), presented Slovak 
economic grievances. Another Plenum was called for 
October 30-31 in Prague to discuss unresolved issues, 
among which was federation. Novotny, an anti-federalist, 
was opposed to federation. Novotny and Dubcek had a 
vigorous clash, in which Novotny stated that the propon--
ents of federation were guilty of "bourgeois nationa Lis?"" 
and in v/hich Dubcek stated that Novotny was ''behaving like 
a dictator." Radovan Richta, "Civilization at the Cross
roads: Social and Human Implications of the Scientific 
and Technological Revolution, II Epilogue," trans, in 
Remington, Winter in Prague, pp. 8-12. At this point, a 
significant' faction of the Slovak conservatives and cen
trists joined the few Slovak progressives in support of 
Czech progressives in opposition to Novotny. Tad Szulc, 
Czechoslovakia Since World VJar II (New York: Viking Press 
1971, pp. 244-250; and William E. Griffin, "Int.roduction," 
in Remington, Winter in Prague, p. xv. 

58 
The Brezhnev visit, as related to Szulc by Josef 

Srarkovsky (member of K.S.C. Central Committee, 19''6-67; 
K.S.C. Presidium miCmber and Chairman of the National 
Assembly, 1968) , was viev/ed apprehensively by the anti-
Novotny coalition. To their surprise, Brezhnev said that 
the leadership dispute is "your Czechoslovak affair. 
The Soviet Party and the Soviet Union v.ill not interfere 
in your internal affairs." Novotny was stunned at the 
nev/s. Speculation suggests that Brezhnev was rt̂ paying 
Novotny's telegram deploring Khrushchev's removal as Fir^t 
Secretary cf the C.P.S.U. in 1964. During Brezhnev's 
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succeeded in placing Alexander Dubcek as First Secretary 

of the Czechoslovak Party. Novotny was able to remain as 

President, however, by having the amalgamated position of 

59 
K.S.C. First Secretary/C. S. R. P.resident separated. 

Following the ascension of Dubcek to the First 

6 0 
Secretaryship, major policy changes did not seem apparent. 

Gradually, during the months of January and February, 196 8, 

mem±>ers of the journalistic and literary media took more 

liberties in discussing the issues of the day. Govern

ment, press restrictions evaporated until, on March 14, 

61 
1968, the censors called for an end to censorship. 

return to Moscow, he supposedly stopped in Bratislava for 
a satisfactory visit with Dubcek. Szulc, Czechoslovakia 
Since World War II, pp. 250-253. 

59 
Vojtech Mencl and Frantisek Ourednik, "What Happened 

in January," Zj.yojt_strany (August, September, 1968), trans, 
in Remington,"Wrnter Tn Prague, pp. 18-39. See also, 
Journalist M., A Year is Eight Months: Czechoslovakia, 
1968 (New York: Doubleday and Company, 1970), pp, 31-47: 
Szulc, Czechoslovakia Since World War II, pp. 254-258; 
and New York Time's, January 6, 196 8, p. 1. 

'̂ Soviet responses to Dubcek's ascension was friendly, 
although official newspaper references were limited pri
marily to a biographical, outline of Dubcek and a printing 
of Brezhnev's telegram of congratulation. "Alexander 
Dubcek is First Secretary of the Czechoslovak Communist 
Party Central Committee," Pravda, January 6, 1968, in 
C.D.S.P., XX (January 24, 1968), p. 22. Dubcek appears to 
have been perceived as a compromise choice, a centrist, 
a not overly nationalistic Slovak, and not an overly domi
nant personality, 

61 
'"Czechoslovak Censors Call for an End to Censor

ship," Czechoslovak Nev/s Agency, C.T.K., in English, 
March 14, 196 8, in Remington, V7inter in Prague, p. 54. 
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Shortly thereafter, Novotny was removed from his last posi

tion of influence, along with other Stalinists.^"^ 

Apparently, the Soviet Union reacted with appre

hension to the domestic developments in the Czechoslovak 

Socialist Republic. Although the Soviet Union had clsim.ed 

in December, 1967, to v/ish not to interfere in Czecho

slovak affairs, the continuing intra-Party factionalism 

and the press liberalization were of concern to the 

Soviet Union in March. At that time, a meeting of the 

leadership of the Eastern European socialist community 

was called to meet in Dresden. The apparent intervention 

linkage, therefore, is that domestic developments in the 

polity-at'-issue results in expressions of concern by the 

dominant polity. 

Regional Institutions 

Concern for domestic developments within the 

Czechoslovak Socialist Republic was apparent in other 

W.T.O. member states as well as in the Sô T-iet Union. The 

more conservative members of the Eastern European regional 

alliance system indicated apprehension regarding the 

influence of a visibly uncontrolled press and party fac-

ticnalismi in a socialist country that could affect their 

'̂̂ Nev/ York Times, March 23, 196 8, p. 1. 
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6 3 
own polities. Primarily, expressions of concern were 

made by Walter Ulbrecht of the German Democratic Repub-

64 
lie and Wladyslaw Gomulka cf the Polish People's 

Republic. 

In Dresden, from March 23 to 25, 1968, the leaders 

6 6 
of the socialist community met. Although the ccromunique 

New York Times, March 24, 1968, p. 1. 

64 
As in 1956, the G.D.R. was concerned lest Czecho

slovak developments affect G.D.R. domestic conditions and 
give aid and comfort to the G.D.R.'s greatest perceived 
enemy, the German Federal Republic. An indication of 
G.D.R. concern, although not released until March 27, 
follows: In their campaign against our socialist consti
tution the West German propaganda centers are relying on 
the developments in the C.S.S.R. They are eagerly quoting 
statements of . . . Smrkovsky; they give extensive account 
of the writers' and journalists' attacks on the role of 
the Party, of the C.C. and'its appa.ratus and leading 
members of the government." Kurt Hager, "The Philosophic 
Teaching of Karl Marx and its Current Meaning,'' Speech by 
K. Hager, Member of the S.E.D. [Socialist Unity Party] 
Politburo, to the Philosophy Congress, March 26, 1968, 
Neues Deutschland, March 27, 196 8, trans, in Remington, 
Winter in Prague, pp. 61-62. 

65 
Gomulka, First Secretary of the P.U.W.P., was faced 

with his own domestic literary dissent and did not want his 
domestic difficulties exacerbated by regional outputs. In 
addition, Polish students at Warsaw University demonstrated 
in March and occupied university buildings. Militia and 
armed workers, sent to oust the students, found that the 
student leaders included the sons and daughters of some 
senior Party members. By 196 8. Gomulka, from all indica
tions, had become miore conservative in polity and environ
mental policies. Szulc, Czechoslovakia Since World War II, 
pp. 294-295; and New York Times, March" 20', 1968, p. 1. 

66 
The Dresden meeting may be termed unusual due to 

the fact that the meeting was not a Political Consultative 
Committee of the W.T.O., nor was it a Council for Mutual 
Economic Aid (C.E.M.A. or COMECON) meeting, although 
related matters v/ere discussed. The Dresden Meeting was 
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issued at the conclusion of the Dresden meeting indicated 

that the meeting had "proceeded in a friendly atmosphere," 

the conmnunique may be interpreted as a warning to maintain 

socialist vigilace and as an expression of warning to the 

Czechoslovak Communist Party. 

Although the Dresden meeting was not an official 

convening of the V7.T.0., most of the member states of the 

regional cilliance system were present. As such, the 

meeting at Dresden provided an opportunity for the Soviet-

Union and othe.r conservative VJ.T.O. member states to 

obviously important due to the presence of the highest 
party and governmental leaders in the Eastern European 
regional alliance system. Only the Socialist Republic 
of Romania, a m.averick, v/as not invited. Pravda, March 
25, 1968, in C.D.S.P., XX (April 17, 1968), pp"r"16-17. 

6 7 
The following represents pertinent portions of the 

Dresden communique: "The representatives of the fraternal 
parties expressed the unanimous opinion that in the present 
international situation it is especially important to 
increase vigilance with respect to the aggressive 'inten
tions and subversive actions that the imperialist fcrces 
are attempting to carry out against the countries of the 
socialist commonv/ealth. The delegations stated their 
determination to take the necessary steps for further con
solidation of the socialist countries on the basis of 
Marxism-Leninismi. . . . They unanimously reaffirm.ed their 
determination in the near future to effect concrete mica-
sures for strengthening the VJarsav; Treaty and its armed 
forces. . . . An exchange of opinions and information on 
the state of affairs in the socialist countries took 
place. The representatives of the K.S.C. and C.S.R. 
government provided information. . . . Confidence was 
expressed that the working class and all working people 
of the C.S.R., under the leadership of the Czechoslovak 
Communist Pirty, will ensure the further development of 
socialist construction in the country." Pravda, ^arch 25, 
1968, in C.D.S.P., XX (April 17, 1968), pp. 16-17. 
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voice their disapproval of domestic activities occurring 

in the C.S.R. and to gather additional support for their 

position. The intervention linkage suggested by this 

action is that in response to the continuation of 

unacceptable domestic behavior in the polity-at-issue, 

the dominant polity in the regional environment attempts 

to use the regional institution to formulate and condition 

opinions conducive to those of the dominant polity. 

Official Warnings 

Following tlie Dresden meeting Dubcek took certain 

actions that cocild be regarded as attemipts at appeasemient 

of the Soviet Union and other W.T.O. member states. 

Shortly thereafter, however, the Czechoslovak Socialist 

Republic began to take more steps toward de-Stalinization 

that alarmed other socialist countries. Members of the 

socialist commiunity reacted with unilateral, bilateral, 

and multi-lateral statem̂ ents of v/arning to the Czecho

slovak Commiunist Party to discontinue certain domestic 

policies. 

Of primary concern to the Soviet Union and the 

socialist countries as a whole was the adoption of the 

Action Program on April 5, 196 8. The Action Program 

called for a "new model of socialist democracy" due to 

the "harmful characteristics of centralized directive 

decision-making and managem.ent [that] have survived to 
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the present." Reform of the entire political system was 

indicated, beginning with development of a new Czecho

slovak constitution to provide for "a more precise guaran

tee of the freedom of speech for miinority interests and 

opinions." A final portion of the Action Program sug

gested that consideration of "giving support to the 

6 R 

realist forces in the German Federal Republic." Simul

taneous with the development of the Action Program, v/as 
69 the proliferation of intellectual dissent. 

Multiple public statements were issued by variou .i 

members of the socialist community censoring the actions 

of the Czechoslovak Communist Party and warning of the 

dangers of its domestic policies to the socialist community 

6 8 
"The Action Program of the Commiunist Party or 

Czechoslovakia, Adopted at the Plenary Session of the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia, 
April 5, 196 8," Rude pravo, April 10, 196 8, trans, in 
Remington, Winter in'Trague, pp. 8 8-137. For a summtary cf 
the program, see New York Times, April 10, 1968, p. 14. 

69 
Evidence of this can be illustrated by the case of 

Dr. Ivan Svitak. On March 20, Svitak presented a lecture 
at the Philosophical Faculty of Charles University in 
Prague. In the lecture,. Svitak castigated the C.S.R,'s 
"road to socialism/' and those who had claimed the leading 
.role upon that road, Svitak indicated a desire to support 
the nev/ leadership of the K.S.C, although, "their maxi-
m.al program is our minimal program." Svitak also explained 
that the C.S.R. v/as a totalitarian form of government and 
declared that democratization of Europe should be the goal. 
Ivan Svitak, "With Your Head Against the VJall," Lecture 
at the Philosophical Faculty of Charles University in 
Prague, March 20, 196 8, reprinted in Student, No. 15, 
April 10, 196 8, trans, in Remington, Winter in Prague, 
pp. 73-80. 
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as a whole. Although the Soviet Union was the leader in 

issuing such statements, other W.T.O. member stated did 

likewise (Table 3-1). Warnings were also apparent in 

the actions of the socialist community. On May 8, 196 8, 

the Party leadership of the Soviet Union and other V7arsaw 

Treaty Organization member states met in Moscov/, without 

the presence of C.S.R. leaders or representation fromi the 

70 Socialist Republic of Romania (S.R.R.). The apparent 

topic of discussion was Czechoslovakia. Simultaneously, 

Soviet and Polish military units began maneuveri^ on the 

C.S.R. borders, causing apprehension about a possible 

71 intervention. 

The pattern of actions and statements by the Soviet 

Union and other W.T.O. member states are suggestive of 

an attempt to warn the Czechoslovak Communist Party of 

possible consequences of liberalization poli.cies. Tv/o 

intervention linJcages are observable in these acti.ons. 

First, the dominant polity in the regional environment 

tends to assume a more inflexible position in response to 

the continuation of unacceptable domestic behavicr in the 

polity-at-issue. Also, in response to a continuation of 

unacceptable domestic behavior in the polity-at-issue, a 

"̂ "̂Meeting in Moscov/," Pravda, May 9, 1968, in 
C.D.S.P., XX (May 29, 1968), p. 10. 

'̂'''New York Time?, May 10, 1963, p. 3. 
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TABLE 3-1 

OFFICIAL WAPAHNGS 

Date Publication Warning 

April 10, 1968 

April 22, 1968 

April 25, 1968 

May 11, 196 8 

May 11, 1968 

May 11, 196 8 

May 15, 1968 

C.P.S.U. 
Resolution 

Speech by V.V. 
Grishin re
printed in 
Pravda 

Speech by S. 
Kovalev re-
p.rintGd in 
Pravda 

Editorial by V, 
Stepanov in 
Izvestia 

Interview with 
Jozef Barecki 
Drinted in 
Tribuna Ludu 

Pravda 
editorial 

N. Vladimirov 
article in 
Literaturnaya 
Gazeta 

Restatement of obliga
tions of all Party 
organizations 

Imperialist strate-
gistn are attempting 
to undermine ideolc-
logical foundations 
of socialism., relying 
on "revisionist, 
nationalist; and 
politically imjriature 
elem.ents. " 

Socialist battle 
against left and 
right revisic>rii.sm 

Concept of non-inter
ference in domestic 
affairs of other 
socialist countries 
is born of bourgeois 
ideology 

Expectation that Czech 
Party leaders will 
correct the dangerous 
situaticjn 

Stressing obligations 
of Com.T:̂:iir.ist Parties 
to socialist comraon-
wealth 

Intellectual disse.̂ -t 
in C.S.R, giV(.• s aid 
and comfort to the 
enemy 
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sequence of official warnings are issued for the purpose 

of modifying the behavior of the polity-at-issue. Fol

lowing these actions by the Soviet Union and the W.T.O., 

the Czechoslovak Communist Party attempted to restrain 

the undisciplined elements in the communications media. 

Shortly thereafter, the wave of criticism by Soviet and 

VJ.T.O, miember states subsided. 

Perception of Extra-regional Interference 

Events in Cii,echoslovakia quieted temporarily, and 

the K.S.C, permitted W,T,0, staff maneuvers v/ithin Czecho

slovakia in June and July of 1968, However, domestic 

developm^ents with the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic 

were ag«iin to provoke the Soviet Union, particularly as 

perceptions of weste.rn instigation increased, 

Ludvik Vaculik, who had led the criticism of the 

Novotny regime in 1967, again provided a catalytic agent 

for the Czechoslovak situation. At the request of a 

collection of scholars and scientists, Vaculik prepared 

a proclamation entitled "Two Thousand Words," The proc

lamation advocated demiocratization and humanization in 

Czechoslovakia and emphasized that if foreign forces 

attempted to interfere with internal development, "v;e can 

assure our government that we will back it--with weapons 
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if necessary—as long as it does what we give it the 

72 mandate to do," 

As vanguard of the international socialist movement, 

the Soviet Union responded quickly, charging that forces 

hostile to socialism in Czechoslovakia were attempting 

ultimately to return "Czechoslovakia to the path . , . 

[of] capitalism," Parallels between the Czechoslovak 

situation and the Hungarian situation of 1956 were made. 

Further, the response noted that the appearance of "Two 

Thousand Words" was not an isolated incident, but "evi

dence of the increasing activity in Czechoslovakia of . . . 

overtly counter-revolutionary forces obviously linked with 

73 imperialist reaction." 

72 
Vaculik's p.roclamation continued: "The Communist 

Party . . . leadership's incorrect line turned the Party 
from a political party and ideological alliance into a 
power organization which became very attractive to egotists 
avid for rule, calculating cowards, and people with bad 
consciences. The main guilt and the greatest deception 
perpetrated by these rulers was that they presented their 
arbitrary rule as the will of the workers. . . . From the 
beginning of the current year, we have been taking part in 
a revival process of democratization. . . . The revival 
process is not contributing any very nev/ ideas . . . There
fore, let us not overestimate the significance of criticism 
from the ranks of writers and students. We have spoken out 
and somehow we must complete our aim. of humanizing this 
regime. . . . This spring . . . a great chance has been 
given us. By winter we will know everything." Ludvik 
Vaculik, "2,000 Words to Workers, Farmicrs, Scientists, 
Artists, and Everyone," Literarni listy, June 27, 196 8, 
trans, in Remington, Wincer in Prague, pp. 19 6-2 02. 

'^I. Alexandrov, "Attack on the Socialist Foundation of 
Czechoslovcikia," Pravda, July 11, 1968, in C.D.S.P., XX 
(July 31. 1968) , pp." 3-4. 
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Another Soviet response was printed in Kommunist, 

contending that, "the essence of the global strategy of 

the imperialist bourgeoisie . . ^ is the use of all ways 

and means to undermine the positions of socialism . . . 

[and] turning socialist countries against one another, 
^ A 

and especially against the Soviet Union." Again, 
75 allusions to the 1956 Hungarian situation were m.ade. 

Based on these statements, the Soviet Union obvi

ously perceived that non-socialist, pro-western forces 

were responsible for the disruptions in Czechoslovakia. 

Therefore, another intervention linkage appears to be that 

the dominant polity in the regional envirorment responds 

to domestic developments in the polity-at-issue as though 

these developments were indicators of an attempt to 

extend an extra-regional political system into the 

regional environment. 

Military Intervention 

Developments in Czechoslovakia continued along the 

same course, bringing continued responses from the Soviet 

Union and other Warsaw Treaty Organization member states. 

A series of events, beginning in July of 196 8, eventually 

P. N. Demichev, "Building of Comm.unism. and the Tasks 
of the Social Sciences," Korrmunist, No. 10 (July, 1968), 
trans, in Remington, Winter Tn Prague, pp. 20 8-212. 

Ibid. 
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led to a direct multi-lateral military intervention in 

the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic. Concerned fraternal 

Communist Parties met in Warsaw on July 14, without the 

7 6 
presence of C.S.R, representatives. On July 15, an 

official letter, signed by all five of the fraternal 

parties in attendance at the Warsaw conference, was sent 

to the K.S.C. Central Committee. The letter explained 

that the Czechoslovak situation had "aroused profound 

anxiety," because the situation might lead not only to 

the erosion of socialism in Czechoslovakia, but also 

"imperils the interests of the entire socialist system." 

The letter explained further that although the fraternal 

parties had no intention of interfering in strictly 

Czechoslovak matters and that the principles of equality 

and autonomy v/ere recognized, "we cannot assent to hostile 

forces pushing your country off the path to socialism and 

creating the threat that Czechoslovakia may break away 

7 8 from the socialist commonwealth." A final admonition of 

79 the letter was, "This is no longer your affair alone." 

New York Times, July 14, 196 8, p. 1. 

77 
"To the Czechoslovak Communist Party Central Comr.iit-

tee, July 15, 1968," Pravda, July 18, 1968, in C.D.S.P., 
XX (August 7, 1968), pp. 4-6. See also. Now York Times, 
July 17, 196 8, p. 1. 

Ibid. 

"̂ Îbid. 
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The Warsaw letter appeared to set forth specific 

expectations for the C.S.R. regarding what vzould constitute 

a satisfactory response. C.S.R. leaders did not meet the 

specified criteria of the socialist community. As a 

result, Leonid Brezhnev demanded that an immediate meeting 

be held in the Soviet Union between the C.P.S.U. Politburo 

8 0 and the Czechoslovak Communist Party Presidum. Dubcek, 

in a speech on July 19, explained the Presidium's inability 

to accept the invitation and enunciated the reasons for 

the rejection of the Warsaw letter definition of "socialist 

requirements." Another demand for a bilateral meeting 

of the "highest levels" was made by Moscow; tlie Czecho-

82 
Slovak leaders accepted. At the conclusion of the four 

day meeting, July 2 9 to August 1, the joint communique 

merely stated that "an exchange of opinions" had 

^^New York Tim.es, July 18, 1968, p. 1. 

81 
Alexander Dubcek, "Manifest Victory for the Sover

eignty Principle," Dubcek Addresses Special K.S.C. Central 
Committee Plenum, July 19, 1968, Rude pravo and Svobodne 
slovo, July 20, 196 8, trans, in Remington, Winter in Prague, 
pp. 244-248. 

op 
There i/as some dispute as to the meeting place. 

Apparently, the K.S.C. Presidium was reluctant to leave the 
C.S.R. for the Soviet Union. The meeting took place at 
Ciernanad-Tisou in Slovakia, on the border of the Ukraine 
S.S.R. "Tn the C.P.S.U. Central Committee," Pravda, July 
20, 1968, in C.D.S.P., XX (August 7, 1968), p. 6; and 
New York Tim.es, July 20, 23, 1968, p. 1. 

http://Tim.es
http://Tim.es
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transpired, " However, a multi-lateral conference for 

August 3, in Bratislava was planned. The joint comjnunique 

issued at the conclusion of the Bratislava conference was 

couched only in generalities, apparently acceptable to 

84 all parties involved. 

Events within the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic 

again escalated with the publication of a set of draft 

statutes by the Central Committee. For the first time in 

the history of Czechoslovak Communist Party, the rights 

of minorities were to be observed, although in theory, 

democratic centralism was to remain a guiding principle. 

In addition, the draft statutes provided for moves 

85 toward federation. 

83 
"Joint Communique on Meeting of Politburo of 

C.P.S.U. Central Committee and Presidium of C.C.P. 
Central Committee, August 2, 1968," Pravda and Izvestia, 
August 2, 1968, in C.D.S.P., XX (August 21, 1968), p. 3; 
and New York Times, August 2, 1968, p. 1. 

84 
The different interpretations arising from, the 

Bratislava Communique may be due to statements such as 
the following: "The fraternal parties have become con
vinced on the basis of historical experience that it is 
possible to advance along the path of socialism . . . 
primarily by strengthening the guiding role of the working 
class and its vanguard--the Coirimu.nist Parties. [How
ever] at the same time, in creatively deciding questions 
of further socialist developm.ent, each fraternal party 
takes into account national characteristics and conditions. 
"Statem.ent of Communist and Workers' Parties of Socia].ist 
Countries, August 4, 196 8," Pravda and Izvestia, August 4, 
1968, in C.D.S.P., XX (August 21,"1968), pp. 4-5. 

85 
"K.S.C. Draft Statutes," Rude pravo. Supplement, 

August 10, 196 8, trans, in Remington, WirTter in Prague, 
p. 264. 
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The response of the Soviet Union and its conserva

tive allies in the Eastern European regional alliance 

system was swift. Reports of increased Soviet and W.T.O, 

military activities began almost immediately. ' Little 

is known about the actual Soviet decision-making process 

involved in the determination to i.ntervene in Czecho

slovakia, but the decision apparently took place on o.r 

about August 16, 196 8. An intense Soviet press campaign 

ensued, in part alleging civil disorder within Czecho

slovakia and suggesting that the Czechoslovak leadership 

87 was losing control of the situation. 

During the night of August 20-21. massive numbers 

of troops and equipment representing the Soviet Union, 

the Polish People's Republic, the Bulgarian People's 

Republic, the German Democratic Republic, and the Hun

garian People's Republic entered Czechoslovakia. In 

response to the border crossing, the Party leaders of 

86 
On August 17, Pravda announced extensive military 

consultations were being~~un"dertaken becween senior Soviet 
and German military leaders in the G.D.R.; on August 18, 
Pravda announced that these same senior military leaders 
had traveled to che Polish People's Republic to engage 
in extensive military consultation with their Polish 
counterparts. Pravda, August 17, 18, 1968, in C.D.S.P., 
XX (September 4, 1968), p. 33. 

87 
For example, see I. Alexandrov, "Insolent Attacks 

by Reactionaries/' Pravda, August 18, 1968, in C.D.S.P.. 
XX (September 4, 19^^, pp. 10-11; and New York Times, 
August 19, 1968, p. 1. 
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Czechoslovakia called for C.S.R. citizens "to keep the 

peace and not resist the advancing armies." The radio 

broadcast also stated that "the Presidium considers this 

intervention to be contrary to the fundam.ental principles 

of relations between socialist states and a denial of 

89 

the basic norms of international law." 

Soon, the Soviet Union and other W.T.O. member 

states acting in the C.S.R. found that, although in con

trol of the military situation, the political situation 

was extremely complex. Definite, unified expression of 

passive resistance on the part of Czechs and Slovaks 

appears to have aided in blunting the political effective

ness of the intervention, The Soviet press resorted to 

the argument that the Soviet socialist duty in the C.S.R. 
90 did not constitute an intervention. 

As the independent stance of the Czechoslovak 

Party, with public support, became more apparent to the 

8 8 
Robert Littell, ed., The Czech Black Book (Washing

ton, B.C.: Frederick A. Praeger, 1969), pp. 10-11. Also 
on August 21, the National .Assembly issued a declaration 
supporting the Presidium and listed a series of demand.̂  
to the five intervening socialist states. The declaration 
was also issued in English by the Czechoslovak Em.bassy in 
London. "Declaration of the Czechoslovak National Assemnly, 
August 21, 196 8," in Remington, VJinter in Prague, pp. 382-
383. 

Ibid. 

V. Kudryavtsev, "Counterrevolution Disguised as 
'Regen-generation'," Izvestia, August 25, 1968, in C.D.S.P., 
XX (September 18, 1968), pp. 7-8. 
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Soviet Union and the W.T.O., the decision to engage in 

direct military intervention was made and im^plemented. 

This sequence suggests that if perceptable behavior modi

fication does not result in the polity-at-issue, a mili

tary intervention occurs. 

International Environm.ent 

Although the Soviet Union was a member of the 

United Nations, the Soviet Union, in conjunction with 

other W.T.O. memiber states, successfully prevented any 

effective action by the Security Council regarding the 

intervention in Czechoslovakia. On August 21, 1968, the 

representatives of the United States, Paraguay, Denmark, 

France, and the United Kingdomi requested that the U.N. 

Security Council be convened for the purpose of discussing 

91 

the Czechoslovak situation, A resolution v̂ as submitted 

affirming the sovereignty of the Czechoslovak Socialist 

Republic and condemning the armed intervention by the 

U.S.S.R. and other members of the Warsaw Pact in the 

internal affairs of the C.S.R. The resolution called for 

the intervening forces to withdrav/, forthwith, and asked 

^ "Letter dated 21 August 196 8 from the Representatives 
of Canada, Denmark, France, Paraguay, United Kingdom, and 
the United States of America, Addressed to the President 
of the Security Council," Official Records, S/8758, 
21 August 196 8. 
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the members of the U.N. to exert diplomatic pressures to 

92 
ensure the withdrawal. 

Jacob Malik, Ambassador to the United Nations from 

tlie Soviet Union, submitted a letter to the U.N. stating 

that there was no basis for consideration of the matter 

by the Security Council. Rather, he explained, "the 

actions of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries 

are prompted by concern for . . . ensuring that the 
93 foundations of European security are not undermined." 

In a later speech to the Security Council, Malik asserted 

that the events in Czechoslovakia were the concern of the 

Czecho si ovale people and the socialist community, empha

sizing that, "none of them has asked for a meeting of 

the Security Council" because the Council has no juris-

/.• 4-- 94 diction. 

Becciuse of the rapidity with which the intervention 

was undertaken, the relative rapidity v/ith which the post 

92 
"Brazil, Canada, Denmark, France, Paraguay, United 

Kingdom, and United States of Aiaerica Draft Resolution, 
21 August 1968," Official Records, S/8761, 21 August 1968. 

"Letter dated 21 August 1968 from the Permanent 
Representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Addressed to the President of the Security Council," 
Official Records, S/8799, 21 August 1968. 

a 4 
"U.S.S.R. Ambassador J. Malik Addressing the 

Security Council 21 August 1968," Official Records, 
S/PV.1441, 21 August 1968. 
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intervention political accomm.odition was achieved (August 

28, 1968), and the relative fir.nmess of the Eastern 

European regional allianc?^ system, effective United 

Nations action in rer.ard to the Czechoslovak situation 

was greatly reduced. Nevertheless, the behavior sequence 

implied is that the doniinant polity in the regional 

environment, although ascribing to tne principles of the 

United Nations, attempts to prevent any effective U.N. 

action with respect to the intervention in the polity-at-

issue. 

Brezr.n.ev Doct..rine 

In the aftejiuath of the Czechoslovak situation, a 

statement v/as iss'aed by the Soviet Union, later to be 

called the Erezhnev Doctrine, that may have implications 

for the Soviet foreign pc.'.-'* ny-n>.aking process ia the 

regional environment. On September 26, 196 8, Pr_ayda. 

published an article, under the name of S. Kovalev, 

entitled, "Sovereignty and the Iriternational Obligations 

of Socialist Countries." The 'ijo-called Brezhnev Doctrine 

is important primarily for the implications of v/hat hî H 

been termed jimiited sovereignty. This inference is 

illustrated ir the following excerpt: 

. . . [A] ilê jc'tions . . . that the actions of 
th.e five socialist coi-intiios contradict the 
Marxist-Ltniini st princir.!.•:'•. of sovereignty and 
the right of nations to ?elf-determj.nation 
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. . . are untenable primarily because they are 
based on an abstract nonclass approach to the 
question of sovereignty and the right of nations 
to self-determination. . . . 

The peoples of the socialist countries and 
the Communist Parties have and must have freedom 
to determine their country's path of development. 
However, any decision of their's must damage neither 
socialism in their own country nor the fundamental 
interests of the other socialist countries nor the 
worldv/ide workers' movement. . . . This means that 
every Communist Party is responsible not only to 
its own people but also to all the socialist 
countries and to the entire Communist movem.ent. . . . 

The Marxist dialectic opposed one-sidedness. 
Just as V. I. Lenin's words, someone living in a 
society cannot be free of that society, so a 
socialist state that is in a system of other states 
constituting a socialist commonwealth cannot be 
free of the common interests of that commonwealth. 

The sovereignty of individual socialist countries 
cannot be counterposed to the interests of world 
socialism.^-

When considered in conjunction with previous official 

statements issued by the Soviet Union, with regard to 

the Czechoslovak situation throughout 1968, the so-called 

Brezhnev Doctrine appears to indicate a definite direction 

for the Soviet foreign policy process in the Eastern 

European regional environment. The Brezhnev Doctrine,. 

in itself, does not constitute an intervention linkage 

in the Czechoslovak case. Nevertheless, the doctrine 

remains important to this study in that this doctrine 

S. Kovale^;, "Sovereignty and the International 
Obligations of Socialist Countries," Pravda, Septemtber 26, 
1963'. in C.'J.S.P., XX (October 16. 1968), pp. 10-12. 
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reaffirms a particular foreign policy process that the 

Soviet Union has pursued,- beginning with the Hungarian 

crisis in 1956, 

Conclur- ions 

In each of the instances cf Soviet intervention 

into the internal affairs of a W.T.O. mem.ber state, 

parallel intervention linkages may be observed. Basically, 

the Soviet responses to events in Poland, Hungary, and 

Czechoslovakia were the same. The precise form of the 

responses m.ay have varied, but the substance remained 

essentially the Scime. In each of the three cases con

sidered, the dominant polity in the regional environment: 

(1) responded tc dom.estic developments in the polity-

at-issue with expressions of concern; 

(2) assumed an increasingly inflexible position due 

to the continuation of unacceptable domestic 

behavior by the polity-at-issue; 

(3) attempted to use regional institutions to formu

late and condition opinions conducive to those 

of the dominant polity; 

(4) issued official statements and took official 

actions for the purposes of modifying the 

behavior of the polltv-at-issue; 
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(5) interpreted the domestic developments in tlie 

polity-at-issue as though these developm.ents 

were indicators of an attempt to extend an 

extra-regional political system, into the 

regional environment; 

And finally, 

(6) as expected behavior modification did not 

result in the polity-at-issue, the dominant 

polity engaged in unilateral or multi-lateral 

military intervention. 

The actual form of the interventions undertaken by 

the Soviet Union in the Eastern European regional environ

ment did vary. Although the initial intervention linkage? 

in Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia were expressions 

of concern by the Soviet Union for intra-Party factionalism 

and excessive de-Stalinization, the rapidity with which 

the precipitating events occurred varied. The Polish and 

Hungarian situations were coterminous responses to 

Khrushchev's speech on the "cult of the individual." 

Public disorder and expressions of anti-Soviet sentiments 

in both cases developed rapidly following the consideration 

by both Central Committees of how much de-Stalinization 

was appropriate. In the Czechoslovak case, events moved 

much more slov/ly. Even so, the crisis v/as still a 

result of the Khrushchev :̂ peech delivered tv/elve years 
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previously. Throughout the events of 1967 and 1968, 

public and Party reactions within the Czechoslovak Social

ist Republic ebbed and flowed. 

Also, in each of the three cases considered, the 

Soviet Union attempted to achieve reconciliation. The 

response of the polity-at-issue to these overtures 

appears to be the determining factor in whether or not 

an intervention was undertaken. In both the Polish ar.d 

Hungarian situations, the Soviet Union attempted compro

mise in the Declaration of October 30, 19 56. It was 

accepted by Poland, but rejected by Hungary. Hence, 

Hungary was the recipient of an intervention, whereas 

Poland was not. Also, in the Czechoslovak situation, 

the meetings at Cierna-nad Tisou and Bratislava were 

attempts at reconciliation and/or modification of behavior 

of the leadership of the C.S.R. As the unacceptable 

policies of the C.S.R. continued following these meetings, 

the decision to intervene was made. 

Variations in the use of regional institutions and 

the nature of the interventions also varied between the 

Hungarian case of 1956 and the Czechoslovak case of 1968. 

The pre-intervention linkages with the H.W.P. were essen

tially bilateral, Soviet and Hungarian, vith little 

involvement of the other m.ember polities of the Eastern 

European regional environment. Hov^ever, despite the 
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unilateral character of the actual intervention into 

Hungary, statements supporting the Soviet action were 

forthcoming from other member polities of the regional 

environment after the intervention. In contrast, the 

pre-intervention linkages observed in the Czechoslovak 

case were decidedly multi-lateral. In fact, there is 

some evidence to suggest that the more conservative mem

bers of the W.T.O. may have been more concerned about 

domestic developments in the C.S.R. than v/as the Soviet 

Union. A consequence was a decidedly mtulti-lateral 

intervention into the C.S.R., involving five W.T.O. mem

ber states. 

One might suggest that the Soviet Union, as the 

dominant polity in the Eastern European regional environ

ment, was more conscious of seeking multi-lateral 

involvement in the Czechoslovak case because of the after

math of the Hungarian case. The benefits of a multi

lateral intervention is most obvior̂ s in the United Nations 

debates following the Czechoslovak intCDrvention. 

Despite the variations in form observed in each of 

the three cases of intervention in the Eastern European 

regional environment since the establishment of the 

Warsav/ Treaty Organization, evidence presented here sug

gests that there is a single foreign policy proct̂ ss 

governing all three. In other words, the Soviet actions 
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in tlie Czechoslovak Socialist Republic was merely a con

tinuation of an established policy toward the regional 

environment. Issuance of the so-called Brezhnev Doctrine 

could be considered a definitive statement of this for

eign policy and a v/arning to other polities of the 

96 socialist comirionwealth. 

An interesting paradox appears to be presented in 

the pre-intervention statements in relation to Czecho

slovakia, v/hich are consistent with the Brezhnev Doctrine, 

Verbal dedication to the Marxist-Leninist concept of non

interference in the internal affairs of socialist countries 

is apparent. However, the Soviet press, as well as the 

official statements of other mem.ber polities, carefu.lly 

delineated the exception to this dictum. This exception 

is that the internal affairs of socialist countries 

become the prerogative of other socialist countries when 

such affairs m.ay affect the socialist community as a 

whole. Which activities and policies are considered in 

96 
This policy was emphasized on October 3., 19S8, 

by U.S.S.R. Minister of Foreign Affairs Andrei Gromyko 
before the United Nations. He said: "The Soviet Union 
deems it necessary to proclaim from the rostrum., too, 
that the socialist states cannot and will not allov/ a 
situation v/here the vital interests of socialism are^ 
infringed upon and encroachm.ents are made on the invio
lability of the boundaries of the socialist comm.onwealth 
and therefore, on the foundations of international 
peace." "Andrei Gromyko Addressing the United Nations 
General Assembly, 5 October 19 6 8," Official Records, 
A/PV. 16 79, 3 October 1968. 
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this category were not specified. Perhaps the Marxist-

Leninist philosophy becomes a secondary concern when con

fronted with the reality of geo-strategic threats. At 

the same time, these geo-strategic concerns are consis

tently explained in ideological terms, albeit through a 

process one might label selective interpretation. 

Actions taken by the Soviet Union, as illustrated 

by the Polish, Hungarian, and Czechoslovak cases, appear 

to be relatively consistent. A.s a foreign policy has 

been defined as the relatively consistent course of con

duct pursued by a state over an appreciable period in its 

relations with other states, those intervention linkages 

observed in 1956 and 1968 do constitute a definite 

regional intervention policy by the Soviet Union. 



CHAPTER IV 

COMPARISON OF U.S. AND U.S.S.R. 

REGIONAI.i INTERVENTIONS 

At the outset of this study, three primary objectives 

were enumerated. First, the acts of intervention by the 

United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics, each within its respective regional eiiviron-

ment were to be compared. Second, the nature and scope 

of the role played by the regional alliance systems, in 

the respective regional environments, in intervention.̂ ; 

was to be determined. Third, the probability of influence 

of one foreign policy upon another in the area of regional 

interventions was to be explored. 

To accomplish these objectives, case studies v/ere 

conducted of the U.S. indirect and direct military inter

ventions in Guatemala in 1954, in Cuba in 1961, and in 

the Dominican Republic in 1965. Similarly, case studies 

of Soviet interventions in the Polish People's Republic 

and the Hungarian People's Republic in 1956 and the 

Czechoslovak Socialist Republic in 1968 were undertaken.. 

In each instance, recurrent sequences <rf behavior th.at 

originate in one system and are responded to in another, 

12 5 
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leading to and following an indirect or direct military 

intervention, were isolated. The distinctions and the 

variations involved in each instance of intervention were 

also explored. The data resulting from these case 

studies should facilitate consideration of the remaining 

areas of focus. 

Observable Intervention Linkages 

In each case of regional intervention undertaken by 

the Soviet Union and by the United States, consistent 

intervention linkages v;ere observed. Although there were 

variations among the interventions within each regional 

environment, the same basic intervention linkages per

sisted. Even more importantly, parallel intervention 

linkages were observed when comparing Soviet interventions 

in the Eastern European regional environment and U.S. 

interventions in the Western Hemispheric regional environ

ment . 

Variations in form and sequence are apparent in 

the observation of these intervention linkages. Never

theless, the basic substance of the intervention linkages 

persisted in each regional intervention here considered. 

At the same time, the distinctions am.ong the various 

interventions should not be overlooked simply because of 

tlie parallels observed in the intervention linkages. 
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Distinctions Between U.S. and 
Soviet Interventions 

Observed differences betv/een U.S. and Soviet 

regional inter\'entions may be vital in a meaningful com

parison of regional inte.rvention policies. For example, 

a primary distinction is apparent in the formation of 

regional alliance systems and the use of such alliance 

systems in regional interventions. The United States 

had engaged in an indirect miilitary intervention into 

Guatemiala and had justified this action on the basis of 

an Organization of American States resolution in 1954, 

one year prior to the establishment of the Warsaw Treaty 

Organization. Yet, in each case of regional intervention 

thereafter, both the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. attempted to 

legitimize such actions by seeking support from other 

polities in the regional environment, primarily through 

the mechanism of the regional alliance system. In the 

Guatemalan case, the United States relied upon the Caracas 

Resolution as a justification for the intervention. 

Support for the U.S. sponsored invasion of Cuba in 1961 

was sought in connection with offers of economic assistance 

to O.A.S. memJDer polities through the Alliance for Progress. 

However, the U.S. action in Cuba was not completely 

supported until three years later v/hen the O.A.S, placed 

official sanctions on the Castro governmient if even then. 

Finally, following the unilateral U.S. military intervention 
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into the Dominican Republic, the United States attempted 

to obtain multi-lateral support by proposing the Inter-

American Peace Force, obtaining support for the creation 

of an International Securiuy Zone, and exerting pressure 

for statements of support from O.A.S. member polities 

in the United Nations debates. Notably, the United 

States was never successful in achieving significant, 

enthusiastic support from the regional alliance system 

for its regional interventions. 

Soviet regional interventions followed a similar 

pattern, in that the U.S.S.R. attempted to obtain multi

lateral support from other W.T.O. member polities for 

its regional interventions. Although the Soviet inter

vention into Hungary was unilateral, statements of multi

lateral support were readily provided after the actual 

intervention had occurred. Of all the regional inter

ventions undertaken either by the United States or by the 

Soviet Union, following the creation of the regional 

alliance systems, only the Soviet intervention into the 

Czechoslovak Socialist Republic was a bona fide multi

lateral regional intervention. In each stage of the 

intervention into the C.S.R., the W.T.O. member states 

participated, with the exception of Rom.ania. 

As noted previously, in each instance of regional 

intervention, both the United States and the Soviet Union 
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interpreted domiestic developments in the polities-at-

issue as indicators of extra-regional interference. How

ever, the actual events in the respective polities-at-

issue that precipitated these perceptions varied. Such 

interpretations v̂ ere based on leftist participation in 

the labor unions in Guatemala, on ties of the Castro 

regime with the Soviet Union in Cuba,, and on civil dis

order, culminating in a civil war, in the Dominican 

Republic, which U.S. policy-makers viewed as being sus

ceptible to communist infiltration. Contrastingly, 

Soviet responses in 1956 and in 196 8 were based on evi

dence of factionalism within the Communist Party in each 

polity-at-issue. Even more significant, is the fact that 

the factionalism., and the resulting civil disorder, can 

be traced to a Soviet polity output, the Khrushchev 

speech denouncing the "cult of the individual." Perhaps, 

therefore, the extent to which the Soviet-sanctioned 

policy of de-Stalinization was implemented by a regional 

environment polity determiined Soviet interpretations of 

extra-regional interference in the Eastern European 

regional environment. 

Each instance of regional intervention entailed 

official warnings by the dominant polity in the regional 

environment to the polity-at-issue for the purpose of 

domestic behavior modificarion in the polity-at-issue. 
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The prima.ry distinction between U.S. and Soviet actions 

in this regard i.s the extent to v/hich the dominant polity 

was '-.villing to rc'̂ oncile differences. At some point 

prior to the intervention in Guatemala and in the Domini

can Republic, the polity-at-issue attempted to negotiate 

with the United States ̂  The Guatemalan amibassador asked 

for a bilateral conference, which the United States 

rejected; the constitucionalistas of the Dominican Republic 

repeatedly requested U.S. mediation and arbitration, wh-ich 

the U.S. declined. Negotiations with Cuba were precluded 

as the United States had already severed diplomatic 

ties with that polity prior to the invasion. 

In com.parison, at some point prior to military 

intervention, the Soviet Union offered compromise or 

reconciliation with Poland,. Hungary, and Czechoslovakia. 

In fact, Polish acceptance of the October 30, 1956, 

Soviet Declaration prevented a military intervention. 

Rejection of the declaration by Hungary led to the inter

vention. Czechoslovak leaders were offered the opportunity 

to compromise and reconcile differences at the Dresden 

mê -ting, the Cierna-nad-Tisou meeting, and the Bratislava 

Conference. Only after the C.S.R. appeared to ignore the 

outcom.e of each conference did a military intervention 

occur. 
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Also, the character of each of the interventions 

varied. For example, the interventions into Guatemala 

and Cuba did not involve U.S. military personnel directly. 

Rather, the United States armed, trained, and encouraged 

groups of exiles in both cases to implement the inva

sions. The Hungarian intervention and the Dominican 

intervention were the only instances of unilateral mili

tary intervention by the dominant polity in each regional 

environment. Furthermore, the intervention into the 

C.S.R. was the only instance of an actual multi-lateral 

intervention, involving five Warsaw Treaty member polities. 

In the afte.rmath of each regional intervention, both 

dominant polities attempted to thwart any effective 

action by the international environment, the United Nations, 

in rega.rd to the polity-at-issue. Both the United States 

and the Soviet Union claimed that the intervention was a 

regional question and, therefore, outside the jurisdiction 

of the United Nations. This attitude prompted Secretary 

General U Thant to warn that the U.S. intervention into 

the Dominican Republic established an undesirable prece

dent. He further observed that regionalism and regional 

institutions were undermining the United Nations» Credence 

was accorded this prediction with the subsequent Soviet 

interventicn in the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic three 

years j.ater. 
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It may, therefore, be concluded that the variations 

are overshadowed by the similarities. Those variations 

observed tend to be of form, with the essential patterns 

and linkages being relatively consistent. This suggests 

that very similar regional intervention policies are 

followed by the United States in the VJestern Hemispheric 

regional environm.ent and by the Soviet Union in the 

Eastern European regional environment. 

Role of Regional Institutions 

One objective of this study was the determination 

of the role of regional institutions in the regional 

interventions here considered. An early assumption was 

that the post-World War II institution of regional organi

zations m.ight significantly affect behavior within the 

respective regional environments. This assumption was 

based on the somev/hat legalistic premise that both the 

O.A.S. and the Warsaw Treaty specifically enjoin inter

ference in the internal affairs of member polities. Yet, 

of the six cases of regional intervention considered, 

only in the Czechoslovak case did the appropriate regional 

organization play more than a minor role. 

The Organization of American States v/as used in the 

U.S. sponsored interventions into Guatemala and Cuba only 

as a mechanism for garnering regional support for an 
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anti-communist stance. The Caracas Resolurion, used as 

a justification for action in Guaremala, had been passed 

by the O.A.S. in connection with promises of a Latin 

American Marshall Plan and with the understanding that 

the resolution would not be used against Guatemala. In 

fact, in addition to the United States, only two other 

regional polities, Nicaragua and Honduras, were involved 

in the Guatem.alan intervention, and the motivation for 

their involvement was not predicated on O.A.S. membership. 

Similarly, the United States attempted to gather anti-

communist sentiment, closely connected to the Alianza 

Para Progreso, with regard to Cuba. Again, only minimal 

involvement by other regional alliance polities, Guatemala 

and Nicaragua, was apparent, in the intervention. In the 

Dominican case, the United States miade a concerted 

attempt to transfer responsibility for the intervention 

to the Organization of Am.3rican States, This attempt met 

with limited success, including only approval of the 

creation of an .rnternational Security Zone and an Inter-

American Peace Force, with only token commitments of non-

U.S. military personnel. Even tc obtain this degree of 

sanction, the United States appears to have compromised 

with Latin Â merican countries to secure passage of the 

I.A.P.F. and to receive token commitmicnts of troops from 

other O.A.S. member polities for the I.A.P.F. 
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Similarly, Warsaw Treaty Organization involvement 

in the intervention into Hungary was only peripheral. 

Part of the controversy between the Soviet Union and both 

Poland and Hungary involved W.T.O. obligations and rela

tions. Nevertheless, actual W.T.O. participation in the 

intervention into Hungary was limited to statemients of 

support from W.T.O. members after the intervention. 

However, even the statements of support were not restricted 

to W.T.O. polities, but included other socialist polities, 

such as the People's Republic of China. 

Only the intervention into the Czechoslovak Socialist 

Republic involved the Warsaw Treaty Organization. W.T.O. 

instituti.onal arrangements facilitated gatherings of the 

II .c raternal Party leaderships" for the purpose of dis

cussing the Czechoslovak situation. This may be seen in 

the Dresden m.eeting, the Warsaw m.eeting, the Moscow 

meeting, and the Bratislava Conference. Although none of 

these meetings were actually called under the auspices 

of the Warsaw Treaty, such m̂ eetings were not regarded as 

overly unusual in light of the Warsaw Treaty membership 

of the fraternal parties. Further, Warsaw Treaty 

maneuvers within the C.S.R. in June-July, 196 8, may be 

regarded as an attempt to deter further liberalization 

\7ithin Czechoslovakia. Finally, the actual intervention 

file:///7ithin
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into Czechoslovakia was made under the guise of the 

W.T.O. and involved five member polities. 

Evidence suggests that the United States was never 

ablt to secure ample O.A.S. sanction for, or involvement 

in, regional interventions in the Western Hemispheric 

regional environment to convey the appearance of multi

lateral action. In contrast, by 1968, the Soviet Union 

successfully involved almost the full membership of the 

W.T.O. in the question of Czechoslovakia. One possible 

explanation for the achievement of legitimate multi

lateral involvement in the C.S.R. is that this repre

sented the most recent intervention and had the benefit of 

viev/ing the mistakes made in previous interventions. One 

might even suggest that the difficulties experienced by 

the United States in the Dominican Republic, because of 

the lack of support by the regional organization, may 

have prompted the Soviet Union to secure considerable 

W.T.O. participation in the events preceding the inter

vention, in the actual intervention, and in the United 

Nations arena following the intervention. 

Johnson and Brezhnev Doctrines 

Following the Dominican intervention in 1965, 

President Lyndon B. Johnson addressed the nation in a 

speech, a portion of which was later called the Johnson 



136 

Doctrine. After the W.T.O. intervention into the Czecho

slovak Socialist Republic, an article was published in 

Pravda, that v/as to be labeled the Brezhnev Doctrine. 

A casual reading of the two so-called doctrines implies 

that there are significant parallels between the two 

statements. However, the two statements do not appear 

to be what Urie Bronfenbrenner '>/ould call "mirror images," 

or reflections of one another. Instead, the two so-called 

doctrines appear to be distinct in derivation and in 

content. 

Neither of these statements represent an ex port 

facto statement of foreign policy, necessitated or 

prompted simply by the intervention that each followed. 

Nor, I would contend, are either of the doctrines and 

ad hoc statement of foreign policy toward the regional 

environment. Rather, each doctrine appears to have been 

merely a continuation of a consistent foreign policy 

process that has persisted for an appreciable period of 

time. 

T^ple precedents in official statements and official 

actions existed antecedent to the specific conditions 

under which each doctrine was promulgated. Indeed, each 

intervention provided a precedent for the next. The 

U.S. actions in Guatemala provided greater credence to 

the subsequent invasion of Cuba at the Bay of Pigs, which 
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in turn provided a precedent for the intervention into 

the Dominican Republic. Similarly, the Soviet inter

vention into Hungary afforded a justification for 

analogous actions in the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic. 

Furthermore, prior official statements had sug

gested similar policies, xAt the very least, the so-called 

Kennedy Doctrine, announced three days after the failure 

of the Cuban invasion, suggested the propriety of actions 

such as those taken by the United States in the Dom.inican 

Republic. The Johnson Doctrine maght even be evaluated 

as a paraphrase of the Kennedy statement. Specifically, 

the Kennedy Doctrine condemtned unilateral U.S. inter-

ventioi; in the regional environment, but contended tYiat 

to prevent cornm.unist penetration of the hemisphere, the 

United States must act to protect U.S. national security. 

The Johnson Doctrine reaffirmed the policy that a com

munist government wi.ll not be permitted in the Western 

Hemispheric regional environment and declared that v/hen 

the establishment of a comniunist dictatorship is threatened, 

hemispheric action is required. 

The so-called Brezhnev Doctrine also appeared to be 

predicated upon prior public policy statements. During 

the period immediately preceding the Czechoslovak inter

vention, several statements, some of which were multi

lateral, affi.rm.ed the mutual obligations of the polities 

http://affi.rm.ed
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of the socialist com.monwealth tc maintain socialist 

vigilance and to preserve socialism. This theme is 

apparent in the Dresden Communique, the Warsaw Letter, 

and the Bratislava Communique. Even the Soviet Declar

ation of October 30, 1956, suggested limitations on the 

polities that were signatories of the V̂ 'arsaw Treaty. 

Although the October 30 Declaration was primarily directed 

at questions of military relations, the expectation that 

"the people's of the socialist countries will not permit 

foreign and domestic reactionary forces to shake the 

foundation of the people's democratic system," was clear. 

Consequently, the Brezhnev Doctrine's assertion that, 

"the sovereignty of individual socialist countries cannot 
2 

be counterposed to the interests of world socialism,"' 

may be viewed as a clear, concise, and strong statement 

of a policy toward the regional environment that had 

actually emanated prior to the Czechoslovak situation. 

In fact, one could probably trace the origins of 

the two so-called doctrines much further historically. 

"Declaration by the Government of the U.S.S.R. on 
the Principles of Development and Further Strengthening 
of Friendship and Cooperation betv/een the Soviet Union 
and Other Socialist States, October 30, 1956," Pravda, 
October 31, 19 56, in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, 
VIII (November 14, 1956), p. 10. 

"Sovereignty and the International Obligations of 
Socialist Countries," Pravda, September 26, 1968, in 
C.D.S.P., XX (October 16, 1968), p. 11. 
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The Monroe Doctrine, issued in 1823, essentially declared 

the policy that extra-regional political systems would 

not be allowed to extend themselves into the Western 

Hemispheric legional environment. Similarly, the Russian 

policy that the Eastern European regional environment 

was a crucial area for Russian security has persisted 

for an equally long period. Generally, Russian concern 

assumed the character of maintaining stable, dependable 

governmients in the regional environment. Official 

actions, such as the 184 9 crushing of the Magyar revolt 

by 180,000 Russians, more than official statements pro

vide evidence of this consistent Russian policy toward 

the regional environment. In othe.'»' words, both the 

Johnson Doctrine and the Brezhnev Doctrine represent more 

contemporary statements of historical geo-strategic 

involvement, directly related, to the preservation of 

national security, for the respective regional environ-

m̂ ent. 

In each statement of hemispheric responsibility 

credence is accorded to the right of diversity within 

the regional environment. However, each doctrine estab

lished limits on what constitutes acceptable diversity. 

The John;:'cn Doctrine emphasizes that only one type of 

political systemi must be excluded from the VJestern 

Hemisohcric r̂ -̂ aional environment, comm.ui-'ist dictatorship. 
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However, the Brezhnev Doctrine establishes much more 

limiting restrictions on the extent of acceptable diver

sity. Specifically, diversity is permitted so long as 

the political system remains socialistic and does not 

appear to be detrimental to the socialist commonwealth 

as a whole. 

Perhaps the greatest distinction between the two 

doctrines, however, is the concept of limited sovereignty 

contained in the Brezhnev Doctrine. No such parallel 

concept is readily inferred from the Johnson Doctrine. 

Rather, the Johnson Doctrine explicitly states the obli

gation of O.A.S. member polities to prevent the estab

lishment of a coironunist political system in the Western 

Hemisphere, but does not imply that various other foreign 

and domestic policies are the prerogative of the regional 

environment as a whole. 

Finally, one should note the use of ideological 

premises in each doctrine. The Johnson statement con

tains verbal dedication to the principles of non-inter

ference and non-intervention into the affairs of other 

nations. These principles are traditionally an integral 

part of the American democratic philosophy. Neverthe

less, historically, the United States has engaged in 

interference and intervention, as illustrated in the 

very subject matter of this study. President Johnson, 

III iliiiiaAfciiiiiftin- • j I !vr'.a«w»A'.«^... 
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as had President .Kennedy previously, declared that the 

threat of comjnunism in the Western Hemispheric regional 

environment negated the application of these principles. 

The American democratic philosophy was not reconciled to 

the reality of conditions perceived as geo-strategic 

threats, 

Soviet pronouncements, including the Brezhnev 

Doctrine, contain a similar paradox of geo-strategic 

reality versus Marxist-Leninist philosophy. However, 

Soviet theoreticians and political leaders have dealt 

with the paradox in a different fashion. For example, 

in the so-called Brezhnev Doctrine, the Marxist-Leninist 

principle of sovereignty and the right of nations to 

self-determination are acknov/ledged. At the same time, 

however, the principles of the dialectic that oppose 

one-sidedness are cited to explain that national sover

eignty cannot be counter-posed to the dictates of world 

socialism. In other words, by selectively; interpreting 

the philosophy of Marxism-Leninism, the philosophy is 

adapted to the current realities of geo-strategic security. 

The result of this endeavor is a public resolution of 

conflicts between philosophy and reality. Conversely, 

the Johnson Doctrine, as other U.S. public pronouncements 

on foreign policy toward the regional environment, does 

not adeouatelv achieve reconciliation of the diversions 
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between American democratic philosophy and regional geo-

strategic realities. 

Probability of Influence of One 
l̂ ô Gign Policy Upon Another 

A basic question posed at the outset of this research 

was the possibility of influence of United States foreign 

policy regarding regional intervention on the com.parable 

Soviet policy. Essentially, the question is one of 

probable linkages between U.S. and Soviet regional inter

vention policies. Rosenau conceived of three types of 

linkage processes: penetrative, reactive, and emulative. 

Therefore, the most appropriate mode of approaching the 

question of possible Soviet/U.S. linkages appears to be 

determination of which, if any, cf these linkage processes 

might be observable in regional intervention policies. 

The penetrative process is that in which "mem.bers 

of one polity serve as participants in the political 

processes of another, [sharing] in the penetrated polity 

the authority to allocate its values." In this study, 

the very act of military intervention has been described 

as a penetrative process, or as one form of penetration. 

The implication is that, by definition, the dominant 

polity in the regional environment through intervention 

^James N. Rosenau, The_Scientific Study of Foreign 
Policy (New York: Free Press, 1971), p. 3^0. 
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is engaged in a penetrative process in each polity-at-

issue. However, the penetrative process does not appear 

to be a plausible explanation of any national-international 

linkages between the U.S. and the Soviet Union with regard 

to regional interventions. 

Rosenau also discusses the reactive process, which 

involves "recurrent and similar boundary-crossing reac-
4 

tions rather than the sharing of authority," Those 

initiating an output do not share in the allocation of 

values, as in the penetrative process. Nevertheless, 

the responses of those receiving the input are reactions 

to the initial output. Rosenau contends that this is the 

most frequent type of linkage process. Undoubtedly, in 

the individual events considered in this study, there have 

been examples of the reactive process. Nevertheless, 

reactive processes do not appear to be capable of 

explaining U.S./Soviet linkages. 

Conceivably, arguments could be advanced for 

viewing the U.S./Soviet influences in terms of penetrative 

or reactive linkages. However, the emulative process 

appears to provide a better explanatory vehicle. The 

emulative process is that in which ''the input is not only 

a response to the output but takes essentially the same 

^Ibid., p. 320. 
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form as the output." in other words, actors in one 

polity may imitate the actions taken in another but do 

so independently. This appears to provide the most 

applicable approach .for evaluation of possible or probable 

linkages between Soviet and U.S. policies toward regional 

intervention. As noted already, there are multiple 

similarities between the policies of each dominant polity. 

The intervenrion linkages observed, even with the appar

ent variations, remain essentially parallel. 

Beyond the question of similarities of intervention 

linkages, other resemiblances are apparent. Even the 

creation of the regional alliance systems suggests a 

degree of emulation. Both the Organization of American 

States and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization preceded 

the institution of the Warsav/ Treaty Organization. In 

fact, the intervention into Guatemala in 1954 occurred 

prior to the formation of the W.T.O. Yet, in 1955, the 

W.T.O. follov/ed the precedent established by the O.A.S. 

in citing authority for such an organization under .Article 

51 of the U.N. Charter. That an emulative process was 

involved in the establishment of the W.T.O. does appear 

to be arguable. 

In the 1954 Guatemalan case, the United States 

demionstrated that a regional organization could ba used 

"Ibid., p. 321. 
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to legitimize actions of the dominant polity. In that 

instance, the Caracas Resolution had served as a useful 

justification for U.S. action. Just two years later, in 

connection with the Hungarian intervention, the Soviet 

Union was careful to obtain statements of support from 

the other W.T.O. meFiber states. This sequence does hint 

at the emulative process. 

U.S. policy-makers were also able to utilize the 

mechanism of the regional environmental organization to 

prevent effective international environmental input into 

the U.S. foreign policy-making process toward the 

regional environment. Following the intervention into 

Guatemala, the United States contended that the question 

was beyond the purview of the United Nations and was a 

matter for the regional organization, the O.A.S. At 

that time, as the Soviets were quick to assert, Guatemala 

was not a signatory of the O.A.S. Nevertheless, in 1956 

the Soviet Union claimed that the Hungarian intervention 

was not a matter for U.N. consideration, but rather the 

jurisdiction of the regional organization, the W.T.O. 

Of course, a significant part of the Hungarian/Soviet 

dispute involved the desire of the Hungarian People's 

Republic to renounce its m.embership in the Warsaw Pact. 

The argument that each intervention was within the 

jurisdiction of the regional organization was repeated 
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by the United States in relation to the Dominican inter

vention and by the U.S.S.R. in connection with the 

Czechoslovak intervention. An emulative process may be 

the most plausible explanation for this sequence. 

Both dominant polities appeared to refine the form 

of regional interventions with each succeeding instance 

of such action. Guatemala and Hungary represented first 

efforts. In later regional interventions, both the U.S. 

and the U.S.S.R. appeared to improve on prior mistakes, 

those each made individually and those observed in the 

other's regional environment. For example, the policy 

of indirect intervention fcllov/ed in Guatemala and Cuba 

v/as abandoned after the failure of the Bay of Pigs 

invasion. At the time of the Dominican intervention, 

the United States was cognizant of not having "another 

Hungary." As such, the U.S. attempted to convert the 

initially unilateral intervention into a multi-lateral 

action, through offers to transfer responsibility to the 

O.A.S., by the creation of the I.A.P.F., and by the O.A.S. 

approval of the International Security Zone. 

Soviet intervention techniques also seem to have 

improved over time. Perhaps because attempts at compro

mise in 1956 successfully assuaged Poland, more attempts 

at compromise and behavior modification were ;;iade in the 

C.S.R. situation in 1968. In fact, there may be grounds 
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for the proposition that the Domdnican intervention 

affected the Soviet policy-makers in their actions tov̂ ard 

the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic. The desirability 

of multi-lateral participation in a regional intervention 

was vividly illustrated in the afterm.ath of the Dominican 

situation. Furtherm.ore, following the Cuban and Dominican 

cases, the United States had clearly defined the obliga

tions and responsibilities of regional environmental 

polities, as in the Kennedy and Johnson Doctrines. Simi

larly, the Brezhnev Doctrine, issued following the 

Czechoslovak situation, defined the obligations of W.T.O. 

member states in analogous situations. Although not 

conclusive, by any means, a probability that this sequence 

is emulative, in part, exists. 

Following the conclusion of United Nations considera

tion of the Dominican situation. Secretary General U 

Thant warned against the possibility that U.S. behavior 

would be emulated. Thant warned that an "embarrassing-

precedent" had been established. Indeed, similar behavior 

did occur in the Eastern European regional environment 

only three years later. 

Obviously, several other factors may also have been 

interconnected v/ith this sequence of behavior. The thesis 

that the emulative process was involved in both U.S. and 

Soviet regioiial intervention policies is only a partial 
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explanation. As the crucial variahl-rjc involved in this 

thesis cannot be accurately quantified, the precise 

probabilities of its validity must rem.ain speculative. 

Nevertheless, patterns involved in the behavior sequences 

considered do lend some credibility to such an explana

tion . 

Furthermore, that there are striking parallels 

between Soviet and U.S. regional intervention poli.cies 

is apparent. Similar intervention linkages were observe:! 

in each instance of regional intervention, in the Western 

Hemispheric regional environment and in the Eastern 

European regional environment. Although there have been 

variations in each case of regional intervention, the 

similarities tend to suggest that the Soviet and U.S. 

policies are in. many respects analogous. 

Future Research 

Although some of the findings suggested by this 

study may be regarded as speculative, several proposi

tions for testing in future research have been suggested. 

Among the broader topics that this study may have touched 

that are appropriate for additional investigation are the 

applicability of Rosenau's linkage framev/ork to varying 

international phenomena and the definition of intervention 

as ono form of the penetrative process. 
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There are other more specific subjects for research 

to which this study could lead. For example, the applica

bility of the findings of this research should be assessed 

in view of the events in Poland in 1970 and in Chile in 

1970. Why was there not a regional intervention in 

response to unacceptable dom.esti.c behavior in these tv/o 

countries? Also, is the maverick Socialist Republic of 

Romania merely a deviant case in the Eastern European 

regional environment or are there special conditions t.hat 

prevent overt Soviet actions for the purpose of modifying 

domestic behavior? 

In addition, research should be undertaken to 

determine if intervention behavior in other regional 

environments follows certain repetitive patterns and, 

therefore, constitute intervention linkages. Another 

area for study should be a testing of the predictability 

of interventions based on the observation of intervention 

linkages. If a degree of predictability does exist, on 

this basis, policy-makers might succeed in anticipating 

interventions in regional environments and possibly 

ascertain means of avoiding the necessity of such action. 

Finally, the influence of regionalism on the effectiveness 

of the United Nations should be explored. In terms of the 

international system as a v/hole, the final recommended 

area for research could have major importance in the m̂ ain-

tenance of international stability. 
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The establishm.ent of the Organization of American 

States was actually accomplished through two documents. 

The first was the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal 

Assistance, or the Rio Treaty, signed on September 2, 

1947. This document established a regional alliance for 

self-defense. The Bogota Pact, which constitutes the 

actual Charter of the Organization of Am.erican States, 

was signed at the Ninth International Conference of 

American States in 1948. The follov/ing is the complete 

text of both documents. 

RIO DE JANEIRO CONFERENCE FOR THE MAINTENANCE OF 
CONTINENTAL PEACE AND SECURITY, AUGUST 15 -

SEPTEMBER 2, 1947 

Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assisrance* 

In the name of their Peoples, the Governmients 
represented at the Inter-American Conference for the 
Maintenance of Continental Peace and Security, desirous 
of consolidating and strengthening their relations of 
friendship and good neighborliness, and 

Considering; 

Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, A Decade of 
Ainerican Foreign Policy: Basic Documents, 1941-1949 
(Washington, ^D.C : U.S. Government Printing Office, 1950), 
421-445] 

* 

Department of State Bulletin of September 21, 1947, 
pp. 565-567, 572. Senate document. Executive II, 80t>i 
Cong., 1st sess. The treaty was ratified by the President 
on behalf of the United States on Decemiber 19, 1947, and 
the instrument of ratification was deposited with rhe 
Pan American Union in Washington on December 30, 1̂ '47. 
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That Resolution VIII of the Intei-American Conference 
on Problems of War and Peace, which met in Mexico City, 
recommended the conclusion of a treaty to prevent and 
repeal threats and acts of aggression againsc any of the 
countries of America; 

That the High Contracting Parties reiterate their 
will to remain united in an inter-American system con
sistent with the purposes and principles of the United 
Nations, and reaffirm the existence of the agreement v/hich 
they have concluded concerning those matters relating to 
the miaintenance of international peace and security which 
are appropriate for regional action; 

That the High Contractirg Parties reaffirm their 
adherence to the principles of inter-Amierican solidarity 
and cooperation, and especially to those set forth in the 
preamble and declarations of the Act of Chapultepec, all 
of which should be understood to be accepted as standards 
of their mutual relations and as the juridical basis of 
the Inter-American System; 

That the American States propose, in order to 
improve the procedures for the pacific settlement of their 
controversies, to conclude the treaty concerning the 
"Inter-American Peace System" envisaged in Resolutions 
IX and XXXIX of the Inter-American Conference on Problems 
of War and Peace, 

That the obligation of miutual assistance and common 
defense of the American Republics is essentially related 
to their democratic ideals and to their will to cooperate 
permanently in the fulfillment of the principles and 
purposes of a policy of peace; 

That the American regional community affirms as a 
manifest truth that juridical organization is a necessary 
prerequisite of security and peace, and that peace is 
founded on justice and moral order and, consequently, on 
the international recognition and protection of human 
rights and freedoms, on the indispensable well-being of 
the people, and. on the effectiveness of democracy for 
the international realization of justice and security. 

Have resolved, in conformity with the objectives 
stated above, to conclude the following Treaty, in order 
to assure peace, through adequate means, to provide for 
effective reciprocal assistance to meet armed, attacks 
against any American State, and in order to deal with 
threats of aggression against any of them: 

Article 1. The High Contracting Parties formally 
condemn war and undertake in their international relations 
not to resort to the threat or the use of force in any 
manner inconsistent with the provisions of the Charter 
of the United Nations or of this Treaty. 
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Article 2. As a consequence of the principle set 
forth in the preceding Article, the High Contracting 
Parties undertake to submdt every controversy which may 
arise between them to methods of peaceful settlement and 
to endeavor to settle any such controversy among them
selves by m.eans of the procedures in force in the Inter-
American System before referring it to the General 
Assem.bly or the Security Council of the United Nations. 

Article 3. 
1. The High Contracting Parties agree that an 

armed attack by any State against an American State shall 
be considered as an attack against all the .American States 
and, consequently, each one of the said Contracting 
Parties undertakes to assist in meeting the attack in the 
exercise of the inherent right of individual or collective 
self-defense recognized by Article 51 of the Charter of 
the United Nations. 

2. On the request of the State or States directly 
attacked and until the decision of the Organ of Consulta
tion of the Inter-American System, each one of the Con
tracting Parties m.ay determine the immediate measures 
which it may individually take in fulfillment of the 
obligation contained in the preceding paragraph and in 
accordance with the principle of continental solidarity. 
The Organ of Consultation shall meet v/ithout delay for 
the purpose of examining those measures and agreeing upon 
the measures of a collective character that should be 
taken. 

3. The provisions of this Article shall be applied 
in case of any armed attack which takes place within the 
region described in Article 4 or within the territory of 
an American State. When the attack takes place outside 
of the said areas, the provisions of Article 6 shall be 
applied. 

4. Measures of self-defense provided for under this 
Article may be taken until the Security Council of the 
United Nations has taken the measures necessary to m̂ ain-
tain international peace and security. 

Article 4. The region to v/hich this Treaty refers 
is bounded as follows: beginning at the North Pole; 
thence due south to a point 74 degrees north latitude, 
10 degrees west longitude; thence by a rhumib line to a 
point 47 degrees 30 miinutes north latitude, 50 degrees 
west longitude; thence by a rhumb line to a point 35 
degrees north latitude, 6 0 degrees west longitude; thence 
due south to a point in 2 0 degrees north latitude; thence 
by a rhumb line to a point 5 degrees north latitude, 2 4 
degrees west longitude; thence due south to the South 
Pole; thence due north to a point 30 degrees south latitude, 
90 degrees west longitude; thence by a rhumb line to a 
point on th.e Equator at 97 degrees v/est longitude; thence 
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by a rhuir±> line to a point 15 degrees north latitude, 
120 degrees west longitude; thence by a rhumb line to a 
point 50 degrees north latitude, 170 degrees east longi
tude; thence due north to a point in 54 degrees north 
latitude; thence by a rhumb line to a point 65 degrees 
30 minutes north latitude, 168 degrees'58 minutes 5 
seconds west longitude: thence due north to the North 
Pole. 

Article 5. The High Contracting Parties shall 
immediately send to the Security Council of the United 
Nations, in conformity with Articles 51 and 54 of the 
Charter of the United Nations, complete information con
cerning the activities undertaken or in contemplation in 
the exercise of the right of self-defense or for the pur
pose of maintaini.ng inter-Amierican peace and security. 

Article 6. If the inviolability or the integrity of 
the territory or the sovereignty or political independence 
of any American State should be affected by an aggression 
which is not an armed attack or by an extra-continental 
or intra-continental conflict, or by any other fact or 
situation that might endanger the peace of Am.erica, 
the Organ of Consultation shall meet immediately in order 
to agree on the m.easures v/hich must be taken in case of 
aggression to assist the victim of the aggression or, in 
any case, the measures which should be taken for the 
common defense and for the m.aintenance of the peace and 
security of the Continent. 

Article 7. In the case of a conflict between two 
or more AmeYican States, without prejudice to the right 
of self-defense in conformity with Article 51 of the 
Charter of the United. Nations, the High Contracting 
Parties, meeting in consultation shall call upon the 
contending States to suspend hostilities and restore 
matters to the status quo ante bellum, and shall take in 
addition all other necessary measures to reestablish or 
maintain inter-American peace and security and for the 
solution of the conflict by peaceful means. The rejection 
of the pacifying action will be considered in the deter
mination of the aggressor and in the application of the 
measures which the consultative meeting may agree upon. 

Article 8. For the purposes of this Treaty, the 
measures on whi'ch the Organ of Consultation may agree will 
comprise one or m̂ ore of the following; recall of chiefs 
of diplomatic missions; breaking of diplomatic relations; 
breaking of consular relations; partial or complete 
interruption of economic relations or of rail, sea, air, 
postal, telegraphic, telephonic, and radiotelephonic or 
radiotelegraph ic commiunications; and use of armed forces. 

Article 9. In addition to other acts which the 
Organ of"~"Consultation may characterize as aggression, the 
follov/ing shall be considered as such: 
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a. Unprovoked armed attack by a State against 
the territory, the people, or the land, sea or air 
forces of another State; 

b. Invasion, by the armed forces of a State, of 
the territory of an American State, through the 
trespassing of boundaries demarcated in accordance 
with a treaty, judicial decision, or arbitral 
award, or, in the absence of frontiers thus demar
cated, invasion affecting a region which is under 
the effective jurisdiction of another State. 
Article 10. None of the provisions of this Treaty 

shall be construed as impairing the rights and obligations 
of the High Contracting Parties under the Charter of the 
United Nations. 

Article 11. The consultations to which this Treaty 
refers shall be carried out by means of the Meetings of 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Am.erican Republics 
which have ratified the Treaty, or in the m̂ anner or by 
the organ which in the future may be agreed upon. 

Article 12. The Governing Board of the Pan Ajmerican 
Union may act provisionally as an organ of consultation 
until the meeting of the Organ of Consultation referred 
to in the preceding Article takes place. 

Article 13. The consultations shall be initiated 
at the request addressed to the Governing Board of the 
Pan American Union by any of the Signatory States which 
has ratified the Treaty. 

Article 14. In the voting referred to in this 
Treaty only the representatives of the Signatory States 
which have ratified the Treaty may take part. 

Article 15. The Governing Board of the Pan 7\merican 
Union shall act in all matters concerning this Treaty as 
an organ of liaison among the Signatory States which have 
ratified this Treaty and between these States and the 
United Nations. 

Article 16. The decisions of the Governing Board 
of the Pan American Union referred to in Articles 13 and 
15 above shall be taken by an absolute majority of the 
Members entitled to vote. 

Article 17. The Organ of Consultation shall take 
its decisions by a vote of two-thirds of the Signatory 
States which have ratified the Treaty. 

Article 18. In the case of a situation or dispute 
between American States, the parties directly interested 
shall be excluded from the voting referred to in the two 
preceding Articles. 

Article 19. To constitute a quorum in all the 
meetings referred to in the previous Articles, it shall 
be necessary that the number of States represented shall 
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be at least equal to the number of votes necessary for 
the taking of the decision. 

Article 20. Decisions which require the application 
of the measures specified in Article 8 shall be binding 
upon all the Signatory States which have ratified this 
Treaty, with the sole exception that no State shall be 
required to use armed force without its consent. 

Article 21. The measures agreed upon by the Organ 
of Consultation shall be executed through the procedures 
and agencies now existing or those which may in the future 
be established. 

Article 22. This Treaty shall come into effect 
between the States which ratify it as soon as the ratifi
cations of two-thirds of the Signatory States have been 
deposited. 

Article 23. This Treaty is open for signature by 
the American States at the city of Rio de Janeiro, and 
shall be ratified by the Signatory States as soon as 
possible in accordance with their respective constitutional 
processes. The ratifications shall be deposited with the 
Pan American Union, which shall notify the Signatory 
Stcites of each deposit. Such notification shall be con
sidered as an exchange of ratifications. 

Article 24. The present Treaty shall be registered 
with the Secretariat of the United Nations through the 
Pan American Union, when two-thirds of the Signatory 
States have deposited their ratification. 

Article 25. This Treaty shall remain in force 
indefinitely, but may be denounced by any High Contracting 
Party by a notification in writing to the Pan American 
Union, which shall inform all the other High Contracting 
Parties of each notification of denunciation received. 
After the expiration of two years from the date of the 
receipt by the Pan American Union of a notification of 
denunciation by any High Contracting Party, the present 
Treaty shall cease to be in force with respect to such 
State, but shall remain in full force and effect with 
respect to all the other High Contracting Parties. 

Article 26. The principles and fundamental pro-
vis ionF'oT~thrs~'Tre a ty shall be incorporated in the 
Organic Pact of the Inter-American System.. 

In witness v/hereof, the undersigned Plenipotentiaries, 
having deposited their full powers found to be in due and 
proper form, sign this Treaty on behalf of their respective 
Governments, on the dates appearing opposite their signa
tures. 

Done in the City of Rio de Janeiro, in four texts 
in the English, French, Portuguese and Spanish languages, 
on the second of September, nineteen hundred forty-seven. 
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Reservation of Honduras: 
The Delegatio.n~'of Honduras, in signing the present 

Treaty and in connection with Article 9, section (b), does 
so with the reservation that the boundary between Honduras 
and Nicaragua is definitely demarcated by the Joint 
Boundary Commission of nineteen hundred and nineteen 
hundred and one, starting from a point in the Gulf of 
Fonseca, in the Pacific Ocean, to Portillo de Teotecacinte 
and, from this point to the Atlantic, by the line that 
His Majesty the King of Spain's arbitral award established 
on the twenty-third of December of nineteen hundred and 
six. 

Statements 

Argentina: 
The Argentine Delegation declares that within the 

waters adjacent to the South American Continent, along 
the coasts belonging to the Argentine Republic iri the 
Security Zone, it does not recognize the existence of 
colonies or possessions of European countries and it adds 
that it especiilly reserves and maintains intact the 
legitimate titles and rights of the Argentine Republic 
to the Falkland (Malvinas) Islands, the South Georgia 
Islands, the South Sandwich Islands, and the lands included 
in the Argentine Antarctic sector, over which the Republic 
exercises the corresponding sovereignty. 

Guatemala: 
Guatemala wishes to place on record that it does not 

recognize any right of legal sovereignty of Great Britain 
over the territory of Belice, called British Honduras, 
included in the Security Zone, and that once again, it 
expressly reserves its rights, which are derived from the 
Constitution of the Republic, historical documents, juri
dical arguments and principles of equity which have on 
appropriate occasions been laid before the universal con
science. 

Mexico: 
Only because the Delegation of Guatemala has seen 

fit to m.ake the preceding declaration, the Delegation of 
Mexico finds it necessary to reiterate that, in case there 
should occur a change in the status of Belice, there 
cannot fail to be taken into account the rights of Mexico 
to a part of the said territory, in accordance with his
torical and juridical precedents. 



171 

Chile: 
The Delegation of Chile declares that, within the 

waters adjacent to the South American Continent, in the 
extension of coast belonging to the Republic of Chile, 
comprised within the Security Zone, it does not recognize 
the existence of colonies or possessions of European 
countries and it adds that it specialIv reserves and main
tains intact the legitimate title and rights of the Repub
lic of Chile to the lands included in the Chilean Antarctic 
zone, over which the Republic exercises the corresponding 
sovereignty. 

United States of America; 
With reference to the reservations made by other 

Delegations concerning territories located within the 
region defined in the Treaty, their boundaries, and ques
tions of sovereignty over them, the Delegation of the 
United States ot /unerica wishes to record its position 
that the Treaty of Rio de Janeiro has no effect upon the 
sovereignty, national cr international status of any of 
the territories included in the region defined in Article 
4 of the Treaty. 

BOGOTA CONFERENCE OF AMERICAN STATES, 
MARCH 30 - MAY 2, 1948 

Charter of the Organization of American States* 

In the nam.e of their peoples, the States represented 
at the Ninth International Conference of American States, 

Convinced that the historic mission of America 
is to offer to man a land of liberty, and a favor
able environment for the development of his person
ality and the realization of his just aspirations; 

Conscious that that mission has already inspired 
numerous agreements, whose essential value lies in 
the desire of the American peoples to live together 
in peace, ar.d, through their mutual understanding 

* 

Signed at the Ninth International Conference of 
Aiaerican States, Bogota, Mar. 30 - May 2, 1948. This is 
the only one of several instruments drawn up at this 
conference v/hich on December 31, 194 9, had been referred 
to the U.S. Congress for action. See Ninth International 
Conference of American States Bogota, March 30 - May 2, 
1948, Department of State Publication 3263, released 
November 194 8. 
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and respect for the sovereigrrty of each one, to 
provide for the betterm.ent of all, in independence, 
in equality and under law; 

Confident that the true f:ignificance of American 
solidarity and good neighborliness can only mean the 
consolidation on this continent, within the frame
work of democratic institutions, of a system of 
individual liberty and social justice based on 
respect for the essential rights of man; 

Persuaded that their v/elfare and their contri
bution to the progress and the civilization of the 
world will increasingly require intensive continental 
cooperation; 

Resolved to persevere in the noble undertaking 
that humianity has conferred upon the United Nations, 
whose principles and purposes they solemnly reaffirm; 

Convinced that juridical organization is a neces
sary condition for security and peace founded on 
moral order and on justice; and 

In accordance with Resolution IX of the Inter-
American Conference on Problems of War and Peace, 
held at Mexico City, 

Have agreed upon the follov/ing 

CHARTER OF THE ORGANIZATION OF AlffiRICAN 
STATES 

Part One 

Chapter 1: Nature and Purposes 

Article 1 

The American States establish by this Charter the 
international organization that they have developed to 
achieve an order of peace and justice, to prom.ote their 
solidarity, to strengthen their collaboration, and to 
defend their sovereignty, thair territorial integrity and 
their independence. Within the United Nations, the 
Organization of American States is a regional agency. 

Article 2 

All Pjnerican States that ratify the present Charter 
are Memibers of the Organization. 
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Article 3 

Any new political entity that arises fron the union 
of several Mem.ber States and that, as such, rat:i flet* the 
present Charter, shall become a Member cf the Organization. 
The entry of the new political entity into the Organization 
shall result in the loss of membership of each one ot the 
States which constitute it. 

Article 4 

The Organization of Am.erican States, in order to put 
into practice the principles on which it is founded and to 
fulfill its regional obligations under the Charter of the 
United Nacions, proclaims the following essential purposes: 

a) To strengthen the peace and security of the 
continent; 

b) To prevent possible causes of difficulties and 
to ensure the pacific settlement of disputes chat 
may arise among the Member States; 

c) To provide for common action on the part of those 
States in the event of aggro.ssion; 

d) To seek the solution of political, juridical and 
economic problems that may arise among them; and 

e) To promote, by cooperative action, their econcmic, 
social and cultural development. 

Chapter II: Principles 

Article 5 

The American States reaffirm the following principles: 
a) International law is the standard of conduct of 

States in their reciprocal relations; 
b) International order consists essentially of 

respect for the personality, sovereignty and 
independence of States, and the faithful fulfill
ment of obligations derived from treaties and 
other sou.rces of international law; 

c) Good faith shall govern the relations between 
States; 

d) The solidarity of the Ajtierican States and the 
high aims which are sought through it require 
the political organization of those States on 
the basis of the effective exercise of represen
tative democracy; 

e) The America.n States condemn v/ar of aggression: 
victory does not give rights; 

f) An act of aggression against one Am.erican State 
is an act of aggression against all the other 
Ajcierican States; 
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g) Controversies of an international character 
arising between two or more American States shall 
be settled by peaceful procedures; 

h) Social justice and social security are bases of 
lasting peace; 

i) Economic cooperation is essential to the common 
welfare and prosperity of the peoples of the 
continent; 

j) The American States proclaim the fundamental 
rights of the individual without distinction as 
to race, nationality, creed or sex; 

k) The spiritual unity of the continent is based 
on respect for the cultural values of the /American 
countries and requires their close cooperation 
for the high purposes of civilization; 

1) The education of peoples should be directed 
toward justice, freedom and peace. 

Chapter III: Fundamicntal Rights and 
Duties of States 

Article 6 

States are juridically equal, enjoy equal rights and 
equal capacity to exercise these rights, and have equal 
duties. The rights of each State depend not upon its pcv/er 
to ensure the exercise thereof, but upon the mere fact of 
its existence as a person under international law. 

Article 7 

Every American State has the duty to respect the riglits 
enjoyed by every other State in accordance with international 
law. 

Article 8 

The fundamental rights of States may not be impaired 
in any manner whatsoever. 

Article 9 

The political existence of the State is independent 
of recognition by other States. Even before being recog
nized, the State has the right to defend its integrity and 
independence, to provide for its preservation and prosperity, 
and consequently to organize itself as it sees fit, to 
legislate concerning its interests, to administer its ser
vices, and to determine the jurisdiction and competence of 
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its courts. The exercise of these rights is limited only 
by the exercise of the rights of other States in accordance 
with international law. 

Article 10 

Recognition implies that the State granting it accepts 
the personality of the new State, with all the rights and 
duties that international law prescribes for the two States. 

A»rticle 11 

The right of each State to protect itself and to live 
its own life does not authorize it to comrait unjust acts 
against another State. 

Article 12 

The jurisdiction of States within the limits of their 
national territory is exercised equally over all the inhabi
tants, v/hether nationals or aliens. 

Article 13 

Each State has the right tc develop its cultural, 
political and economic life freely and naturally. In this 
free development, the State shall respect the rights of 
the individual and the principles of universal morality. 

Article 14 

Respect for and the faithful observance of treaties 
constitute standards for the development of peaceful rela
tions am.ong States. International treaties and agreements 
should be public. 

Article 15 

No State or group of States has the right to intervene, 
directly or indirectly, for any reason whatever, in the 
internal or external affairs of any other State. The fore
going principle prohibits not only armed force but also any 
other form of interference or attempted threat against the 
personality of the State or against its political, economic 
and cultural elements. 

Article 16 

No State may use or encourage the use of coercive 
measures of an economic or political character in order to 
force the sovereign will of another State and obtain from 
it advantages of any kind. 
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Article 17 

The territory of a State is inviolable; it may not 
be the object, even temporarily, of military occupation or 
of other measures of force taken by another State, directly 
or indirectly, on any grounds whatever. No territorial 
acquisitions or special advantages obtained either by force 
or by other means of coercion shall be recognized. 

Article 18 

The American States bind themselves in their inter
national relations not to have recourse to the use of force, 
except in the case cf self-defense in accordance with 
existing treaties or in fulfillment thereof. 

Article 19 

Measures adopted for the maintenance of peace and 
security in accordance v/ith existing treaties do not con
stitute a violation of the principles set forth in Articles 
15 and 17. 

Chapter IV: Pacific Settlement of Disputes 

Article 20 

All international disputes that may arise between 
American States shall be submitted to the peaceful pro
cedures set forth in this Charter, before being referred 
to the Securi.ty Council of the United Nations. 

Article 21 

The following are peaceful procedures: direct nego
tiation, good offices, mediation, investigation and con
ciliation, judicial settlement, arbitration, and those 
which the parties to the dispute m.ay especially agree upon 
at any timie. 

Article 22 

In the event that a dispute arises between two or 
m.ore American States v/hich, in the opinion of one of them, 
cannot be settled through the usual diplomatic channels, 
the Parties shall agree on some other peaceful procedure 
that v/ill enable them to reach a solution. 
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Article 23 

A special treaty will establish adequate procedures 
for the pacific settlement of disputes and will determine 
the appropriate means for their application, so that no 
dispute betv/een American States shall fail of definitive 
settlement within a reasonable period. 

Chapter V: Collective Security 

Article 24 

Every act of aggression by a State against the terri
torial integrity or the inviolability of the territory or 
against the sovereignty cr political independence of an 
American State shall be considered an act of aggression 
against the other American States. 

Article 25 

If the inviolability or the integrity of the territory 
or the sovereignty or political independence of any Ameri
can State should be affected by an armed attack or by an 
act of aggression that is not an armed attack, or by an 
extra-continental conflict, or by a conflict between two 
or more Amierican States, or by any other fact or situation 
that might endanger the peace of America, the American 
States, in furtherance of the principles of continental 
solidarity or collective self-defense, shall apply the 
measures and procedures established in the special treaties 
on the subject. 

Chapter VI: Economic Standards 

Article 26 

The Member States agree to cooperate with one another, 
as far as their resources may permit and their laws may 
provide, in the broadest spirit of good neighborliness, in 
order to strengthen thei.r economic structure, develop their 
agriculture and mining, promote their industry and increase 
their trade. 

Article 27 

If the economy of an /vmerican State is affected by 
serious conditions that cannot be satisfactorily remedied 
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by its ov/n unaided effort, such State may place its economic 
problems before the Inter-American Economic and Social 
Council to seek through consultation the most appropriate 
solution for such problems. 

Chapter VII: Social Standards 

Article 28 

The Member States agree to cooperate with one another 
to achieve just and decent living conditions for their 
entire populations. 

Article 29 

The Member States agree upon the desirability of 
developing their social legislation on the following bases: 

a) All human beings, without distinction as to race, 
nationality;. sex, creed or social condition, have 
the right to attain material well-being and spiri
tual growth under circumstances of liberty, dig
nity, equality of opportunity, and economic 
securitv; 

b) Work is a right and a social duty; it shall not 
be considered as an article of commerce; it 
demands respect for freedom of association and 
for the dignity of the v/orker; and it is to be 
performed under conditions that ensure life, 
health and a decent standard of living, both 
during the working years and during old age, or 
when any circumistance deprives the individual of 
the possibility of working. 

Chapter VIII: Cultural Standards 

Article 30 

The Member States agree to promote, in accordance 
with their constitutional provisions and their material 
resources, the exercise of the right to education, on the 
following bases: 

a) Elementary education shall be compulsory and, 
when provided by the State, shall be without 
cost; 

b) Higher education shall be available to all, 
without distinction as to race, nationality, 
sex, la.nguage, creed or social condition. 

i m 
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Article 31 

With due consideration for the national character of 
each State, the Member States undertake to facilitate free 
cultural interchange by every medium of expression. 

Part Two 

Chapter IX: The Organs 

Article 32 

The Organization of American States accomplishes its 
purposes by m.eans of: 

a) The Inter-American Conference; 
b) The Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of 

Foreign Affairs; 
c) The Council; 
d) The Pan American Union; 
e) The Specialized Conferences; and 
f) The Specialized Organizations. 

Chapter X: The Inter-American Conference 

Article 33 

The Inter-American Conference is the supreme organ 
of the Organization of American States. It decides the 
general action and policy of the Organization and deter
mines the structure and functions of its Organs, and has 
the authority to consider any matter relating to friendly 
relations among the American States. These functions 
shall be carried out in accordance with the provisions of 
this Charter and of other inter-American treaties. 

Article 34 

All Member States have the right to be represented 
at the Inter-American Conference. Each State has the 
right to one vote. 

Article 35 

The Conference shall convene every five years at the 
time fixed by the Council of the Organization, after con
sultation with the government of the country where the 
Conference is to be held. 

iMf'-' 
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Article 36 

In special circumstances and with the approval of 
tv/o-thirds of the .American Governments, a special Inter-
American Conference m̂ ay be held, or the date of the next 
regular Conference may be changed. 

Article 37 

Each Inter-American Conference shall designate the 
place of meeting of the next Conference. If for any 
unforeseen reason the Conference cannot be held at the 
place designated, the Council of the Organization shall 
designate a new place. 

Article 38 

The program and regulations of the Inter-Ajnerican 
Conference shall be prepared by the Council of the Organi
zation and submitted to the Member States for consideration. 

Chapter XI: The Meeting of Consultation of 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs 

Article 39 

The Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs shall be held in order to consider problems of an 
urgent nature and of common interest to the American 
States, and to serve as the Organ of Consultation. 

Article 40 

Any Member State may request that a Meeting of Con
sultation be called. The request shall be addressed to 
the Council of the Organization, which shall decide by an 
absolute majority whether a meeting should be held. 

Article 41 

The program and regulations of the Meeting of Con
sultation shall be prepared by the Council of the Organi
zation and submitted to the MemlDcr States for consideration 

Article 42 

If, for exceptional reasons, a Minister of Foreign 
Affairs is unable to attend the meeting, he shall be 
represented by a special delegate. 
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Article 43 

In case of an armed attack v/ithin the territory of 
an Araerican State or within the region of security delimited 
by treaties in force, a Meeting of Consultation shall be 
held v/ithout delay. Such Meeting shall be called immedi
ately by the Chairman of the Council of the Organization, 
who shall at the same time call a meeting of the Council 
itself. 

Article 44 

An Advisory Defense Committee shall be established 
to advise the Organ of Consultation on problems of military 
cooperation that may arise in connection with the applica
tion of existing special treaties on collective security. 

Article 45 

The Advisory Defense Committee shall be composed of 
the highest military authorities of the American States 
participating in the Meeting of Consultation. Under 
exceptional circumstances the Governments may appoint 
substitutes. Eacn State shall be entitled to one vote. 

Article 46 

The Advisorv Defense Committee shall be convoked 
under the same conditions as the Organ of Consultation, 
when the latter deals with matters relating to defense 
against aggression. 

Article 47 

The Committee shall also meet when the Conference 
or the Meeting of Consultation or the Governments, by a 
two-thirds majority of the Member States, assign to it 
technical studies or reports on specific subjects. 

Chapter XII: The Council 

Article 48 

The Council of the Organization of American States 
is composed of one Representative of each Member State of 
the Organization, especially appointed by the respective 
Government, with the rank of Ambassador. The appointment 
may be given tc the diplomatic representative accredited 
to the Government of the country in v/hich the Council has 
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its seat. During the absence of the titular Representative, 
the Government may appoint an interim. Representative. 

Article 49 

The Council shall elect a Chairman and a Vice Chairman, 
who shall serve for one year and shall not be eligible for 
election to either of those positions for the te.rm immedi
ately following. 

Article 50 

The Council takes cognizance, v/ithin the limits of 
the present Charter and of inter-American treaties and 
agreements, of any matter referred to it by the Inter-Ameri
can Conference or the Meeting of Consultation of Ministers 
of Foreign Affairs. 

Article 51 

The Council shall be responsible for the proper 
discharge by the Pan /mi.erican Union of the duties assigned 
to it. 

Article 52 

The Council shall serve provisionally as the Organ 
of Consultation v/her the circumstances contemplated in 
Article 4 3 of this Charter arise. 

Article 53 

It is also the duty of the Council: 
a) To draft and submit to the Governments and to the 

Inter-American Conference proposals for the 
creation of new Specialized Organizations or for 
the combination, adaptation or elimination of 
existing ones, including matters relating to the 
financing and support thereof; 

b) To draft recommendations to the Governments, 
the Inter-American Conference, the Specialized 
Conferences or the Specialized Organizations, 
for the coordination of the activities and pro-
gramiS of such organizations, after consultation 
with them; 

c) To conclude agreements with the Inter-American 
Specialized Organizations to determine the rela
tions that shall exist between the respective 
agency and. the Organization; 
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d) To conclude agreements or special arrangements 
for cooperation with other TVmerican organizations 
of recognized international standing; 

e) To promote and facilitate collaboration between 
the Organization of American States and the 
United Nations, as well as between Inter-
American Specialized Organizations and sim.ilar 
international agencies; 

f) To adopt resolutions that will enable the 
Secretary General to perform the duties 
envisaged in Article 84; 

g) To perform the other duties assigned to it by 
the present Charter. 

Article 54 

The Council shall establish the bases for fixing the 
quota that each Government is to contribute to the main
tenance of the Pan American Union, taking into account 
the ability to pay of the respective countries and their 
determination to contribute in an equitable manner. The 
budget, after approval by the Council, shall be trans
mitted to the Governments at least six months before the 
first day of the fiscal year, with a statement of the annual 
quota of each country. Decisions on budgetary matters 
require the approval of tv/o-thirds of the members of the 
Council. 

Article 55 

The Council shall formulate its own regulations. 

Article 56 

The Council shall function at the seat of the Pan 
American Union. 

Article 57 

The following are organs of the Council of the 
Organization of American States: 

a) The Inter-American Economic and Social Council; 
b) The Inter-American Council of Jurists; and 
c) The Inter-American Cultural Council. 

Article 58 

The organs referred to in the preceding article shall 
have technical autonomy v/ithin the limits of this Charter; 
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but their decisions shall not encroach upon the sphere of 
action of the Council of the Organization. 

Article 59 

The organs of the Council of the Organization are 
composed of representatives of all the Member States of 
the Organization. 

Article 60 

The organs of the Council of the Organization shall, 
as far as possible, render to the Governments such techni
cal services as the latter may request; and they shall 
advise the Council of the Organization on matters within 
their jurisdiction. 

Article 61 

The organs of the Council of the Organization shall, 
in agreement with the Council, establish cooperative rela
tions with the corresponding organs of the United Nations 
and with the national or international agencies that 
function within their respective spheres of action. 

Article 62 

The Council of the Organization, with the advice of 
the appropriate bodies and after consultation with the 
Governments, shall formulate the statutes of its organs 
in accordance with and in the execution of the provisions 
of this Charter. The organs shall formulate their own 
regulations. 

A) The Inter-American Economic and Social Council 

Article 63 

The Inter-American Economic and Social Council has 
for its principal purpose the promotion of the economic 
and social welfare of the American nations through effec
tive cooperation for the better utilization of their 
natural resources, the development of their agriculture 
and industry and the raising of tne standards of living 
of their peoples. 

Article 64 

To accomplish this purpose the Council shall: 
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a) Propose the means by which the Aiaerican nations 
m.ay give each other technical assistance in making 
studies and formulating and executing plans to 
carry out the purposes referred to in Article 26 
and to develop and improve their social services; 

b) Act as coordinating agency for all official 
inter-American activities of an economic and 
social nature; 

c) Undertake studies on its own initiative o.r at 
the request of any Member State; 

d) Assemble and prepare reports on economic and 
social matters for the use of the Mem.ber States; 

e) Suggest to the Council of the Organization the 
advisability of holding specialized conferences 
on economic and social matters; 

f) Carry on such other activities as may be assigned 
to it by the Inter-American Conference, the 
Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs, or the Council cf the Organization. 

Article 65 

The Inter-American Economic and Social Council, 
composed of technical delegates appointed by each Member-
State, shall meet on its own initiative or on that of the 
Council of the Organization. 

Article 66 

The Inter-American Econom.ic and Social Council shall 
function at the seat of the Pan American Union, but it may 
hold meetings in any American city by a majority decision 
of the Member States. 

^̂  The Inter-American Council of Jurists 

Article 6 7 

The purpose of the Inter-American Council of Jurists 
is to serve as an advisory body on juridical m.atters; to 
promote the development and codification of public and 
private international law; and to study the possibility of 
attaining uniformity in the legislation of the various 
American countries, insofar as it may appear desirable. 

Article 68 

The Inter-T-Jnerican Juridical Comm.ittee of Rio de 
Janeiro shall be the perm.anent coirtmittee of the Inter-
American Council of Jurists. 
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Article 69 

The Juridical Committee shall be composed of jurists 
of the nine countries selected by the Inter-American Con
ference. The selection of the jurists shall be made by 
the Inter-American Council of Jurists from a panel sub
mitted by each country chosen by the Conference. The 
Members of the Juridical Committee represent all Member 
States of the Organization. The Council of the Organiza
tion is empowered to fill any vacancies that occur during 
the intervals betv/een Inter-American Conferences and 
between meetings of the Inter-American Council of Jurists. 

Article 70 

The Juridical Committee shall undertake such studies 
and preparatory work as are assigned to it by the Inter-
American Council of Jurists, the Inter-American Conference, 
the Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, 
or the Council of the Organization. It m.ay also undertake 
those studies and projects which, on its own initiative, 
it considers advisable. 

Article 71 

The Inter-American Council of Jurists and the Juri
dical Committee should seek the cooperation of national 
coramittees for the codification of international law, 
of institutes of international and comparative law, and 
of other specialized agencies. 

Article 72 

The Inter-American Council of Jurists shall meet 
when convened by the Council of the Organization, at the 
place determined by the Council of Jurists at its pre
vious meeting. 

C) The Inte.r-American Cultural Council 

Article 73 

The purpose of the Inter-American Cultural Council 
is to promote friendly relations and mutual understanding 
among the American peoples, in order to strengthen the 
peaceful sentiments that have characterized the evolution 
of America, through the promotion of educational, scien
tific and cultural exchange. 
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Article 74 

To this end the principal functions of the Council 
shall be: 

a) To sponsor inter-American cultural activities; 
b) To collect and supply information on cultural 

activities carried on in and among the American 
States by private and official agencies both 
national and international in character; 

c) To promote the adoption of basic educational 
programs adapted to the needs of all population 
groups in the American countries; 

d) To promote, in addition, the adoption of special 
programs of training, education and culture for 
the indigenous groups of the American countries; 

e) To cooperate in the protection, preservation and 
increase of the cultural heritage of the 
continent; 

f) To p.romote cooperation among the American nations 
in the fields of education, science and culture, 
by means of the exchange of materials for 
research and study,, as well as the exchange of 
teachers, students, specialists and, in general, 
such other persons and materials as are useful 
for the realization of these ends; 

g) To encourage the education of the peoples for 
hannonious international relations; 

h) To carry on such other activities as may be 
assigned to it by the Inter-Aiaerican Conference, 
the Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of 
Foreign Affairs, or the Council of the Organi
zation. 

Article 75 

The Inter-American Cultural Council shall determine 
the place of its next meeting and shall be convened by 
the Council of the Organization on the date chosen by the 
latter in agreement with the Government of the country 
selected as the seat of the meeti.ng. 

Article 76 

There shall be a Committee for Cultural Action of 
which five States, chosen at each Inter-American Conference, 
shall be members. The individuals composing the Committee 
for Cultural Action shall be selected by the Inter-American 
Cultural Council from a panel submitted by each country 
chosen by the Conference, and they shall be specialists 
in education or cultural matters. When the Inter-American 
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Cultural Council and the Inter-American Conference are not 
in session, the Council of the Organization may fill 
vacancies that arise and replace those countries that find 
it necessary to discontinue their cooperation. 

Article 77 

The Comjnittee for Cultural Action shall function as 
the permanent committee of the Inter-Z^merican Cultural 
Council, for the purpose of preparing any studies that the 
latter may assign to it. With respect to these studies 
the Council shall have the final decision. 

Chapter XIII., The Pan American Union 

Article 78 

The Pan American Union is the central and permanent 
organ of the Organization of American States and the 
General Secretariat of the Organization. It shall perform 
the duties assigned to it in this Charter and such other 
duties as may be assigned to it in other inter-American 
treaties and agreements. 

Article 79 

There shall be a Secretary General of the Organiza
tion, who shall be elected by the Council for a ten-year 
term and who may not be reelected or be succeeded by a 
person of the same nationality. In the event of a vacancy 
in the office of Secretary General, the Council shall, 
v/ithin the next ninety days, elect a successor to fill the 
office for the remainder of the term, who may be reelectec 
if the vacancy occurs during the second half of the term. 

Article 80 

The Secretary General shall direct the Pan American 
Union and be the legal representative thereof. 

Article 81 

The Secretary General shall participate v/ith voice, 
but without vote, in the deliberations of the Inter-
American Conference, the Meeting of Consultation of Minis
ters of Foreign Affairs, the Specialized Conferences, and 
the Council and its organs. 
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Article 82 

The Pan American Union, through its technical and 
information offices, shall, under the direction of the 
Council, promote economic, social, juridical and cultural 
relations among all the Member States of the Organization. 

Article 83 

The Pan American Union shall also perform the 
following functions: 

a) Transmit ex officio to Member States the convo
cation to the Inter-American Conference, the 
Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs, and the Specialized Conferences; 

b) Advise the Council and its organs in the prepara
tion of programs and regulations of the Inter-
American Conference, the Meeting of Consultation 
of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, and the Spec
ialized Conferences; 

c) Place, to the extent of its ability, at the 
disposal of the Governmient of the country where 
a conference is to be held, the technical aid 
and personnel which such Gover.nmient may request; 

d) Serve as custodian of the documents and archives 
of the Inter-American Conference, of the meeting 
of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, 
and, insofar as possible, of the Specialized 
Conferences; 

e) Serve as depository of the instruments of rati
fication of inter-American agreements; 

f) Perform the functions entrusted to it by the 
Inter-American Conference, and the Meeting of 
Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs; 

g) Submit to the Council an annual report on the 
activities of the Organization; 

h) Submit to the Inter-American Conference a report 
on the work accomplished by the Organs of the 
Organization since the previous Conference. 

Article 84 

It is the duty of the Secretary General: 
a) To establish, with the approval of the Council, 

such technical and administrative offices of the 
Pan Amierican Union as are necessary to accomplish 
its purposes; 

b) To determine the number of department heads, 
officers and employees of the Pan American Union; 
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to appoint them, regulate their pov/ers and duties, and fix 
their compensation, in accordance with general standards 
established by the Council. 

Article 85 

There shall be an Assistant Secretary General, 
elected by the Council for a term of ten years and eligible 
for reelection. In the event of a vacancy in the office of 
Assistant Secretary General, the Council shall, within the 
next ninety days, elect a successor to fill such office 
for the remainder of the term. 

Article 86 

The Assistant Secretary General shall be the Secre
tary of the Council. He shall perform the duties of the 
Secretary General during the temporary absence or dis
ability of the latter, or during the ninety-day vacancy 
referred to in Article 79. He shall also serve as 
advisory officer to the Secretary General, with the power 
to act as his delegate in all matters that the Secretary 
General may entrust to him. 

Article 87 

The Council, by a two-thirds vote of its members, may 
remove the Secretary General or the Assistant Secretary 
General whenever the proper functioning of the Organization 
so demands. 

Article 88 

The heads of the respective departments of the Pan 
American Union, appointed by the Secretary General, shall 
be the Executive Secretaries of the Inter-Am.erican Economic 
and Social Council, the Council of Jurists and the Cultural 
Council. 

Article 89 

In the performance of their duties the personnel shall 
not seek or receive instructions from any government or 
from any other authority outside the Pan American Union. 
They shall refrain from any action that might reflect upon 
their position as international officials responsible only 
to the Union. 
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Article 90 

Every Member of the Organization of American States 
pledges itself to respect the exclusively international 
character of the responsibilities of the Secretary General 
and the personnel, and not to seek to influence them in 
the discharge of their duties. 

Article 91 

In selecting its personnel the Pan American Union 
shall give first consideration to efficiency, competence 
and integrity; but at the same time importance shall be 
given to the necessity of recruiting personnel on as broad 
a geographical basis as possible. 

Article 92 

The seat of the Pan Am.erican Union is the city of 
Washington. 

Chapter XIV: The Specialized Conferences 

Article 9 3 

The Specialized Conferences shall meet to deal with 
special technical matters or to develop specific as'iGct?-
of inter-American cooperation, when it is so decided by 
the Inter-American Conference or the Meeting of Consultation 
of Ministers of Foreign Affairs; v/hen inter-Am.erican 
agreements so provide; or v̂ hen the Council of the Organi
zation considers it necessary, either on its own initiative 
or at the request of one of its organs or of one of the 
Specialized Organizations. 

Article 94 

The program and regulations of the Specialized 
Conferences shall be prepared by the organs of the Council 
of the Organization or by the Specialized Organizations 
conce.rned; they shall be submitted to the Member Govern
ments for consideration and transmitted to the Council for 
its information. 
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Chapter XV: The Specialized Organizations 

Article 95 

For the purposes of the present Charter, Inter-
American Specialized Organizations are the intergovern
mental organizations established by multilateral agree
ments and having specific functions with respect to tech
nical matters of common interest to the .American States. 

Article 96 

The Council shall, for the purposes stated in Article 
53, maintain a register of the Organizations that fulfill 
the conditions set forth in the foregoing Article. 

Article 97 

The Specialized Organizations shall enjoy the fullest 
technical autonomy and shall take into account the recom
mendations of the Council, in conformity with the pro
visions of the present Charter. 

Article 9 8 

The Specialized Organizations shall submit to the 
Council periodic reports on the progress of their work and 
on their annual budgets and expenses. 

Article 99 

Agreements between the Council and the Specialized 
Organizations contemplated in paragraph c) of Article 53 
may provide that such Organizations transmit their budgets 
to the Council for approval. Arrangement.?, may also be 
made for the Pan American Union to receive the quotas of 
the contributing countries and distribute them in accordance 
with the said agreements. 

Article 100 

The Specialized Organizations shall establish cooper
ative relations with world agencies of the sam.e character 
in order to coordinate their activities. In concluding 
agreements with international agencies of a world-wide 
character, the Inter-American Specialized Organizations 
shall preserve their identity and their status as integral 
parts of the Organization of American States, even when 
they perform regional functions of international agencies. 
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Article 101 

In determining the geographic location of the Spec
ialized Organizations the interests of all the American 
States shall be taken into account. 

Part Three 

Chapter XVI: The United Nations 

Article 102 

None of the provisions of this Charter shall be con
strued as imipairing the rights and obligations of the 
Member States under the Charter of the United Nations. 

Chapter XVII: Miscellaneous Provisions 

Article 103 

The Organization of Am.erican States shall enjoy in 
the territory of each Member such legal capacity, privileges 
and immunities as are necessary for the exercise of its 
functions and the accomplishment of its purposes. 

Article 104 

The Representatives of the Governments on the Council 
of the Organization, the representatives on the organs of 
the Council, the personnel of their delegations, as well 
as the Secretary General and the Assistant Secretary General 
of the Organization, shall enjoy the privileges and immuni
ties necessary for the independent performance of their 
duties. 

Article 105 

The juridical status of the Inter-American Specialized 
Organizations and the privileges and immunities that should 
be granted to them and to their personnel, as well as to 
the "'officials of the Pan American, Union shall be deter
mined in each case through agreements betv/een the respec
tive oraanizations and the Governments concerned. 
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Article 106 

Correspondence of the Organization of American States, 
including printed matter and parcels, bearing the frank 
thereof, shall be carried free of charge in the mails of 
the Meiiiber States. 

Article 107 

The Organization of American States does not recog
nize any restriction on the eligibility of men and women 
to participate in the activities of the various Organs 
and to hold positions therein. 

Chapter XVIII: Ratification and Entry Into Force 

Article 108 

The present Charter shall remain open for signature 
by the American States and shall be ratified in accordance 
with their respective constitutional procedures. The 
original instrument, the Spanis.h, English, Portuguese and 
French texts of which are equally authentic, shall be 
deposited with the Pan American Union, which shall trans
mit certified copies thereof to the Governments for pur
poses of ratification. The instruments of ratification 
shall be deposited with the Pan American Union, whi.ch shall 
notify the signatory States of such deposit. 

Article 109 

The present Charter shall enter into force among the 
ratifying States when two-thirds of the signatory States 
have deposited their ratifications. It shall enter into 
force with respect to the remaining States in the order in 
v/hich they deposit their ratifications. 

Article 110 

The present Charter shall be registered with the 
Secretariat of the United Nations through the Pan American 
Union. 

Article 111 

Amendments to the present Charter may be adopted only 
at an Inter-American Conference convened for that purpose. 
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Amendments shall enter into force in accordance with the 
terms and procedure set forth in Article 109. 

Article 112 

The present Charter shall remain in force indefinitely, 
but may be denounced by any Member State upon written 
notification to the Pan American Union, which shall comr.mni-
cate to all the others each notice of denunciation received. 
After two years fromi the date on which the Pan Amierica!̂ : 
Union receives a notice of denunciation, the present Char
ter shall cease to be in force with respect to the denounc
ing State, v/hich shall cease to belong to the Organization 
after it has fulfilled the obligations arising from the 
present Charter. 

In witness whereof the undersigned Plenipotentiaries, 
whose full powers have been presented and found to be in 
good and due form, sign the present Charter at the city of 
Bogota, Colombia, on the dates that appear opposite their 
respective signatures. 



APPENDIX B 

WARSAW TREATY 



DOCUMENT 1 

THE V7ARSAW TREATY 

Complete Text 

New Times 21 (May 21, 1955), Moscow 

Treaty 

of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance Between 
the People's Republic of Albania, the People's Republic of 
Bulgaria, the Hungarian People's Republic, the German 
Democratic Republic, the Polish People's Republic, the 
Rumanian People's Republic, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and the Czechoslovak Republic 

The Contracting Parties, reaffirming their desire 
for the establishment of a system of European collective 
security based on the participation of all European states 
irrespective of their social and political systems, which 
would make it possible to unite their efforts in safe--
guarding the peace of Europe; mindful, at the same tim.e, 
of the situation created in Europe by the ratification of 
the Paris agreements, which envisage the formation of a 
new military alignment in the shape of "Western European 
Union," with the participation of a remilitarized VJestern 
Germany and the integration of the latter in the North-
Atlantic bloc, which increases the danger of another war 
and constitutes a threat to the national security of the 
peaceable states; being persuaded that in these circum
stances the peaceable European states must take the neces
sary measures to safeguard their security and in the 
interests of preserving peace in Europe; guided by the 
objects and principles of the Charter of the United Nations 
Organization; being desirous of further promoting and 
developing friendship, cooperation a.nd mutual assistance 
in accordance with the principles of respect for the inde
pendence and sovereignty of states and of noninterference 
in their internal affairs, have decided to conclude the 
present Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual 
Assistance and have for that purpose appointed as their 
plenipotentiaries: the Presidium of the People's Assembly 
of the People's Republic of Albania: Mehmet Shehu, 
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Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the People's 
Republic of Albania; the Presidium of the People's Assem
bly of the People's Republic of Bulgaria: Vulko Cherven-
kov, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the People's 
Republic of Bulgaria; the Presidium of the Hungarian 
People's Republic: Andras Hegedus, Chairman of the Council 
of Ministers of the Hungarian People's Republic; the Presi
dent of the German Democratic Republic: Otto Grotewohl, 
Prime Minister of the German Democratic Republic; the State 
Council of the Polish People's Republic: Jozef Cyrankiewicz, 
Chairm.an of the Council of Ministers of the Polish People's 
Republic; the Presidium of the Grand National Assembly of 
the Rumanian People's Republic: Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej, 
Chairm.an of the Council of Ministers of the Rumanian 
People's Republic; the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics: Nikolai Alexandro-
vich Bulganin, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
U.S.S.R.; the President of the Czechoslovak Republic: 
Viliam Siroky, Prim.e Minister of the Czechoslovak Republic, 
who, having presented their full powers, found in good and 
due form, have agreed as follows: 

Article 1 

The Contracting Parties undertake, in accordance 
with the Charter of the United Nations Organization, to 
refrain in their international relations from the threat 
or use of force, and to settle their international dis
putes peacefully and in such manner as will not jeopardize 
international peace and security. 

Article 2 

The Contracting Parties declare their readiness to 
participate in a spirit of sincere cooperation in all 
international actions designed to safeguard international 
peace and security, and will fully devote their energies 
to the attainm.ent of this end. 

The Contracting Parties will furthermore strive for 
the adoption, in agreement with other states which may 
desire to cooperate in this, of effective measures for 
universal reduction of armaments and prohibition of 
atomic, hydrogen and other weapons of m̂ ass destruction. 

Article 3 

The Contracting Parties shall consult with one 
another on all important international issues affecting 
their common interests, guided by the desire to strengthen 
international peace and security. 
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They shall immediately consult with one another when
ever, in the opinion of any one of them., a threat of armed 
attack on one or more of the Parties to the Treaty has 
arisen, in order to ensure joint defence and the mainten
ance of peace and security. 

Article 4 

In the event of armed attack in Europe on one or 
FiOre of the Parties to the Treaty by any state or group of 
states, each of the Parties to the Treaty, in the exercise 
of its right to individual or collective self-defence in 
accordance, with Article 51 of the Charter of the United 
Nations Organization, shall immediately, either individu
ally or in agreement witli other Parties to the Treaty, 
come tc the assiFtince of the state or states attacked with 
all .such means as it deems necessary, including armed 
force. The Parties to the Treaty shall immediately consult 
concr:.rning the necessary measures to be taken by them 
jointly in order to restore and maintain international 
peace and security. 

Measures taken on the basis of this Article shall 
be reported to the Security Council in conformity v/ith the 
provisions of the Charter of the United Nations Organiza
tion , These m.easures shall be discontinued immediately 
the Security Council adopts the necessary measures to 
restore and maintain international peace and security. 

A.rticle 5 

The Contracting Parties have agreed to establish a 
Joint Command of the armed forces that by agreement among 
the Parties shall be assigned to the Command, which shall 
function on the basis of jointly established principles. 
They shall likewise adopt other agreed measures necessary 
to strengthen their defensive power, in order to protect 
the peaceful labours of their peoples, guarantee the 
inviolability of their frontiers and territories, and 
provide defence against possible aggression. 

Article 6 

For the purpose of the consultations among the 
Parties envisaged in the present Treaty, and also for 
the purpose of examining questions which may arise in the 
operation of the Treaty, a Political Consultative Conm[\ittee 
shall be set up, in v/hich each of the Parties to the Treaty 
shall be represented by a member of its Government or by 
another specifically appointed representative. 
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The Coimnittee may set up such auxiliary bodies as 
may prove necessary. 

Article 7 

The Contracting Parties undertake not to participate 
in any coalitions or alliances and not to conclude any 
agreements whose objects conflict with the objects of the 
present Treaty. 

The Contracting Parties declare that their commit
ments under existing international treaties do not conflict 
with the provisions of the present Treaty. 

Article 8 

The Contracting Parties declare that they will act 
in a spirit of friendship and cooperation with a view to 
further developing and fostering economic and cultural 
intercourse with one another, each adhe.ring to the prin
ciple of respect for the independence and sovereignty of 
the others and non-interference in their internal affairs. 

Article 9 

The present Treaty is open to the accession of other 
states irrespective of their social and political systems, 
which express their readiness by participation in the 
present Treaty to assist in uniting the efforts of the 
peaceable states in safeguarding the peace and security 
of the peoples. Such accession shall enter into force 
with the agreement of the Parties to the Treaty after the 
declaration of accession has been deposited with the Govern
ment of the Polish People's Republic. 

Article 10 

The present Treaty is subject to ratification, and 
the instrum.ents of ratification shall be deposited with 
the Government cf the Polish People's Republic. 

The Treaty shall enter into force on the day the 
last instrument of ratification has been deposited. The 
Government cf the Polish People's Republic shall notify the 
other Parties to the Treaty as each instrument cf ratifi
cation is deposited. 

Article 11 

The present Treaty shall remain in force for twenty 
years. For such Contracting Parties as do not at least 
one year before the expiration of this period present to 



201 

the Government of the Polish People's Republic a statement 
of denunciation of the Treaty, it shall remain in force for 
the next ten years. 

Should a system of collective security be established 
in Europe, and a General European Treaty of Collective 
Security concluded for this purpose, for which the Con
tracting Parties will unswervingly strive, the present 
Treaty shall cease to be operative from the day the General 
European Treaty enters into force. 

Done in Warsaw on May 14, 1955, in one copy each in 
the Russian, Polish, Czech and German languages, all texts 
being equally authentic. Certified copies of the present 
Treaty shall be sent by the Government of the Polish 
People's Republic to all the Parties to the Treaty. 

In witness whereof the plenipontentiaries have signed 
the present Treaty and affixed their seals. 

For the Presidium of the People's Assembly of the People's 
Republic of Albania 

Mehmet Shehu 

For the Presidium of the People's Assembly of the People's 
Republic of Bulgaria 

Vulko Chervenkov 

For the Presidium of the Hungarian People's Republic 

Andras Hegedus 

For the President of the German Democratic Republic 

Otto Grotewohl 

For the State Council of the Polish People's Republic 

Jozef Cyrankiewicz 

For the Presidium of the Grand National Assembly of the 
Rumanian People's Republic 

Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej 

For the Presidium, of the Supreme Soviet of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics 

Nikolai Alexandrovich Bulganin 
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For the President of the Czechoslovak Republic 

Viliam Siroky 

Establishment of a Joint Command 

of the Armed Forces of the Signatories to the Treaty of 
Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance 

In pursuance of the Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation, 
and Mutual Assistance between the People's Republic of 
Albania, the People's Republic of Bulgaria, the Hungarian 
People's Republic, the Ge.rman Democratic Republic, the 
Polish People's Republic, the Rumanian People's Republic, 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Czecho
slovak Republic, the signatory states have decided to 
establish a Joint Command of their armed forces. 

The decision provides that general questions relating 
to the strengthening of the defensive power and the organi
zation of the Joint Armed Forces of the signatory states 
shall be subject to examination by the Political Consul
tative Committee, which shall adopt the necessary decisions. 

Marshall of the Soviet Union I. S. Konev has been 
appointed Commander-in-Chief of the Joint Arm.ed Forces to 
be assigned by the signatory states. 

The Ministers of Defence or other military leaders 
of the signatory states a.re to serve as Deputy Commanders-
in-Chief of the Joint Armed Forces, and shall command the 
armed forces assigned by their respective states to the 
Joint Armed Forces. 

The question of the participation of the German 
Democratic Republic in mieasures concerning the armed 
forces of the Joint Commiand v/ill be examined at a later 
date. 

A Staff of the Joint Armed Forces of the signatory 
states will be set up under the Commander-in-Chief of the 
Joint Armed Forces, and wi.ll include permanent representa
tives of the General Staffs of the signatory states. 

The Staff will have its headquarters in Moscow. 
The disposition of the Joint Armied Forces in the 

territories of the signatory states will be effected, by 
agreement among the states., in accordance v/ith the 
requirements of their mutual defence. 

i itMIrs 
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APPENDIX C 

MACRO-HISTORY OF U . S . FOREIGN POLICY IN THE 

REGIONAL ENVIRONMENT 

i riiii.i.. • 



Alm.ost since its inception as a nation, the United 

States has maintained an interest in the affairs of the 

Western Hemispheric regional environment. Initially, the 

interests of the United States in the regional environment 

related to the promotion and protection of trade routes. 

This concern v/as rapidly converted into a self-.imposed 

leadership role in the regional environment. To maintain 

particular policies in the regional environmtent, corre

sponding to the U.S. national interest, the United States 

promulagated and enforced the Monroe Doctrine and a variety 

of corollaries to that doctrine. The U.S. also attem.pted 

to establish an inter-Ajmerican awareness and on occasion 

engaged in intervention or occupation in polities of the 

regional environmtent. This brief essay is intended as 

an explanation of the trends in the U.S. foreign policy

making process that may have affected more contemporary 

U.S. behavior in the Western Hemispheric regional environ

ment. 

Trade Routes 

Restric:ted trade v/as perceived as a very real threat 

by western frontiersmen as a result of the Spanish control 

of Louisiana, West Florida, and New Orleans. The transfer 

of Nev7 Orleans and 3.ouisiana to France and the subsequent 
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sale to the United States in 1803 only partially assuaged 

these fears. Spanish-occupied West Florida remained a 

threat to trade on the rivers of Mississippi, Alabama, and 

Georgia that passed through West Florida to the Gulf of 

Mexico. Following the Louisiana Purchase, pressure was 

continually exerted on Spain for additional territory in 

West Florida. In fact, in 1809, President Thomas Jefferson 

was quoted as saying, "We must have the Floridas and Cuba." 

A year later a revolt, in which the United States was impli

cated, resulted in the declaration of the Republic of West 

Florida, which was annexed to the United States v/ithin a 

month. 

Spain was limited in its ability to respond to the 

U.S. annexation of the western section of Florida, because 

of the outbreak of revolutions in South America, which 

began in 1809 and continued for years. During the second 

v/ar with Britain, 1812 and 1813, the United States occupied 

the remainder of West Florida, based on Spain's alliance 

with Britain at the time. In 1817 Andrew Jackson v/as 

authorized to make a punitive intervention into East 

Florida to suppress pirate and Seminole Indian activity. 

During the campaign. General Jackson exceeded his instruc

tions by capturing the Spanish Royal Governor and several 

Thomas A. Bailey, A Diplomatic History of the 
American People (New York: Appleton, Century, Crofts, 
l9"69")T"p". 165, 
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military posts, which he was reluctant to return. Massive 

popular support for Jackson's actions in Florida prompted 

President James Monroe to defend Jackson to Spain. This 

sequence of events led Secretary of State John Quincy 

Adams to issue a statement that was to become a corollary 

to later foreign policies: a government should control 

or cede. Spain, being unwilling or unable to engage in 

a war with the United States, subsequently ceded Florida, 
2 

which was formally transferred on February 19, 1821. 

United States concern for the protection and pro

motion of trade routes gradually shifted to a general 

geo-strategic concern for the region of the Gulf of 

Mexico and the Caribbean Sea.'' In 1822 the United States 

recognized the Latin American republics involved izi a 

revolt against Spain, having already recognized Haiti in 

1804 as the second independent republic in the Western 

Hemisphere. ^ 

Monroe Doctrine 

A significant statement of U.S. foreign policy 

regarding the regional environment v/as promulgated in 1823. 

^Ibid., pp. 100-115, 163-176. 

While the United States was presumably operating 
under George Washington's dictum to be uninvolved in 
European disputes, the U.S. actually benefitted from those 
disputes and may have been more involved in them than a 
casual reading of history would indicate. Becausi- of the 
European disputes, the United States, although a republic 
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President James Monroe, in an annual message to Congress 

announced what came to be referred to as the Monroe 

Doctrine. In part. President Monroe said: 

The American continents . , . are henceforth 
not to be considered as subjects for future coloni
zation by any European powers. . . , The political 
system [monarchy] of the allied powers is essentially 
different . . . from that of America. . . . We owe 
it . . . to candor . . . to declare that v/e should 
consider any attempt on their part to extend their 
system to any portion of this hemisphere as dan
gerous to our peace and safety, . . . We could not 
vievz any interposition for the purpose of oppressing 
them, or controlling in any other manner their 
destiny, by any European pov/er in any other light 
than as the manifestation of an unfriendly dis
position toward the United States.'̂  

Essentially, the Monroe Doctrine outlined: (1) that 

the Western Hemisphere was no longer subject to future 

colonization; (2) that a no-transfer of colonies v/as implied; 

and (3) that any attempt to extend a foreign political 

system, to a part of the Americas was deemed to be a direct 
5 

threat to the United States. The Monroe Doctrine was 

for only forty years and weak militarily, had doubled in 
size, acquired and held the st-rategic port of Nev\/ Orleans, 
and forced the cession of West and East Florida. 

J. D. Richardson, ed. , Messages and Paper.̂  of the 
Presidents, II, December 2, 1823 (Wash.i'ngto'n," "b.C : 1396), 
ppT""20 9^218. 

"The 1822 recognition of the Latin Amierican republics 
and the 182 3 Monroe Doctrine were responses to the 1815 
Congress of Vienna, the goal of which v̂ as the restoration 
of monarchism and conservatiijm in post-Napoleonic Europe. 
President Monroe's foreign policy position for the Western 
Hemisphere v.as also a response to the Holy Alliance, initi
ated by T3ar Alc-yarider I and the resulting Quadruple/ 
Qunituple Al]i'.n;:e, consisting of Russia, Austria, Prusr.ia, 
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not law. It was neither national law nor international 

law. It was a unilateral statement of foreign policy by 

President Monroe. Yet, this unilateral statement of 

foreign policy was the forerunner of v/hat appears to have 

become a foreign policy, determining the pattern of U.S. 

behavior toward the Western Hemispheric regional environ

ment. As such, this doctrine was to be used at various 

times as a focal point for later Presidents and Secretaries 

of State in Western Hemispheric matters, in lieu of direct 

statements of U.S. national self-interest. 

Provisions of the Monroe Doctrine v/as first raised 

twenty-two years later during the U.S./British dispute 

Britain, and France. The Alliance, by v/hichever name, was 
used to suppress revolts in Italy and Spain (1821-1823). 
There was concern in the United States that the Alliance 
would next direct its efforts toward re-establishing Latin 
America under the Spanish crown. 

Diplomatic history indicates that the Monroe Doctrine 
was not of American origin. In August, 182 3, British 
Foreign Secretary George Canning proposed to U.S. Ambassasor 
Richard Rush a U.S./British manifesto designed to prevent 
a European intervention in the New World. Not wishing to 
hinder the future of the United States foreign policy 
toward Spain, particularly in regard to Texas, California, 
and Cuba, U.S. Secretary of State Adams preferred a uni
lateral doctrine of U.S. wording. The origins of the 
Monroe Doctrine are complicated by the facts that in March, 
1824, the Polignac Memorandum was published, which indicated 
that Canning and the Prince de Polignac on October 9, 182 3, 
two months before the Monroe Doctrine was promulgated, v/ere 
"formally disclaiming any intention on the part of France 
to invade Spanish î jr.erica." Thus, the original impact of 
the doctrine in Europe was muted by the knowledge that 
Europe was not v/illing to carry out such an expedition at 
that'" time. Britain's strong navy was actually maintaining the 
provisos of the Ajiierican doctrine, as ruch action was in Bri
tain's interests. Bailey, -A Diplomatic ['is]̂ qry, pp. 177-190. 
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over the jointly administered Oregon territory. President 

Jam.es K. Polk, at that time, stated that, "no future colony 

or dominion shall with our consent be planted or estab

lished in any part of the North American continent." A 

compromise was achieved by a division of the territory 

along the 49th degree latitude, with the territory that is 

now the State of Washington becoming part of the United 

States. 

During the period of the United States Civil War, the 

Monroe Doctrine v/as utilized on two additional occasions, 

the Spanish occupation of Santo Domingo and the French-

supported ascension of Maximilian to the Mexican throne. 

Wlien Spain accepted the invitation of the de jure government 

of Santo Domiingo to reacquire the territory in the midst of 

an atm.osphere of revolution. Secretary of State William H. 

Seward cited the Monroe Doctrine in support of the Dom.inican 

rebels. Interestingly, the original doctrine had made no 

reference to the reincorporation of colonies with the con

sent of the colony, which was the situation in Santo Domingo 

at the time. 

"^Richardson, Messages and Papers of the Presidents, 
IV, December 2, 1845, p. 397. 

^With the close of the Civil War in the United States, 
Spain apparently realized that it could no longer afford 
to ignore the military potential of the U.S., particularly 
in viev; of the renewal of the Dominican revolt and the 
spread of the costly Yellow Fever. Consequently, the 
Spani:;h v/ithdrew from. Santc Domingo. 

http://Jam.es
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Similarly, the United States prepared to enforce the 

Monroe Doctrine in 1866, to remove the French troops of 

Napoleon III in Mexico that were supporting Emiperor 

Ferdinand Maximilian of the Austrian House of Habsburg. 

By massing U.S. troops on the Texas/Mexican border, French 

troops that were supporting Maximilian against the forces 

of President Benito Juarez were forced to withdraw their 

Q 

support of Maximilian in 1867. 

Rumors arose that Britain would accept an invitation 

by local leaders to annex the Mexican state of Yucatan. 

Britain at this time held pre-Monroe Doctrine colonies in 

Central America, South America, and the Caribbean and was 

also considered to be a world-wide maritime nation. In 

response to these rumors, the Polk Corollary to the Monroe 

Doctrine was issued, which stated that the United States 

would not permit republican territory to be transferred to 

colonial status, even with the consent of the inhabitants. 

Concurrently, Britain was advancing plans for a 

canal across Nicaragua, anchored on the east coast by a 

•'protectorate of long standing" over the Mosquito Indians. 

Transit rights on the Isthmus of Panama v/ere also being 

Q 

Shortly after the withdrawal of French troops. 
President Juarez regained control, and Maximilian, who had 
remained in Mexico, was executed. For additional infor
mation, see Dexter Perkins, The Monroe Doctrine, 1826-
1867 (Baltim.ore, 1933). 

Bailey, A Diplomatic History, pp. 267-273. 
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negotiated by the United States.^'^ The U.S.-British clash 

over the race for trans-isthmian routes was settled by the 

Clayton-Bulwer Treaty, the terms of which provided for the 

abandonment of the British canal plan, as well as for a 

prohibition on the United States against acquiring any 

territory in Central America. Although the Clayton-

Bulwer Treaty was a compromise agreement, commentators 

have suggested that the treaty represented the first impor

tant acceptance cf the Monroe Doctrine principles of non-

IP 

colonization by a foreign power. ' 

Interventions and Occupations 

Puerto Rico was acquired by the United States and 

Cuba was established as a protectorate at the conclusion 

of the Spanishi".?imerican War in 1898."*" As the United 

11 
The United States-Republic of New Granada (Colombia) 

Treaty of December, 1846, prepared the way for the U.S. 
built Panama railway connecting the east and west coasts. 
The treaty provided that the U.S. would maintain the 
neutrality of the railway zone. The treaty was not rati
fied by the U.S. senate until June 3, 184 8. 

12 
Bailey, A Diplomatic History, p. 276; and Julius W. 

Pratt, A History of UnTted States Foreign Policy (Englewood 
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1972), pp. 148-150. 

•̂  In 1902, the Piatt Amendment established Cuba as a 
protectorate, although literal occupation was ended for the 
time. The Piatt Amendment was attached to an army appropria
tions bill passed in 1901 and repealed in 1934. During this 
time, the Piatt Amendment was also incorporated into the 
Cuban Constitution. The Amendmient allowed the United States 
to intervene to preserve Cuba's independence and maintain 
order, pledged Cuba to continue sanitary improvements, to 
contract no excessive debts, and to make no agreement with 
a foreign power that would impair the sovereignty of Cuba. 
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States, thereafter, became a world power, instances of 

intervention and occupation, for a variety of reasons, 

multiplied (see Table C-1). A major regional intervention 

policy, known as the Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe 

Doctrine, developed as a result of the U.S. intervention 

into Panama in November, 1903. At the time of the 

intervention. President Theodore Roosevelt had presented 

the argument that the "intervention had been necessary 

for a proper discharge of the treaty obligation to guard 

the IstlimiUs as well as to protect American lives and 

1 5 property." The next year, in his annual message to 

Congress, President Roosevelt attempted to justify U.S. 

.regional behavior in a statement that became known as the 

Roosevelt Corollary: 

Chronic wrongdoing . . . may in America, as 
elsewhere, ultimately require intervention by some 
civilized nation, and in the Hemi^^phere the cidher-
ence of the United States to the Monroe Doctrine 
may force the United States, however reluctantly, 
in flagrant cases of such wrongdoing or impotence, 
to the exercise of an international police power.16 

The establishment of PanamLa as a republic led to the 
development of the Panama- Canal and the creation of the U.S 
Canal Zone, in spite of the direct violation cf the Treaty 
of 1846 with the Republic of New Granada. See fn. 11. 

•'•̂ "Annual Message to Congress," Foreign Relations, 
1903, p. 275. 

•^^Congressional Record, 58th Congress, 3 session, 
p. 19. 
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TABLE C-1 

U.S. INTERVENTIONS AND OCCUPATIONS 
IN THE WESTEPl^ HEMISPHERE 

Country Year 

Cuba 

Dominican 
Republic 

Haiti 

Honduras 

Mexico 

Nicarauga 

Panama 

Puerto 
Rico 

1898 - 1902 
Piatt Amendment 1901 - 1934 

1916 - 1924 
Custcm.s Receivership - 1916 - 1941 

1914 - 1934 
Customs Receivership - 1916 - 1941 

1924 1925 

1914 
1916 - 1917 

1900 - 1910 
1912 - 1925 
1926 - 1933 

Hay/Bunau-Varilla Treaty (1903) 
Right cf Intervention - 1903 - 1936 

1898 - Cession 
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This example of Roosevelt's "big stick diplomacy" 

17 has long since been officially repudiated and superceded 

by "dollar diplomacy" and "lifeline diplomacy." These 

diplomacies were also supplanted in succession by other 

approaches to foreign policy-making, such as "new diplomacy," 

"good-neighbor policy," "nev/ look diplomacy," and the "new 

dialogue." In retrospect, however, the -̂ ârious approaches 

to diplomacy in Latin America have the appearance of 

attempts by each administration to personify the inter

national relations under their direction and to correct 

perceived disequilibria in the regional environment. 

Attempts at Creation of Inter-American Awareness 

As the United States attempted to establish itself 

as the leader of the VJestern Hemisphere, attempts were 

made to create an inter-American awareness. Early evidence 

of this may be seen in the U.S. sponsorship of the First 

Inter-American Conference in 1889. The Pan American Union 

18 
was established as a result of that conference. As the 

institution of an inter-American system grew, the United 

States seemed to be willing to acquiesce to some desires 

The so-called Roosevelt Corollary was officially 
repudiated in a memorandum by Under-Secretary J. Reuben 
Clark, published in 1930. Richard Hofstadter, William 
Miller, and Daniel Aaron, The United States: The History 
of a Republic (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
iWeoTT'P' 681. 

-^^Ibid,, p. 554. 
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of the Latin Am.erican countries. Perhaps the best example 

of this may be seen in the Seventh International Conference 

of American States in Montevideo, Uruguay in 1933. This 

conference agreed that no state has the right to inter

vene in the internal or external affairs of another. 

Secretary of State Cordell Hull supported and later sub

scribed to this policy, as demonstrated by the withdrav/al 

of U.S. Marines from Haiti in 1934, ending a twenty-two 

19 year occupation. There was not to be another occupation 

of a Latin Aiaerican country by United States Armed Forces 

until the 1965 intervention in the Dominican Republic. 

The establishm.ent of the Organization of American 

States in 1947 and 19̂ ^ 8 provided a mechanism for the per

petuation of an inter-American awareness and of U.S. leader

ship. Ona of the documents that established the Organization 

of Ajaeri can States, the Rio Treaty, provided for a regional 

self-defense alliance. Thus, the United States was afforded 

a mecins to p3:otect geo-strategic interests in the Western 

Hemispheric regional environm.ent. Signing of the Bogota 

Pact in 194 8 completed the establishment of an international 

organization in the Western Hemispheric regional environment 

that could provide a forum for the United States to explain 

its policies and to elicit opinions in the regional environ-

me.nt conducive to those policies. In other words, by 

•'-̂ Ibid. , p. 681. 
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formalizing a structure for maintaining an inter-American 

awareness, the United States was able to continue its 

regional leadership through an organizational m.echanism. 



APPENDIX D 

CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS IN THE DOMINICAN 

REPUBLIC, 1965 



Date Event 

14 April 1965 Statement by Vice President Humphrey to 
the Council of the O.A.S., shortly after 
the Department of States received cable 
from AjTibassador Bennett that "little 
foxes, som.e of them red, are chewing at 
the grapes" in the Dominican Republic. 
Humphrey's speech emphasized that hemis
pheric security is synon̂ Tnous with U.S. 
security. 

24 April 1965 

Noon Revolution against Triumvirate regime of 
Donald Reid Cabral is initiated by consti
tucionalista coalition with the arrest 
of the Dominican Arm.y Chief of Staff. 

P.M. Civilian elements begin to stimulate mass 
enthusiasm against the Reid regime. 

25 April 1965 

A.M. Reid Cabral resigns 

Constitucionalista military elements, led 
by Colonel Francisco Caamano Deno, occupy 
the National Palace. 

Jose Molina Urena is namied as provisional 
President until Juan Bosch returns from 
exile. 

U.S. Embassy reacts unfavorably to Bosch. 

U.S. State Department Caribbean Country 
Director Kennedy M. Crockett asks Depart
ment of Defense to order the U.S. Navy 
Caribbean Ready Group to move toward the 
Dominican Republic. 

218 
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P»M. Mass demonstrations, organized by Bosch 
supporters, call for the return of Bosch. 

Dominican Air Force bombs constitucionalista 
installations, including the National Palace 

Arms are distributed by constitucionalista 
forces to the civilian population in the 
face cf increased junta efforts. Coup 
becomes a civil war. 

U.S. Embassy declines to mediate to prevent 
additional Dominican Air Force attacks on 
Santo Domingo in behalf of constitucion
alistas. 

U.S. Emb)assy staff in the Dominican Repub
lic report significant communist participa
tion in the revolution. 

26 April 1965 

A.M. President Johnson emphasizes the importance 
of not having "another Cuba" to Ambassador 
Bennett. 

P.M. U.S. Embassy is instructed to begin evacu
ation process of U.S. citizens from Santo 
Domingo. U.S. military forces are placed 
on alert. 

27 April 1965 

A.M. Shooting incident, with no casualties, 
occurs 'at Hotel Emtbajador where U.S. 
citizens are waiting to be evacuated. 
Incident adds to U.S. perception of civil 
disorder in Santo Domingo. 

P.M. Evacuation of U.S. citizens from Santo 
Domingo begins. 

Heavy fighting erupts between junta and 
constitucionalista forces at the Duarte 
Bridge crossing Ozam.a River. This is the 
heaviest single day's fighting in Domini
can history. 

Confrontation reportedly occurs between 
Ambassador Bennett and constitucionalistas. 
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Bennett accuses the Bosch supporters 
(Partido Revolucionario Dominicano-
Partido Revolucionario Social Cristiano, 
or P.R.D./P.R^S.C ) of allowing comm.unists 
(the Castro oriented Catorce de Junio, the 
Moscow line Partido Sbcialista Popular, 
and the more violent Movimiento PopuTa'r 
Dominicano) to take advantage of the move-
ment. Bennett then urges the constitucion
alistas to surrender. 

Discouraged P.R.D./P.R.S.C officials, 
including Acting President Molina Urena of 
the Provisioncil Constitutional Government, 
seek asylum in Latin American embassies. 

Colonel Caamano takes comm.and of constitu
cionalista forces. Thousands of civilians 
are rallied, armed, and sent against the 
loyalist junta forces. 

28 April 1965 During the day, Caamano's constitucion
alista forces push the junta forces back 
to the Duarte Bridge, while the swarming 
civilians capture the junta tanks for the 
constitucionalistas. 

P.M. Ambassador Bennett recommends that U.S. 
troops be landed immediately, based upon 
the request of Colonel Pedro Benoit, 
President of the newly form.ed Military 
Junta of Government (28 April -• 7 May 1965) . 

Bennett requests U=S. Navy helicopters to 
expedite evacuation and a combat platoon 
to augment the U.S. Marine guard attached 
to the embassy. 

8:40 P.M. President Johnson announces the landing of 
400 U.S. Marines to guarantee the safety of 
American lives since Dominican civil 
authority had disappeared, 

29 April 1965 

;^^j4. New York Times cites Dominican Ambassador 
to thinrTsV, Jose Bonilla Atiles, appointed 
by Donald Reid Cabral, as charging that the 
Dominican strife is a communist plot. 
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P«M» Constitucionalista forces appear to control 
Santo Domingo. 

President Johnson and his staff order 
landing of uncommitted Marine elements of 
the Caribbean Ready Group (total of 1500 
troops) and an airlift of 2,500 troops of 
the 82nd Airborne Division to the Dominican 
Republic. These reinforcements are sup
posedly necessary to counter communist 
threats. 

Council of O.A.S. called into session by 
U.S. /im.bassador to the O.A.S., Ellsworth 
Bunker. 

30 April 1965 

Early A.M. O.A.S. Council calls for Tenth Meeting of 
Consultation of Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs (M.F.M.) and approves U.S. resolu
tion for a ceasefire and for the establish
ment of an international neutral zone of 
refuge (I.S.Z.) to divide constitucionalista 
and junta forces, 

A.M. Enmianuel Clarizio, Papal Nuncio and Dean of 
the Diplom.atic Corps in Santo Domingo, 
arranges a ceasefire. 

U.S. Marine units move east from the Hotel 
Embajador and U.S. Airborne units move 
west from San Isidro D.A.F.B. to meet at 
the Duarte Bridge and establish the I.S.Z. 

P.M. Reports indicate continuous deterioration 
of the Miltary Junta of Government forces. 

Nationally televised speech by President 
Johnson indicates concern about extra-
regional conspiracy and encourages multi
lateral O.A.S. efforts in the Dominican 
Republic. 

1 May 1965 

p^,l/i, O.A.S. Council authorizes Special Committee 
to investigate Dom.inican situation. 
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^•M' President Johnson releases two statements: 
one indicates necessity cf continued U.S. 
unilateral action; second emphasizes O.A.S. 
multi-lateral efforts to date, i.e.. 
Special Committee to be sent to Dominican 
Republic. 

Former Ambassador to the Dominican Republic, 
John B. Martin, goes to the Dominican 
Republic as Presidential Envoy. Martin's 
perceptions contrast or contradict those 
of Ambassador Bennett. 

U.S. military involvement and advances into 
the constitucionalista territory continue. 

U.S.S.R. brings Dominican situation to the 
attention of the United Nations Security 

2 May 1965 

Council. 

10:00 P.M. President Johnson prese.nts a nationally 
televised speech, a portion of which came 
to be term.ed the Johnson Doctrine: "The 
American nations cannot, must not, will not 
permit the establishment of another Com
munist government in the Western Hemis
phere. " 

3 May 1965 President Johnson authorizes 14,000 addi
tional troops to the Dominican Republic, 
stressing that the U.S. would act v/ith or 
without multi-lateral O.A.S. support. 

U.S. proposes the creation of an Inter-
American Peace Force (I.A.P.F.) by the 
M.F.M. to be sent to the Dominican 
Republic. 

4 May 1965 

A.M. Uruguay introduces a resolution to the U.N. 
Security Council, which criticizes U.S. 
unilateral action and advocates a U.N. role 
in the Dominican Republic. 

Caamano Deno announces creation of a Consti
tutional Government (4 xMay - 1 September, 
1965). 
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5 May 1965 U.S. representatives to the United Nations 
engage in parliamentary tactics to delay 
U.N. action on the Dominican Republic. 

6 May 1965 O.A.S. Council votes to create an I.A.P.F. 

7 May 1965 The Military Junta of Governmient is super
ceded by the Government of National Recon--
struction (7 May - 1 September 1965). 

13 May 1965 G.N.R. forces open an offensive against 
constitucionalista forces north of the 
I.S.Z., in violation of the ceasefire. The 
G.N.R. offensive is not contained by the 
U.S. forces in the Dominican Republic. 

14 May 1965 Based on an appeal from the constitucion
alistas, the U.N. Security Council passes 
a resolution inviting the U. N. Secretary 
General to send a U.N. Investigating 
Mission to the Dominican Republic, 

16 May 1965 O.A.S. member states (13) send letter to 
U.N. Security Council reaffirming O.A.S. 
role in preserving regional peace and 
security. 

19 May 1965 Second Report of the Special Committee of 
the Tenth Meeting of Consultation of 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs (M.F.M,) 
indicates that the character of the Domini
can intervention remains unilateral. Thus 
far, there are only token offers of mili
tary personnel other than those of the U.S. 

25 May 1965 Brazil (1,115 troops) and Paraguay (183 
troops) send relief forces to the I.A.P.F., 
consisting at that time of 21,500 U.S. 
troops. 

27 May 1965 U.N. Secretary General U. Thant condemns 
U.S./O.A.S. regional alliance activities 
in the Dominican Republic as constituting 
an "embarassing precedent." 



APPENDIX E 

MACRO-HISTORY OF RUSSIAN/SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY 

IN THE EASTERN EUROPEAN 

REGIONAL ENVIRONMENT 



Russian/Soviet foreign policy behavior in the 

Eastern European regional environment has been conditioned 

by a number of factors over a period of several centuries. 

Undoubtedly, the historical concerns of Russian and, later, 

Soviet policy-makers have influenced the contemporary 

foreign policy process of the Soviet Union in the Eastern 

European regional environment. A major consideration, 

historically, has been the maintenance of geo-strategic 

security. Geo-strategic considerations have assumed the 

character of opposition to nationalist movements in the 

Eastern European regional environment and attempts to 

maintain stable and dependable government^: in the con

tiguous territories. Soviet foreign policy also has been 

affected, by the trauma experienced from 1917 through the 

conclusion of World War II. A final historical determinant 

has been the eschatological aspects of Russian/Soviet 

foreign policy. Recognizing the extensiveness of the 

topic of Russian/Soviet foreign policy, this brief essay 

is intended merely to highlight the m.ajor trends in 

Russian/Soviet foreign policy behavior that appear to 

influence contemporary policies in the regional environ

ment . 

22 
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Geo-strategic Security 

Geo-strategic security has been a consistent concern 

of the Russian policy-makers, perhaps to a greater extent 

than in other countries, primarily because of the easily 

traversed contiguous territories of Russia. The threat, 

real or imagined, of invasion was prevalent in Russia at 

least since the founding of Kievan Rus about 812 A.D, by 

the Vikings. Throughout early Russian history, the country 

was beset by invaders, including the nomadic Cumans and 

Petchenegs, the Tatars, Swedes, the Teutonic Knights, the 

Crimean Tatars, Lithuanians, Poles, French and Germans. 

These multiple invasions continuously reinforced the 

Russian drive to expand and reinforce its buffer zone. As 

a consequence, by the end of the reign of Catherine II 

(1762-1796) , Russia had acquired almost all of its present 

2 

day territories. 

Tsarist Russian foreign policies were designed to 

maintain Russia's secure geo-political position by a 

basic balance of power among the Hohenzollern, Habsburg, 

and Romanov dynasties. From the Romanov perspective, no 

one coalition should be allowed to control the traditional 

Eastern European invasion routes into Russia. For this 

•"'David J. Dallin, The Rise of Russia in Asia (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1949), p. 16. 

^Allen F. Chew, An Atlas of Russian History: Fleven 
Centuriej_ of Changing Borders (New Haven; Yale University 
Press"," 970) ,' p. 68. ' 
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reason, the Russian foreign policy process was one of 

antagonism toward the nationalistic aspirations of some 

of the Eastern European peoples. Essentially, Russia 

feared that the creaton of a nationalistic, anti-monarchial 

group of states on its frontier might possibly result in 

their choosing to ally themselves against Russia, an empire 

of many minority nationalities.^ 

The Holy Alliance, initiated by Tsar Alexander I in 

1815 and amplified by the Troppau Protocol in 1820, was 

used by Russia, Austria, and Prussia as a vehicle for the 

suppression of nationalistic and anti-monarchistic revolts.^ 

Russia supported the suppression of revolutionary movements 

in the German principalities, Naples, and Spain from 182 0-

182 3. In November, 1830, the Polish territories of the 

Tsar revolted, a sizable contiguous portion of which 

declared its independence as Congress Poland. Several 

major Russian offensives in 1831 v/ere necessary to suppress 

3 
In contrast. Tsarist Russian policy toward the 

peoples of the Habsburg Empire and the Ottoman Turkish 
Empire was one of encouraging the nationalistic aspira
tions of the subject minorities. This contrasting behavior 
was perceived as enhancing the political and geo-strategic 
position of the Tsarist empire v/hile undermining the 
positions of the Habsburg and Ottoman empires. Also, in 
contrast with the approach wnich attempted to maintain 
the post-Congress of Vienna (1815) status quo, was Tsarist 
Russia's overtly expansionist policy toward its Central 
Asian and Far East Asian arenas. 

^L. C B. Seam.an, From Vienna to Versailles (Evanston: 
Harper and Rov7 Publisher's ,* 1963} , pp. 10-15. 
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the Polish nationalistic rebellion.^ In 1848, a larger 

wave of revolts rolled across Europe. In Eastern Europe, 

the revolts indicated the national aspirations of the 

Germans, Poles, Czechs, Slovaks, Magyars, and Romanians.^ 

5 
Arthur E. Adams, Ian M. Matley, and William 0. 

McCagg, An Atlas of Russian and East European History 
(Washington, D.C.: Frederick A. Praeger, PublishersT 1967) 
p. 134; Michael T. Florinsky, Russia: A Short History 
(New York: Macmillan Com.pany, 1969), pp. 273-274; and 
Barbara Jelavich, The Habsburg Empire in European Affairs, 
1814-1918 (Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1969), 
pp. 36-38. 

In the Eastern European regional arena, some speci
fic instances of the 1848 revolutionary activity merit 
attention. In 1843, revolts developed in Berlin and in 
Prussia's Polish territories. Austrian Poles in Krakow 
revolted as v̂ ell as Austrian Czechs and Slovaks. The 
Romanian capitals cf Moldavia (lasi) and Wallachia 
(Bucharest) revolted. The most serious threat to the prin
ciples of the Troppau Protocol v/as the Magyar national 
sentiment, which sought a more prominent place for Hungary 
in the affairs of the Habsburg Empire. Later that year, 
the Magyars developed a republican independence movement. 
A. J. P. Taylor, The Habsburg Monarchy, 1809-1918: A 
History of the Austrian Empire and Austria-Hungary iEvan
ston: Harper and Row Publishers, 1965), pp. 57-70". 

During the revolutions of 1848, a Slavonic Congress. 
was convened in Prague and became a forum for the concept 
of Austro-Slavism, or a uniting of political effort by the 
West Slavs, East Slavs, and South Slavs within the frame
v/ork of the Habsburg Monarchy. Consequently, Nicholas I 
attempted to bolster the Habsburg defenses and to assist 
in the defeat of any perceived threats to the conservative 
style of order that was developed after the Congress of 
Vienna in 1815. Jelavich, The Habsburg Em.pire in European 
Affairs, pp. 57-68. 

While Austrian troops were restoring the Habsburg 
authority in Prague, Tsarist troops intervened in the 
Romanian revolts. These revolutions were primarily anti-
Turki:-.h in nature and exhibited a growing Romanian 
nationalistic sentiment. However, as the revolts were also 
anti-Russian, the Russian troops intervened. Florinsky, 
Russia: A Short History, pp. 290-291, 294. 

In the Spring of 1849, Magyar troops launched a 
series of counter-offensives that threatened to cau-ie a 



229 

Although the territories in which the revolts occurred 

were not Russian, Nicholas I m.obilized troops along the 

western frontiers to prevent the spread of disturbances 

into Russia, while offering assistance to the legitimate 

governments. '' 

The concern for maintaining stable and dependable 

governments in the Eastern European regional environment 

persisted into the Soviet era. Following World War I, 

the Soviet Union attempted to create a network of bilateral 

treaties with the multiple, independent Eastern European 

states. On February 9, 1929, the Litvinov Protocol, or 

East Pact, on non-aggression was signed by Poland, Romania, 

the Baltic states, and the Soviet Union. The purpose of 

the pact was to insure that Eastern Europe would not be 

collapse of the House of Austria. The collapse was pre
vented only by a massive intervention in June by 180,000 
Tsarist troops of Nicholas I, who had been invited to 
intervene under the terms of the Holy Alliance and the 
Troppau Protocol. Thus, a nationalistic, independent 
Hungary was restored to the status quo ante bellum. 
Magyar Hungary never forgot the Slavic Russian cfiishing 
of the 184 8 revolution. Taylor, The Habsburg Menarchy, 
pp. 57-70. For an excellent synthesis of the m.ultiple" 
nationalities involved in the rJastern European regi.onal 
environment, see Robert A. Karm, The Multinational Fm.pire: 
Nationalism^ and National Reform in the Habsbura I'onarchy, 
1848-1918 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1950). 

7 
During the 1848 revolutions, Nicholas I tightened 

domiestic security and had subversive elements arrested. 
Michael T. Florinsky. Encyclopedia of Russia and the Soviet 
Union (New York: McGraw-'Hi'll Book Com.pany, 1961), pp. 
136-138, 420. 
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used as a base for an invasion of the Soviet Union. 

Soviet reliance upon bilateral and multi-lateral treaties 

was predicated upon a preference for a viable collective 

security system, as opposed to reliance upon the loose 
o 

confederation of the League of Nations. 

Again, following World War II, the Soviet Union 

maintained a military alliance system through the use of 

bilateral treaties, agreements, and occupation privileges 

by right of conquest in World War II. Finally, in 1955, 

the Warsav/ Treaty Organization for collective self-
9 

defense was established under Soviet leadership. 

Trauma Experienced by Soviets 

Another important influence on Soviet foreign policy 

in the Eastern European regional environment is the physical 

and psychological trauma suffered by the Soviet people 

duri.ng World War Î  Civil War, and again in World War II. 

A significant corollary to this influence has been a 

general distrust of the West because of the trauma experi

enced during these periods. On November 8, 1917, one day 

Alvin Z. Rubinstein, ed., The Foreign Policy of the 
Soviet Union (New York: Random House, 1972), pp. 75-88. 
Gebrg von'Ranch, A History of Soviet Russia, trans, by 
Peter and Annette Jacobsohn (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 
Publishers, 1962), pp. 191-218; and Florinsky, Russia: A 
Short History, pp. 516-530. 

^New Times, XXI (May 21, 1955). 
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after assuming control of the governm.ent, the All-Russian 

Congress of Soviets of Workers', Soldiers', and Peasants' 

Deputies approved an ideologically based Decree of Peace. 

However, the collapse of the Russian war effort on 

Germany's Eastern Front had led Germany to expect advan

tageous peace terms from the nev/ Soviet government. There

fore, Germany refused to accept the Decree and specified 

its terms at the Brest-Litovsk negotiations. Leon Trotsky, 

on behalf of the Soviet governmient, refused an annexationist 

peace and announced on February 10, 1918, a state of "no 

war and no peace." Eight days later, Germany launched an 

offensive along the entire Baltic-Black Sea Front. Appar

ently, the German forces could have captured Petrograd, 

the capitol. Consequently, the Soviet government sued for 

11 peace on Germany's terms. The resulting Treaty of 

The Decree of Peace defined peace as being "immedi
ate peace v/ithout annexations [i.e., without seizure of 
foreign territory, without the forcible annexation of 
foreign nationalities] and without indemnities." "Speech 
on the Peace Declaration at the November 8, 1917, Meeting 
of the All-Russian Congress of Soviets of Workers', 
Soldiers', and Peasants' Deputies," V. I. Lenin, Selected 
Works, Vol. VI (Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing 
House, 1943) , p. 401. 

•̂̂ Adam.s, et al, An Atlas of Russian and East European 
History, p. 161; Chew", An Atlas of Russian History, pp. 
92-9 4; "and Florinsky, Russia: A Short History, pp. 454-
456. Lenin's ideologicai~ratTonale was that peace would 
"have our hands free to advance and consolidate the 
Socialist revolution. The reorganization of Russia . . . 
is economJ-cally quite feasible provided ve are assured a 
few months in which to work in peace. And such a reorgani
zation will rrrnder socialism invincible both in Rursia and 
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Brest-Litovsk, March 3, 1918, was harsh from the Russian 

perspective, with the Soviet government being forced to 

recognize an independent Finland and Ukraine and to cede 

its Polish, Lithuanian, Livonian, Estonian, and some 

Byelo-Russian territory. In addition, Soviet Russia was 

to pay an indemnity of three-hundred million gold rubles."''̂  

Although the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk was voided v/hen 

Germany had to sue for peace eight months later, Soviet 

Russia did not regain its former territories. Citing 

President Woodrow Wilson's concern for national self-

determination, Finland remained independent; Lithuania, 

Latvia, and Estonia were created as independent states; 

13 and Poland was recreated. 

all over the world. . . . " In other words, the preservation 
of socialism in Russia would be the best possible way to 
hasten world revolution. V. I. Lenin, "Theses on the Ques
tion of the Iimnediate Conclusion of a Separate and 
Annexationist Peace," Sochinenia (Collected Works) (Moscov/: 
State Publishing House, 1930), Vol. XXII, p. 199, trans
lated in Jane Degras, Soviet Documents on Foreign Policy 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1951), Vol. I, p. 39. 

12 
Florinsky, Encyclopedia of Russia and the Soviet 

Union, p. 74; and Adams, et al., An Atlas of Russian and 
East European History, p. 161. 

Chev;, An Atlas of Russian History, pp. 92-94; and 
Florinsky, Russia: Ax" Short History, pp. 53-59. With 
Soviet Russia's withdrawal from the war effort, the Allies 
landed troops at Murmansk, Arkhangel'sk, and Vladivostok 
reportedly to protect military supplies from the Germans. 
Soon, Allied troops were fighting Soviet troops and 
training anti-Bolshevik forces in Southern and Far Eastern 
Russia. After the war ended. Allied troops disengaged from 
the fighting around the northern ports, but increased the 
military supplies and training made available to 
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Meanwhile, the Russian Civil War continued. "̂"̂  

The Civil War was bitterly fought and extrem.ely costly 

in lives. Furthermoire, the Civil War was costly in 

anti-Bolshevik forces. For additional informiation on the 
Allied intervention, see Florinsky, Russia: A Short 
History, pp. 465-466; and Rubinstein, The Foreign Policy 
of the Soviet Union, pp. 59-67. 

14 
The period of 1918 to 1921 in Eastern Europe was 

one of confusion and fluctuating territorial claims. In 
the midst of the chaos following the Great October Revol
ution and during the Civil War, Byelo-Russia and the 
Ukraine established themselves as independent Soviet 
Socialist Republics, although associated with the Russian 
Soviet Federated Socialist Republic. The former Tsarist 
territory of Bessarabia declared itself the Moldavia-
Bessarabian Republic, which v/as soon incorporated by a 
now expanding Romania. Romania also incorporated the pre
dominantly Ruthene area of Northern Bukovina, as well as 
the predominantly Romianian area of Southern Bokuvina from 
the dismeiTibered Habsburg Monarchy. Poland, newly independent 
due to pre-peace German and post-peace Allied sponsorship, 
used the anti-Bolshevik offensives in the fall of 1919 as 
an opportunity to occupy Lithuanian, Byelo-Russian, and 
Ukrainian territories. 

In January, 1920, Poland launched major attacks on 
the independent but weak republics of Lithuania, Byelo-
Russia, and the Ukraine in hopes of regaining the historical 
lands of Poland (circa 1772). Soviet Russia, having re
pulsed the anti-Bolshevik offensives of the Fall, 1919, per
ceived a major threat in an aggressive, and apparently soon 
to be contiguous. Greater Poland and intervened. The seesaw 
campaigns resulted in an arm.istice on October 12, 1920, 
and the Treaty of Riga in March, 1921. Both the treaty and 
the armistice were unfavorable to Soviet Russia in that 
Lithuanians, Byelo-Russia.ns, Ukrainians, and the geo
graphically strategic lands they inhabited reip.ained under 
Polish control. Hov/ever, with the advent of the peace with 
Poland, Soviet Russia could turn its full attention to the 
conclusion of the Civil War. Adams, et al., An Atlas of 
Russian and East European Historyf pp»'l66, 16 9; Chew, An 
Atlas'-'of Russian History, po. 96-98; Norman J. C. Pounds, 
Eastern Europe (Chicago:' Aldine Publishing Company, 1969) , 
pp. 9 8-114; and von Ranch, A History of Soviet Russia. 
pp. 116-120. 
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terms of the retardation of national economic growth. 

Bolshevik forces eventually won, but Soviet Russian 

history concludes that the Allied Intervention extended 
15 

the trauma. 

The lessons of World War I and its aftermath were 

important antecedents to the Soviet Union's foreign 

policy process in the Eastern European regional environ

ment. Events in 1935-1945 harshly reinforced those 

lessons. Follcv-ing the Austro-Ge.rman Anschluss of March 12, 

19 38, which joined what had been purposely kept separate 

by the Allies in 1919, the Soviet Union openly warned 

that the Central European chauvinistic and aggressive 

union represented a threat to Western as well as to Eastern 

Europe. Consequently, on March 17, 1933, the Soviet Union 

offered Soviet forces in conjunction v/ith League of Nations 

action or in conjunction v/ith bilateral treaties between 

France, Britain, and the Soviet Union, in order to contain 

the perceived threats to Czechoslovakia and Poland. Bri

tain and France preferred other, diplomatic, m.easures. 

Perhaps because of the reluctance of Britain and France to 

agree to a strong pact with the Soviet Union even after the 

1 5 
• von Ranch, A History of Soviet Russia, pp. 78-12 3. 

See also, Adams, et al,, An Atlas of Russian and East 
European History, pp. 16 2-16 3; and Richard Luckett, The 
wETte Generals: ̂  An Account of the V7hite Movement and tlie 
RlTssian Civil War (Nev/ "Yorkl Viking Pxe'sFJ 1971) , 
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occupation of Czechoslovakia's Sudentenland and because of 

the battles between Japanese and Russian forces on the 

Siberian border, the Nazi-Soviet Pact was signed on 
1 6 

August 23, 1939. Eventually, Soviet Russian Eastern 

European frontiers were adjusted to include almost all of 

the territories that had once been part of the Tsarist 

r. • 17 
Empi?:e. 

Nevertheless, Germany and her client states launched 

an invasion into Russia on June 21, 1941. The invasion 

did not attain its highv/ater mark until November, 1942, 

v/hen it reached a line that stretched from Leningrad to 

Moscow to Stalingrad and continued to the Caspian Sea 

and then around to face the Caucasus Mountains. The cost 

of the war to Soviet Russia from 1941 to 1945 has been 

estimated at twenty million deaths, a reduced v̂ ork force 

1 6 
Edward Hallett Carr, "The Nazi-Soviet Pact," in 

Arthur E. Adams, Readings in Soviet Foreign Policy: Theory 
and Practice (New York: Heath and Company, 1961), ppr~T55-
160. The then Lord of the Admiralty, Winston Churchill, 
possibly explained the Soviet actions best in his fam̂ cus 
broadcast of October 1, 19 39: "I cannot forecast to you 
the action of Russia. It is a riddle wrapped in a mystery 
inside an enigma; but perhaps there is a key. That key is 
Russian national interest." Winston Churchill, The 
Gathering Storm (New York: Bantam Books, I.nc. , 1961), 
pT~3W7~^ 

Adams, et al. , An Atlas of Russian .and Ea.ct European 
History, pp. 174-175; Chew, An Afias of Riissian l-̂ 'istory, 
pp. 100-102; Deutscher, "The Diplom.atTcT Road to 'Jar,'' 
pp, 161-172; Florinsky, Russia: A Short History, pp. 533-
535, 54 3-546; von Ranch, A History of"Soviet Russia, 
pp. 2 82-2 96; and Rubinstein, The Foreign Po'-tTcy cf "the 
Soviet Union, pp. 121-12 3. 
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for generations to come, and an undetermined retardation 

of economic growth. 

Psychological impact on the Soviet psyche has not 

been equated, but its symptoms are observerable. Monu

ments to human suffering abound. On one such monumient in 

Leningrad are the words of the poetess Olga Bergyolts, 

who was present during the bitter seige: 

Here lie the people of Leningrad, 
Here are the citizens—men, women, and children--
And beside them the soldiers of the Red Army 
Who gave their lives 
Defending you, Leningrad, 
Cradle of the Revolution. 
We cannot number the noble 
Ones who lie beneath the eternal granite. 
But of those honored by this stone 

Let no one forget, let nothing be forgotten. 

Soviet Russia, during the course of the v/ar, per

ceived that whereas Russia's Western Allies had been 

helpful in materials, the Soviet contribution had been 

in blood. As the V7estern Allies methodically approached 

the war by attempting to obtain the maxim.umi efficient use 

of material and mien, Stalin had responded v/ith suspicion 

to the reluctance of the Allies to engage in the slaughter 

with which Soviet Russia was forced to cope. More 

Russians were killed at Leningrad alone, or Stalingrad 

18 
Olga Bergyolts, "Dnevnys Zvezdy (Day Stars)" cited 

in Harrison E. Salisbury, The 9 00 Days: The Siege of 
Leningrad (Evanston: Harper and Rov;, Publishers, 1969), 
p. 583. 
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alone, than in the entire American war effort in both the 

European and Pacific theatres of war. Winston Churchill 

conceded that, "history will affirm that the Russian 

resistance broke the power of the German armies and 

inflicted mortal injury upon the life-energies of the 

German nation. . . .""̂ ^ 

In view of the events of 1917 to 1945, the attitude 

of the Soviet Union toward the Western powers and toward 

the maintenance of a secure buffer zone is somewhat under

standable. During that period, forty to fifty million, 

or more, Soviet citizens had died due to war, starvation, 

disease, and political struggle. In 1945, the Soviet 

Union had not only survived, but had emerged as a victor, 

albeit as a traumitized victor. Fromi the Soviet perspec

tive, a logical European frontier had finally been 

achieved. 

Soviet suspicion of the Western pov/ers, particularly 

the United States, increased follov/ing the war with the 

19 
Winston S. Churchill, The Grand Alliance (New York: 

Bantam Books, 1962), p. 334. For Stalin's viev7s regarding 
the scheduling of the Allied Invasion of France for June, 
1944, instead of earlier,- see J. V. Stalin, "Report by the 
Chairman of the State Committee for Defense at Ceremonial 
Session of the Moscow Soviet of Working People's Deputies, 
Jointly with Party and Public Organizations of Moscow 
City, 6 Novem.ber 1942," in Adams, Readings in Soviet 
Foreign Policy, pp. 198-2 01. 

20 
Adam.s, et__al. , An Atlas of Russian and r̂ ast European 

History, p. 185. 
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end of all lend-lease aid and the discord of the Allies at 

the Potsdam Conference in July, 1945. The announcement in 

1947 of the Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan added to 

Soviet distrust. The Soviet response was not complacent, 

but charged that "the so-called Truman Doctrine and the 

Marshall plan are particularly glaring excunples of the 

manner in which the principles of the United Nations are 

21 
violated." Furthermore, the Soviet Union viewed these 

plans as "an attempt to split Europe into two camps."^^ 

In other words, as a result of the post-World War II 

actions of the United States, Soviet perceptions of dis

trust of the West were further exacerbated. 

Eschatological Influences 
• • I III - I r • I • II I 11 I n I I 1 1 r » !• • • 11 II 

A final historical ideological influence upon the 

Soviet foreign policy-m.aking process in the Eastern 

European regional environment has been Russia's consistent 

sense of eschatological mission. During the Tsarist era, 

Moscow regarded itself as the "Third Rome," along with 

Rome and Constantinope. This perception was based on the 

belief that Moscow constituted the place from which the 

true orthodox Christianity was promulgated. Later, during 

^"^Andrei Y. Vyshinsky, "Speech to the U.N. General 
Assembly," Official Records, Plenary Meeting of September 
18, 1947, p. 86. ~~ 

22 
'̂ '̂̂ Ibid. 
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the Soviet era, Moscow chose to regard itself as the van

guard cf international socialism, from which the true 

Marxism-Leninism is promulgated. The position has neces

sitated the explanation and/or justification of Soviet 

policies in terms of Marxism-Leninism. 

An exam.ple of the tendency to explain policies in 

ideological terms is the Stalinist dictum that the preser

vation of socialism in the Soviet Union could best be 

accomplished by strengthening "socialism in one country." 

This position was contrary to Trotsky's advocation of the 

Marxist doctrine of international revolution as the best 

protection for domestic socialism. Undoubtedly, Stalin's 

decision was based not only on theoretical prem.ises, but 

also on personal considerations (the feud with Trotsky), 

domiestic considerations (consolidation of regim.e and per

sonal power), and international considerations (Soviet 

desire for diplomatic recognition and bilateral treaties). 

Stalin prevailed, and as a result, there were adjustments 

in Soviet domestic and foreign policies. 

Historically, Russian/Soviet foreign policy toward 

the Eastern European regional environment has been 

influenced by the desire to maintain geo-strategic 

security and by the trauma experienced in twentieth century 

However, regardless of the actual basis for a foreign 

policy process, because of the sense of eschatological 
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mission, these decisions are always explained or justified 

in ideological terms. 



APPENDI ̂ 

CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS IN THE CZECHOSLOVAK 

SOCIALIST REPUBLIC, 1967-1968 



Date Event 

June 1967 

August 1967 

Septembe-r 1967 

30 October 1967 

31 October 1967 

8 Decem.ber 1967 

Speeches, such as those by Ludvik Vaculik, 
at the Fourth Congress of Czechoslovak 
Writers, issue appeals for what came to be 
known as "socialism with a human face." 

Antonin Novotny, First Secretary of the 
Czechoslovak Communist Party (K.S.C), 
alienated many Slovaks, who subsequently 
joined the growing anti-Novotny coalition. 
This included the leading Slovaks, 
Alexander Dubcek and Gustav Husak. 

First Secretary of the Slovak Communist 
Party (K.S.S.) Alexander Dubcek presents 
Slovak economic grievances at the K.S.C. 
Central Committee September Plenum. 

K.S.C Central Committee October Plenumi 
was the scene of a clash between Dubcek, 
representing federalism and de-
Stalinization, and Novotny, representing 
centralism and extremely limited de-
Stalinization. .A significant faction of 
Slovak conservatives and centrists joined 
the few Slovak progressives in support of 
the Czech progressives in opposition to 
Novotny. 

A student demonstration at the Prague 
Technological College, which was repressed 
with apparent excessive force, results 
in increased popular antipathy being 
aroused against Novotny's regime. Sub
sequently, the academ;ic conimunity gen
erally joins the anti-Novotny coaliti( .on. 

Leonid Brezhnev, C.P.S.U. General Secretary, 
attends the K.S.C Central ConjiiH Lee 
December Plenum. Brezhnev announces a 
position of neutrality in the K.S.C intra-
Party dispute. 
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5 January 196 8 
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Alexander Dubcek succeeds Novotny as First 
Secretary of the K.S.C, being the first 
Slovak to hold that position, at the 
K.S.C. Central Committee January Plenum. 

Novotny retains his position as President, 
by having the amalgamated position of 
K.S.C. First Secretary/C.S.R. President 
separated. 

The 117th anniversary of the birthdate of 
Thomas Masaryk, the founder of Czecho
slovakia after World War I, is spontane
ously celebrated. 

10 March 196 8 The anniversary of the death of Jan Masaryk, 
son of Thomas Masaryk and Czechoslovakia's 
first Foreign Minister, is commemorated by 
a mass pilgrimage. Nationalistic senti
ment rises. 

7 March 1968 

Governm.ent press restrictions appear to 
have become more relaxed as the media 
publicly attacks judicial errors of the 
Stalinist era. 

14 March 1968 

22 March 1968 

23 March 196 8 

25 March 1968 

Tolerance of nationalism and a more free 
press is seen as evidence of intra-Party 
factionalism and increasing strength of 
the anti-Novotny coalition. 

Censors on censorship board call for the 
end of censcrship and criticize Interior 
Minister Josef Kidrna, a Novotny ally. 

Novotny resigns as President. Josef 
Lenart, a Slovak, serves as acting Presi
dent of the Czechoslovak Socialist Re
public. 

Dresden Meeting of Eastern European 
Socialist Community leadership begins at 
Dresden, German Democratic Republic. The 
leadership of the C.S.R. and the Socialist 
Republic of Romania (S.R.R.) do not attend 

Dresden Communique issued. The communique 
is interpreted as a warning to maintain 
"socialist vigilance." 
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28 March 1968 

30 March 1968 

5 April 1968 

10 April 1968 

22 April 1968 

24 April 1968 

25 April 1968 

4 May 1968 

Dubcek responds to Dresden Communique as 
representing "natural anxiety" that anti-
socialist elements should not take advan
tage of the Prague democratization process. 

General Ludvik Svoboda 
dent of the 

s elected Presi-
.R., which is seen as a 

conciliatory move toward the W.T.O. mem
bers. 

K.S.C Action Program adopted. The Action 
Program heralded v/hat camiC to be called 
the "Prague Spring." 

C.P.S.U. Resolution adopted and published, 
indicating the obligations of all Party 
organizations to prevent the undermining 
of socialist society from within. 

Pravda prints speech by V. V. Grishin, 
which indicates stronger concern about 
the perceived deterioration of the Czech
oslovak situation. The Pravda article 
was published, knowingly"]! irT advance of 
a CS.R. Government Program. Declaration 
to supplement the K.S.C. Action Program. 

C.S.R. Government Prograia Declaration is 
presented to the C.S.R. National Assembly. 
The Program went beyond the liberalization 
policies of the K.S.C. Action Program, in 
the face of increased opposition as found. 
in the Pravda article of April 22. 

Pravda prints article, "Against Left and 
Right Revisionism." 

Dubcek goes to Moscow to assure the Soviet 
leadership that "democratization would not 
be allov/ed to turn against socialism in 
the CS.R." 

8 May 196 8 The leadership of the Eastern European 
regional alliance system, with the excep
tion of the C.S.R. and S.R.R., meets in 
Moscov/ to discuss CS.R. dom.estic develop
ments . 
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Soviet and Polish military units begin 
maneuvers near C.S.R. borders, causing 
speculation of an impending intervention. 

11 May 1968 Izvestia editorial stresses importance of 
the Marxist Party's being the vanguard 
of the people. Editorial represented the 
initiation of a so-called "May press cam
paign" by W.T.O. members to call attention 
to current errors of the K.S.C. 

Pravda stresses importance of cooperation 
among W.T.O. member polities and emphasizes 
the importance of the May 8 meeting in 
Moscow and the earlier Dresden conference 
(23-25 March). 

15 May 196 8 Literaturnaya Gazeta attacks the degree 
of intellectual dissent tolerated in the 
C.S.R., implying that such tolerance was 
giving aid and comfort to the enemy. 

P.ravda applauds the K.S.C. Central Coirani.ttee 
May Plenum which appeared to be ready to 
attempt the restraint of undisciplined 
elements in the Czechoslovak communications 
media. 

Subsequently, the K.S.C./C.S.R. leadership 
attempts to shov/ its good faith to the 
W.T.O. by reluctantly agreeing to W.T.O. 
staff manuevers in the C.S.R, from June 18 
to July 1. 

27 June 196 8 Ludvik Vaculik issues a proclamation, "The 
2,000 Words," at the request of a collection 
of scholars and scientists. 

I July 1968 W.T.O. staff manuevers are extended without 
explanation and reinforced with troops and 
mechanized units. 

II July 1968 I. A.lexandrov article in Pravda condemns 
"The 2,000 Words" as an "attack on the 
socialist foundation in Czechoslovakia" 
and makes reference to the Hungarian situ
ation of 19 56. 
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14 July 1968 The concerned leaders of the fraternal 
parties of the W.T.O. including U.S.S.R., 
German Democratic Republic, Polish 
People's Republic, Hungarian People's 
Republic, and the People's Republic of 
Bulgaria, meet in Warsav/. The K.S.C/ 
C.S.R. leadership declines to attend the 
multi-lateral meeting. S.R.R. is also 
absent. 

15 July 1968 "Warsaw Letter" is issued, stating that 
the Czechoslovak situation has aroused 
"profound anxiety," and "imperils the 
interests of the entire socialist system." 
The letter criticizes the K.S.C/CS.R. 
leadership and states that the situation 
"is no longer your [CS.R.] affair alone." 

Another Eastern European regional alliance 
press campaign begins, with the exception 
of the S.R.R. and the rather mild comments 
of the H.P.R. 

Lieutenant General Vaclav Prchlik, head of 
^ the K.S.C. military department, gives press 
conference in which he calls for basic 
revisions in the VJarsaw Pact organizational 
relationships. His comments also refer 
to the delayed v/ithdrawal of the V7.T.0. 
m.anuevers in the C.S.R. and the "lamentable" 
Warsaw conference. 

18 July 1968 C.S.R. issues official reply to Warsaw 
Letter. However, the reply does not meet 
the specific criticisms and criteria of 
the Warsaw Letter. 

19 July 1968 Leonid Brezhnev demands an immediate 
meeting, in the Soviet Union, between the 
K.S.C. Presidium and the C.P.S.U. Politburo. 

Dubcek addresses a special K.S.C. Central 
Comjiiittee Plenum, to explain not attending 
the Warsaw meeting on 14 July and to 
explain the rejection of the Warsav; Letter's 
definition of "socialist requirements."' 

Dubcek asserts that there is general public 
support for his regime. Conservative opposi 
tion to Dubcek within the K.S.C. is muted. 



20 July 1968 

22 July 1968 

29 July to 
1 August 1968 
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The K.S.C/CS.R. leadership agrees to 
meet with the C.P.S.U. Politburo, although 
agreement is delayed because of conflict 
regarding a meeting place. Apparently, 
K.S.C Presidium is reluctant to meet in 
the Soviet Union. 

Another press campaign against the CS.R. 
begins. Krasnaya Zvezda gives full Soviet 
military support to the efforts of the 
C.P.S.U. leadership. 

Pravda declares Dubcek's position of 19 
July to be "inadequate and incorrect." 

Cierna-nad-Tisou (in Slovakia on the 
CS.R./U.S.S.R. border) meeting is held 
between full membership of K.S.C. Presicium 
and C.P.S.U. Politburo, with only care
takers rem.aining in each capital. 

Dubcek and K.S.C delegation hold firm, to 
their position, stressing Czechoslovak 
public support. 

Soviet delegation, headed by Brezhnev, also 
remains inflexible. 

Extensive Soviet/W.T.O. manuevers are held 
in Cierna-nad-Tisou area. 

2 August 1968 

3 August 1968 

Division becomes apparent among C.P.S.U. 
Politburo delegation. 

Meeting scheduled for only one day extends 
into four days. 

Cierna-nad-Tisou joint communique is 
issued, v/hich indicates only that an 
"exchange of opinions" had transpired 
and that a multi-lateral meeting of con
cerned frateral parties in the VJ.T.O. , 
excepting the S.R.R., would join the K.S.C 
and C.P.S.U. delegations at Bratislava on 
August 3, 196 8. 

The highest officials cf the concerned 
fraternal parties of the P.P.R., G.D.R,, 
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4 August 1968 

10 August 1968 

12 August 1968 

14 August 1968 

H.P.R., and P.R.B. meet on short notice 
with the C.P.S.U. and K.S.C delegations 
at Bratislava. 

.Bratislava communique is issued, but is 
couched in generalities. 

W.T.O. member polities' press note that 
the communique pledges all signatory 
parties tc follow a "concerted policy that 
meets the common interests of the socialist 
countries" and to follow "the principles 
of democratic centralism." 

W.T.O. manuevers in the C.S.R., extended 
since July 1, are ended and W.T.O. troops 
are withdrawn from the C.S.R. 

Polemic criticism, between the C.S.R. and 
the other concerned parties of the Eastern 
European regional alliance subsides. 

K.S.C. Presidium issues Draft Statutes 
for consideration prior to the Fourteenth 
K.S.C Congress scheduled to be held on 
9 September 196 8. 

Statutes on "minority political views" prove 
to be the most controversial, implying the 
effective end of K.S.C. democratic centralism, 

Walter Ulbrecht, First Secretary of the 
Socialist Unity Party of the G.D.R., meets 
with Dubcek at Karlovy Vary in Moravia, 
CS.R. to indicate the concern of the 
conservative fraternal parties of the W.T.O. 
as well as the concern of the K.S.C. 
conservatives, who were requesting support 
from the regional alliance system.. The 
meeting v/as reportedly unsatisfactory. 
Contrasting interpretations of the Brati
slava Communique are apparent. 

Pravda publishes theoretical article 
entitled, "Comar.on Principles," which con
tradicts the K.S.C draft statutes. The 
most basic common principle is said to 
be that of democratic centralism. 
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17 August 196 8 
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Soviet press resumes press campaign, con
sidering the specifics of the Czechoslovak 
situation. 

Pravda announces senior level military 
consultations between Soviet and G.D.R. 
military leaders. 

18 August 1968 Pravda announces that Soviet and G.D.R. 
senior military leaders arrive in the 
P.P.R. for extensive military consultations 
with senior Polish military leaders. 

Pravda prints I. Alexandrov article 
charging that the CS.R. leadership is 
losing control of the Czechoslovak situa
tion . 

19 August 1968 

Night of 20-
21 August 1968 

Soviet press continues to criticize 
alleged civil disturbances in the C.S.R. 

Soviet/W.T.O. intervention by five countries, 
excluding the S.R.R., in Czechoslovakia 
begins. 

K,S,C./C.S.R. leadership protests^ but 
advocates non-resistance. 

21 August 1968 Western countries request that the U.N. 
Security Council convene to discuss the 
Czechoslovak situation. 

A resolution is submitted by the same 
group, calling for the withdrav/al of inter
vening forces and for diplomatic pressures 
to ensure the v/ithdrawal. 

Jacob Malik, Soviet Ambassador to the U.N., 
states that there is no basis for consider
ation by the Security Council. He contends 
that the Czechoslovak situation is "a 
matter for the Czechoslovak people and the 
States of the socialist community." .As 
none of these countries has requested a 
meeting, Malik states, the U.N. has no 
jurisdiction. 
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22 August 1968 Pravda prints article entitled, "Defense 
oT Socialismi Is the Highest International 
Duty," which suggests that the defense of 
socialism is not merely the internal affair 
of Czechoslovakia. 

Pravda criticizes Dubcek regime as a 
'right wing opportunist minority of the 
K.S.C" 

24 August 1968 W.T.O. memiber states participating in the 
intervention present statement to the 
U.N. Security Council confirming the multi
lateral and regional nature of the inter
vention. 

28 August 1968 Communique on Soviet-Czechoslovak talks is 
issued. The Dubcek regime remains in 
pov/er. The communique indicates that 
accommodations have been reached and that 
the intervening forces are unable to 
oversee the installation of a more conser
vative regime in the C.S.R. This is 
credited to the solidarity of the C.S.R. 
leadership and citizens. 

26 Septem.ber 
1968 Pravda publishes article, which contains 

what has come to be called the Brezhnev 
Doctrine. The implication is a concept 
of limited sovereignty in the socialist 
commonwealth. 

3 October 1963 U,S.S.R. Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
Andrei Gromyko, while speaking to the 
U.N., announces 'that the socialist states 
cannot and will not allow a situation 
where the vital interest of socialism are 
infringed upon and encroachments are made 
on the inviolability vof the boundaries of 
the socialist cc;mm.onwealth. . . . " 

Any effective U.N. consideration of the 
Czechoslovak situation ends. 
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APPENDIX G 

GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS 



C.D.S.P. Current Digest of the Soviet Press 

CP.S.U. Coramunist Party of the Soviet Union 

C»E,l<. Czechoslovak Socialist Republic 

CD.R. Germ.an Democratic Republic 

G.F.R, Germ.an Federal Republic 

H.P.R, Hungarian People's Republic 

H.W.1, Hungarian Workers' Party 

I.7i.P.F. Inter-American Peace Force 

I.S..Z.. International Security Zone or International 

Zone of Refuge 

K.S.C. Czechoslovak Communist Party 

K.S.S. Slovak CoKimiUnist Party 

M.F.M. Ministers of Foreign Affairs 

O.A.S. Organization of American States 

P.P.R. Polish People's Republic 

P.U.W.P. Polish United Workers' Party 

S.R.R. Romanian Socialist Republic 

T,I.?..C T.'̂ nth Inter-American Conference 

VJ.T.O. Warsaw Treaty Organization 
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