
EXCURSUS I 

Robert Magill on 
POLANDANDCZECHOSLOVAKIA 
A LESSON FROM HISTORY 

The Polish crisis appears at times to have subsided, only 
to reemerge. The threat of Soviet military intervention will 
not go away: With President Reagan in office, and with the 
greater emphasis on military strength in foreign policy 
that he and Secretary of State Halg avowedly represent, it 
may be instructive to recall how events in Poland com- 
pare with those of an earlier liberation movement In East- 
ern Europe-the “Prague Spring” of 1967-and how 
U.S. policy and tactics helped to bring about that move- 
ment and the consequent Soviet invasion of Czechoslo- 
vakia in 1968. 

A basic difference between these two movements is 
found in their contrasting origins. The Prague Spring was 
primarily a response to new and vigorous detente policies 
of washington and Bonn, and it developed at the initiative 
of the top political leadership in Czechoslovakia. These 
detente policies were so vigorously expressed, and In 
such a vein, as to make it easy for.the Czechs to believe 
that the West was prepared to support their revolt against 
Soviet hegemony. 

The Polish movement, on the other hand, seems largely 
an indigenous one, arising from the Polish working class. 
Although one may argue that developments In Poland are 
an outgrowth of the East-West detente of the 1970s (and 
certainly there is a relationship), there are persuasive indi- 
cations that the primary momentum came from within 
Poland. In any event, we know that the Polish movement 
did not gain momentum until after East-West detente had 
been virtually stifled by the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan 
and the aftermath of that debacle. 

In considering the cause and effect relationship be- 
tween the Prague Spring and the early detente policies of 

Washington and Bonn, it is important to understand how 
those policies led to a major miscalculation in Czechoslo- 
vakia and to the consequent Soviet invasion. In the first 
place, the initial instigators of U.S. detente’ policy were 
overeager and inclined to pursue their objectives by 
“short-circuiting” the orderly and open processes of poli- 
cymaking. Their use of such tacticsh the early phases of 
detente created a serious misunderstanding between the 
U.S. and the Federal Republic of Germany. At stake was 
the policy of support for reunification of East and West 
Germany that, for more than a decade afler World War 11, 
had been a cardinal principle of both Washington and 
Bonn in the approach to East-West relations. For West 
Germans the freeing of their brothers ’from Communist 
and Soviet hegemony and oppression had been the llnch- 
pin of Bonn’s foreign policy-a policy adhered to by all 
West German political parties-and the U.S. had given 
this policy strong and consistent support. 

To make a long story short, In October, 1966. President 
Johnson made a public speech, the main thrust of which 
was to withdraw U.S. support for active pursuit of formal 
German reunification. The speech saw reunification as 
something that could be achieved only over the very long 
run through the process of detente, which, It was hoped, 
Would heal the divisions between East and West Europe. 
That concept may now sound like a truism, but when 
President Johnson expressed it without any advance con- 
sultation with Bonn, it hit the West Germans like a thun- 
derbolt. The turmoil it caused within the U.S. Government 
was on1y.a little less severe; for the speech had been 
drafted In great secrecy by Zbigniew Brzezinski-then a 
new member of the State Department’s Policy Planning 
Council-in close collaboration with the chairman of the 
council, Henry Owen, and with the president’s national 
security advisor, Walt Rostow. 

At least one seemingly authoritative report at the time 
had it that knowledge of the speech was kept from every- 
one else In the U.S. Government, including even Secre- 
tary of State Rusk. Others now recall that two key officers 
of the State Department European Bureau were given a 

“Have you noticed, people don’t say, ‘the good old days’ any more?” 
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quick look at the draft speech, and that the detente “Ca- 
bal” of Bnezinski, Owen, and Rostow managed to over- 
ride the strenuous objections of these officers by deft 
maneuvering through the upper strata of the Department. 
(In any event, on the basis of this speech, which was an 
attempt to disarm the Soviets psychologically by accept- 
ing their postwar power position in Eastern Europe, Btze- 
zinski-the leading “hawk” of the Carter reglme- 
emtdged theleading “dove” of the Johnson administration. 

In Bonn, German political leaders of both Right and 
Left, including the now Chancellor Helmut Schmidt, were 
so disturbed by this peremptory U.S. withdrawal of sup- 
port for the mainstay of their foreign policy that for several 
weeks they were talking about a West German neutraliza- 
tion that would involve Bonn’s withdrawal from NATO and 
the departure of U.S. forces stationed in West Germany. 
But such talk was abandoned before long and Bonn 
began to step up its nascent detente policy toward East- 
ern Europe. Bonn was saying in effect that if the U.S. 
would not help It seek formal reunification, then the Fed- 
eral Republic would pursue East-West detente as vigor- 
ously as possible as a substitute means of eventually 
achieving reunification, in substance if not in form. 

It was this aggressive West German Ostpolitik, in con- 
cert with the new U.S. detente approach, that led to misin- 
terpretation by the Czechs and the subsequent Prague 
Spring. It was a subtle matter. Western policies at that 
time did not, of course, offer military aid in the event of 
Soviet military intervention against liberalization In East- 
ern Europe. What encouraged the too ambitious Czech 
liberalization was the fact that the West Germans were 
suddenly proposing an entirely new East-West relation- 
ship, and the Czechs assumed that the powerful US. Gov- 
ernment not only supported this approach but also had 
the means and the will to make it effective. (They would 
have been wise to have paid more attention to Johnson’s 
1966 speech on German reunification, which gave the 
Soviets virtual “carte blanche” in Eastern Europe.) 

The sweeping Czech liberalization measures of 1967 
were of concern to only a few In the US. Government. 
Most policymakers had climbed hurriedly on Brzezlnski’s 
“bandwagon,” and they regarded Bonn’s new detente 
tactics and the Czech response as evidence of the cor- 
rectness of the way in which the US. had changed its 
position. on German reunification. The 1968 Soviet inva- 
sion of Czechoslovakia came as such a surprise to most 
career officers andipoliticians in Washington and Bonn 
that we failed to react in any signlficant way; and by our 
failure we seemed to accept the notion that the Sovlets 
had the “right” to conduct such a rape within a sphere of 
hegemony that, under our new detente policy, we 
acknowledged as their own. 

The principal lesson to be drawn from this history is 
clear. The U.S. and its NATO allies should take great 
pains to avoid actions or statements that might convey 
the impression to the Poles that we would Intervene or 
retaliate militarily in the event of a Soviet invasion of 
Poland. It would be foolish, in fact, for the U.S. to threaten 
any type of retaliation that we were not fully prepared to 
invoke should our bluff be called. We have performed 
rather well so far. There Is, of course, little danger that the 
Reagan admlnistration would renew the sort of vlgorous 
detente efforts that characterized the Johnson regime. 
The possibility of the U.S. assuming a belllcose posture Is 
another matter, however. 

The Poles themselves presumably are less likely to be 
misled by careless statements from the West than were 
the Czechs, for the Poles have much more historical expe- 
rience on which to draw. Lech Waiesa, leader of the Polish 
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workers’ “Solidarity” movement, as well as leaders in 
both the Polish Communist party and the Polish Catholic 
Church, obviously has been taking care to avoid too great 
a provocation to the Soviets. Moscow is itself deterred, It 
would seem, not only by the adverse consequences It 
would suffer in its relations with the rest of the world, but 
also by the prospect that invasion might provoke a gener- 
al uprising in Poland. (If there were to be an invasion and 
resistance, the Poles would of course lose.) However, ili- 
considered U.S. statements could yet produce a replay of 
the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, a possibility under- 
scored by the likelihood that U.S. foreign policy will be 
dominated by military “hawks” on East-West relations. 

Robert Magill. a retired Foreign Service Officer, served in 
the State Department during the Johnson years. 

EXCURSUS 2 

David Linebaugh and Edward Doherty on 
GETTING BACK TO SALT II 

Since the failure of the Senate to ratify SALT II, both the 
US. and the USSR have observed the limitations set in 
that agreement-the U.S. explicitly, the USSR tacitly. Will 
the new administration understand the importance of 
continuing to do this, whatever else they do? 

Secretary of State Haig told the Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee that the U.S. is iii-prepared “to negotiate 
successfully the kinds of arms control breakthroughs I 
would like to see. I would like to have some rather dramat- 
ic improvement in our overall posture ... we’ve got to 
change the backdrop ....” Secretary of Defense Weinberg- 
er told the Senate Armed Services Committee that it 
would be “a good six months” before the Reagan admin- 
istration is ready to discuss a new agreement. He wants a 
clear signal “that we are resolutely embarked” on the 
path to redress the strategic balance. 

it does not seem unreasonable for the new administra- 
tion to want six months before resuming strategic arms 
talks with the USSR; but it is difficult to see how a dramat- 
ic improvement in our posture or a redressing of the stra- 
tegic balance can be achieved in so short a time. If the 
intention is also to ignore the SALT II limits, one may 
assume the Soviets will ignore them too. And if the Sovl- 
ets are already ahead, as Haig and Weinberger imply, will 
they not remain so? 

On the other hand, assuming that for six months or so 
the SALT II limits will be observed by both sides, what 
choices are then open to the United States? The apparent 
lesson of Carter’s early failed demarche In 1977 to open 
up the talks for drastic reductions in weaponry is that the 
Russians will insist on stayi.ng with the SALT II they know, 
perhaps with minor modlficatlons. But will they? 

On the contrary, after reading Haig’s and Welnberger’s 
signals, they may leap at the opportunity to renegotiate 
SALT II and escape from its limitations. For the Russians, 
SALT I1 is a treaty of prohibition: It restralns them at many 
points. They cannot interfere with national technical 
means of Intelligence collection; they may not deploy the 
SS-16, a mobile missile; they may not increase the pro- 
duction rate of the Backfire bomber; they must retire a 
Yankee-class submarine with the deployment of each Del- 
ta-class submarine; they must dismantle 250 missiles and 
bombers by the end of 1981; they cannot add six thou- 


