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William Zimmerman 

THE ENERGY CRISIS, WESTERN 'STAGFLATION' AND THE 
EVOLUTION OF SOVIET-EAST EUROPEAN 
RELATIONS: AN INITIAL ASSESSMENT 

As Western specialists are well aware, the scholarly dialogue in 

the Soviet Union,and even more so in such East European states as Hungary 

and Poland~has evolved in recent years in such a way that in an article, 

tsitatnichestvo (citationism) is often confined to an initial bow to an 

authoritative source and a conclusion which invokes a pithy aphorism from 

Lenin or Marx. In keeping with that spirit begin with a quote from 

Soviet Premier Alexei Kosygin taken from his June 28, 1978 address at the 

Thirty-Second Meeting of the Council of Mutual Economic Assistance (Comecon). 

In his speech he makes reference to the global economic system where 

t.he 1974-1975 economic crisis, the biggest since the war, 
opened up a new phase in capitalist development characterized 
by a declining tempo, growing instability and increasing 
disproportions. The difficulties caused by the energy, 
raw material and currency and financial crisis remain 
unresolved. A number of important sectors are in difficulties, 
in particular shipbuilding, machinebuilding, the chemical 
industry, ferrous metallurgy and the textile industry. The 
high rate of inflation remains and unemployment has reached 
massive dimensions. Countries such as Britain and Sweden 
have experienced prolonged stagnation or decreased industrial 
production and are unable to get back to the precrisis level. 
On the world market monopoly competition has increased and 
the trade and currency war has become fiercer. The purchasing 
power of the U.S. yollar and other capitalist currencies 
continues to fall. 

Termiilology aside, l doubt H many would object strenuously_t.o Kosyginrs 

characterization of what has transpired in the Western economy in recent 

years, nor would we disngree that these 11negative trends taking place 

within the capitalist economy!' are phenomena that 1 'to a certain degree 

are affecting the economy of the world socialist system." Indeed, to what 

degree and in what manner this is so is the general theme of this conference. 
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My task here is to ask how these events, the immediate catalyst 

for which was the quadrupling of oil prices by the OPEC countries in the 

context of the October 1973 Arab-Israeli War, have affected the nature of 

Soviet-East European political relations. 2 It is not an easy task. Given 

the extent and manner in which socialist economies are institutionally 

insulated from external economic developments, it's difficult enough to 

specify the linkages between changes in the global economic system and 

the socialist economies-- especially when the changes in the global 

economy (i.e., inflation and recession) themselves represent a blend of 

somewhat cross-cu~ting tendencies and when the changes have occurred roughly 

simultaneously with other substantially unrelated but causally significant 

developments. (Almost 'any enumeration of such developments would include 

detente, the signing of the Helsinki agreement, and the growth of 

agricultural protection:sm within an enlarged European Economic Community.) 

lt 1 s still more challenging to assess the impact of an external 

economic shock on the nature of Soviet-East European political relations. 

Efforts by political scientists to analyze political 1 inkages· 

across systemic levels or between systems have not often been marked by 

great ~uccess. 3 tn studying Soviet-East European relations specifically, 

there exists I ittle by way of formalized propositions pertaining to the 

4 impact of inputs originating outside the system. In studying Soviet-

East European relations, data problems abound as well. What one wishes to 

know either does not exist or is to be found if at all in highly fugitive 

sources. To give but one example: one would dearly wish to have mass 

and elite survey data pertaining to East European attitudes toward the 

West prior to and after 1973 in order to be able to test the simple and 



3 

plausible -- but quite possibly erroneous -- proposition that the attractive­

ness of Western political and economic ideas and institutions to East 

European masses and elites has been fundamentally diminished by the post 

1973 economic events; to my knowledge, such data do not exist, at least 

not in the public domain. It's a yet even more challenging task to add 

something on the impact of the global energy crisis, inflation and recession 

three years after Andrzej Korbonski did write 11 something new or original" 

on the 11 impact of East-West trade on the economic integration of Eastern 

Europe'' and in 1 ight of recent work by Sarah Meiklejohn Terry, Paul Marer, 

and Peter Marsh. 5 For all these reasons-- and since in addition my 

own research in this vein is not complete -- it bears stressing that the 

subtitle of my paper is not prompted by an excessive modesty but is 

intended literally. 

Soviet-East European Relations 1956-73 

These caveats having been dutifullyt indeed earnestly, entered, 

let me turn now to the business at hand. The only way we can begin to 

make headway in assessing the impact of the global energy crisis and 

Western stagflation on the structure and character of Soviet-East European 

relations is to depict certain key features of those relations prior to 

1973, describe as best we can how and if these features have changed 

since 1973 and attempt to assess the role of the putative causal variable, 

in this case the recent "negative events 11 in the Western economy, on those 

features of Soviet-East European relations which have altered. 

This in turn requires, initially, a brief description of the 

essential attributes of Soviet-East European relati~ns prior to 1973. 



Those attributes are, I believe,most appropriately grasped if we characterize 

the nature of the relations which obtained in the late 1960s and early 

1970s as that of a hierarchical regional system; 6 i.e., regional inter-state 

system made up of a single great power, the regional hegemon, and a number 

of relatively small states. 

Such a perspective is consonant with the evolution that took 

place in the post World War I I period in relations among communist states. 

From 1948 to 1953 it had been largely appropriate to think of the communist 

states as a set as making up the Soviet bloc -- although the exclusion of 

Yugoslavia from the Cominform inl948 testified to the fact that, virtually 

from the outset, not all communist states were a part of that bloc and 

indeed indicated that communist states created more or less in imitation 

of the Soviet model were highly capable of repulsing the imperial blandishments, 

short of actual armed force, of all states including those by the Motherland 

of Socialism herself. The emergence of China as a significant force in 

tbe 1950s, the re-emergence of interstate relations among the European 

communist states after Sta1 in 1 s death in 1953,and Khrushchev's secret 

speech at the Twentieth CPSU Congress suggested the transformation of 

communist relations from those of, a bloc to those of an 

international system constituting a potential world system. The 1960s in 

turn lent little support to the idea widespread at the beginning of that 

decade that there would emerge by the end of the 1970s an international 

order dominated by the Soviet Union and governed by 11scientific 

socialist'' norms or that it made sense to set off relations between 

communist states and non-ruling communist parties from the general 

international system. Changes in trade and transaction flows, the evolving 
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pattern of organizational memberships and, most notably, the failure of 

the communist states to contain conflict within the set of communist 

states all served to undermine the utility of postulating a general 

communist international system. Increasingly, instead, it seemed appropriate 

to define Soviet-East European relations in regionally specific terms, 

to differentiate between relations between these states and other states, 

whether the latter be non-communist or communist. Institutionally, 

the "boundaries" of t_hat regional system were defined by membership in 

the Warsaw Treaty Organization and Comecon, each of which in the 1960s 

was almost exclusively East European in composition. (Mongolia did have 

membership in Comecon.) Trade patter.ns among the East European states, 

with the exception of Romania, in the 1960s and early 1970s were distinctive 

from those of other states, capitalist or communist. The trade of the USSR 

and the other East European states was overwhelmingly with each other and 

remarkably constant throughout the period, as Table 1 shows (see following 

page). Viewed from the perspective of norms for behavior, similarly, it 

was increasingly evident that "proletarian international ism11 had clear 

behavioral consequences only for Soviet-East European relations and not 

for relations with other communist states, much less non-ruling parties. 

Finally there was a growing propensity for communist elites themselves 

to confine references to the concept "socialist cornmunity11 to the USSR 

and Eastern Europe.7 

Conc~iving relations among the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe 

as a hierarchical regional system has, moreover, several advantages. 

Emphasizing the hierarchical nature of the system summarizes the general 

pattern of asymmetry that has characterized Soviet-East European relations 
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Table I 

EAST EUROPEAN INTRA-COMECON TRADE 1960-1972 
AS A PROPORTION OF TOTAL· TRADE 

1960 1972 

Bulgaria 

Turnover 80 80 
Imports 80 80 
Exports 80 80 

Czechslovakia 

Turnover 63 66 
Imports 64 65 
Exports 63 66 

German Democratic Repub I i c 

Turnover 67 67 
Imports 66 63 
Exports 69 65 

Hungary 

Turnover 62 64 
Imports 64 63 
Exports 61 65 

Poland 

Turnover 56 59 
Imports 58 58 
Exports 55 60 

Romania 

Turnover 67 "46 
Imports 68 45 
Exports 66 47 

Source: J. T. Crawford and John Haberstroh, 11Survey of Economic Policy 
Issues in Eastern Europe,'' in Joint Economic Committee, Reorientation and 
Commercial Relations of the Economies of Eastern Europe, p. 41. 
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throughout the period since the communist.takeovers at the end of World 

War I I, and this conveys some sense of the distinct limits on the behavior 

of the small states while still allowing for some independent behavior 

on the part of all the states in the system. (ltalso incidentally provides an 

immediate structural distinction between the position of Yugoslavia, 8 a 

member of a far less stratified global bi-polar system,vis-a-vis the 

Soviet Union and that of the various East European states and the Soviet 

Union.) That asymmetry has been such an essential aspect of Soviet-

East European relations as to warrant somewhat greater detail. 

Assuming, for instance, as first approximation that gross 

national product summarizes the power of a state, one can employ a measure 

suggested by James Caporaso9 to describe more specifically the inequality 

of tbe Soviet-East European system. Caporaso's equation is 

Con = 
1/N where concentration is represented by Con, 

- 1/N 

P. stands for the proportion of GNP of each state in the total gross 
I 

product of the regional system, and N is the number of actors in the 

system. Higher system inequality wil 1 result in scores that are nearer 

to unity. Using Caporaso 1 s measur~ it turns out, not surprisingly, that 

the Soviet-East European regional system (here defined as the members 

of the WTO and the European members of Comecon) is somewhat less unequal 

than the Western hemispheric system (i.e., the Organization of American 

States) and somewhat more unequal than the North Atlantic community (NATO). 

More interesting!~ it appears that interstate inequality in the Soviet-

East European system was actually increasing slightly in the period from 

the Twentieth CPSU Congress to 1973, a trend which, inter ali~ runs counter 
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to some of the more glowing claims advanced for the 11 international 

relations of a new type'• putatively associated with social ism (cf. 

Table 2). 

Table 2 

INTER-STATE INEQUALITY IN REGIONAL SYSTEMS 

International 
Year 1957 1965 1972 Organization 

OAS .882 .877 .867 
(. 891 ) (. 877) 

NATO .618 .615 .584 
(.616) (. 485) 

WTO .685 .712 .717 
(. 678) 

Source: GNP figures are drawn from Bruce Russett et al., World Handbook of 
Political and Social Indicators (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1964), 
Charles L. Taylor and Michael C. Hudson, World Handbook of Political and 
Social Indicators, second 'edition (New Haven: Yale, 1972) and U.S. Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, World Mi 1 itary Expenditures and Arms 
Trade, 1963-73, (Washington: GPO, 1974). 

Figures in parentheses for the OAS and NATO are the inequality scores for 
the seven members with the largest GNP from each alliance; that for 1957-
WTO includes Albania. 

The asymmetry in Soviet-East European relatrons was also reflected 

in the extent to which the East European states were penetrated by the 

Soviet Union. In the years of high Stal Lnism, the East European states, 

1 ike the repub1 ics of the Soviet Union, were national in form and 

socialist in content; they were totally penetrated systems that were 

1 ittle more than transmission belt organizations. As in the Soviet Union, 
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controls were exerted primarily by the informal mechanisms of the party, 

the secret police, the military and by Stalin himself. 

The death of Stalin and the ramifications in East Europe of the 

20th CPSU Congress produced important changes in the penetration of the 

East European states. The most obvious forms of penetration were eliminated. 

After 1956 Soviet citizens were no longer members of the Polish Central 

Committee, and East European budgets in the 1960s and early 1970s were much 

less directly correlated with 11 the Soviet pattern of social expenditures 11 

10 than they had been in the 1950s. 

After 1956, too, there were ranges in the degree of penetration. 

Constitutions adopted in Eastern Europe in the 1960s and early 1970s varied 

in their evidence of deference to the Soviet Union from the 1965 Romanian 

Constitution to the 1971 Bulgarian Constitution. The former made no 

reference to the USSR by name and noted simply that Romania 11maintains 

and develops relations of friendship and fraternal collaboration with the 

socialist countries 11
; the Bulgarian Constitution, by contrast, referred 

to 11developing and strengthening friendship, cooperation, and mutual 

• h s . . d h h • 1' • 1111 assistance Wit the ov1et Unron an t e ot er soc1a 1st countr1es. 

Poland negotiated a genuine military status of forces agreement in 1956 

and Romania in the 1960s successfully purged the Romanian CP of putatively 

pro-Soviet elements. Our knowledge, however, of the overall penetration 

of the East European parties, economy, and society by the CPSU and, as 

12 Christopher Jones stresses, the Soviet military through the WTO, 

in the post T956 period, leaves considerable to be desired. 
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One can, nevertheless, obtain a reasonable approximation of the 

evolving overall Soviet presence in Eastern Europe by focusing on the 

degree of cultural penetration by the Soviet Union. Here, moreover, there 

are readily available data for the period from Stalin's death to 1973. 

Thus one can utilize translation data compiled by UNESCO to derive a sense 

of the Soviet presence in Eastern Europe by comparing ~he expected 

frequency with which East European states translate books from Russian 

and English,were that a chance occurrence 1 with the observed pattern of 

translation for 1973 (Table 2). The equivalent figures for Austria, 

Finland,and Sweden were also compiled to indicate that the subject is 

politics not geography; Table 3 provides an indication of the extent of 

Soviet cultural presence twenty years after Stalin's death. (In this table 

and in Tables 4 and 5 following, the Soviet presence is somewhat understated 

since t~e figures are for Russian, not for al 1 languages of the Soviet 

Union.) 

Viewed longitudinally, however, the picture is quite different. 

Table 3 depicts Russian translations as a proportion of al 1 translations 

for the various East European countries (along with Albania and Yugoslavia). 

The data reveal two things: major changes in Soviet-East European 

relations or in the domestic political situation in an individual country 

without fail find their reflection in the proportion of Russian books 

translated in particular years and that there has been a steady decrease 

in the Soviet cultural presence in Eastern Europe over time. The latter 

proposition is further suggested by Table 5 which displays, in somewhat 

more abbreviated fashion, translations as a proportion of all books in Eastern 

Europe, Albania and Yugoslavia and books translated from Russian as a 

percentage of all books published. 
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ALBANIA 

1954 NAa 
1955 NA 
1956 NA 
1957 NA 
1958 57 
1959 44 
1960 61 
1961 48 
1962 39 
1963 34 
1964 58 
1965 26 
1966 16 
1967 26 
1968 19 
1969 25 
1970 28 
1971 17 
1972 7 
1973 10 

aNA=not available 

bl965-66 combined 

Table It 

PERCENT RUSSIAN LANGUAGE BOOKS OF THE TOTAL NUMBER OF BOOKS 
TRANSLATED IN EAST EUROPEAN COUNTRIES 

GERMAN 
BULGARIA CZECHOSLOVAK I A DEMOCRATIC HUNGARY POLANO 

REPUBLIC 

66 6lt NA 59 70 
69 52 NA 48 57 
63 47 NA 40 47 
63 31 NA 16 30 
50 24 NA 27 22 
49 26 NA 25 20 
54 26 NA 30 23 
57 24 NA 23 26 
51 24 NA 30 27 
53 23 NA 22 23 
46 16 NA 20 23 
43 16 NA 16 23 
37 ll NA 13 25 
33 12 NA 15 23 
34 15 NA 13 20 
37 B NA 10 19 
39 9 NA I I 21 
36 13 41 10 19 
4lt 18 73 1 l 17 
44 24 42 I I 16 

Source: UN Statistical Yearbooks 

ROMANIA YUGOSLAVIA 

NA 7 
47 21 
53 23 
32 10 
43 10 
44 10 
lt4 10 
49 13 
37 9 
34 13 
24 13 
I I NA 
9 lib 
8 1 l 
8 12 
5 8 

10 13 
5 12 

10 8 
6 7 

-

N 



Table 5 

PUBliCATION OF BOOKS AND TRANSlATED WORK AMONG EAST 
EUROPEAN COUNTRIES, 1954-73 

ALBANIA. BUlGARIA CZECHOSLOVAKIA HUNGARY POLAND ROMANIA YUGOSLAVIA 

TRANSLATED WORK AS % OF TOTAL BOOK PRODUCTION 

1954 --* 24.8 29.7 -- -- -- 14.9 
1955 -- l7 .4 33.5 12.9 JlL8 12.6 14.4 
1959 llt.l 17.8 17. I 5.9 10.4 -- 16.8 
1964 16.3 18.3 19.8 16. I 8.8 12.7 20.3 
1969 -- 16 17.6 19.8 8.7 10.2 11.6 
1973 -- 10.2 16.7 JIL2 8.9 -- 14.6 

TRANSLATED RUSSIAN WORK AS % OF TOTAL BOOK PRODUCTION 

1954 -- 16.9 19. 1 -- -- -- I. 09 
1955 -- 12. 1 17.5 6.6 8.5 5.9 0.8 
1959 6.2 8.] 4.4 1.4 2.0 -- 1.7 
1964 9.4 8.4 3.3 3.2 2.0 2.9 2.5 
1969 -- 6.2 1.4 1.9 1.6 0.53 0.98 
1973 -- 4.5 4.0 1.5 1.4 -- 1.0 

* --: not available 

Source: UN Statistical Yearbook, 1957, 1958, 1962, 1966, 1971, \972, 1975, 1976. 

\.IV 
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The inequality in the power of the states' members of a 

hierarchical regional system and the concomitant penetration of the lesser 

states has often led specialists to regard the exploitation of the Eastern 

European states as an essential feature of Soviet-East European relations. 

One man's exploitation is another's mutually advantageous sharing of 

resources, know how, or capital: perceptions and frame of reference are 

crucial. The consensus of specialists, however, is that while in the early 

post World War I I period the Soviet Union used its pre-eminent political 

and military status to exploit its East European clients economically 

(paying particular attention to disadvantage what became the GDR), it 

was at least an open question who was exploiting whom in Soviet-East 

European relations, 1956-1973. 13 If one employes the criterion most 

favored by the dependency theorists -- terms of trade -- the general 

disposition of the economists has been that it was the developed, manu-

factured-goods producing East European states which were the exploiter 

states, a situation which provoked largely ineffectual protests by the 

USSR. These protests involved arguments by the Soviet Union that the 

East European states ought to invest in the Soviet Union and that in 

setting prices consideration ought to be shown the raw material exporting 

states, in view of the longterm trend in world prices favoring manufactured 

goods. Soviet objections, however, were evidently not too strenuously 

advanced since the situation, economically disadvantageous as it was to 

the Soviet Union, was compensated for in considerable measure by such 

political gains as bloc loyalty and cohesion. The manifestation in the 

Warsaw Treaty Organization context of the free rider 14 problem that 

expenditures per capita on a free good, defense, decrease as size of the 



member in the alliance also diminishes-- seemed also similarly to 

indicate that a good case could be made for the proposition that under 

social ism, as under capital ism, the great and the politically powerful 

can be exploited by the weak. 

Just as emphasizing the hierarchical nature of the regional 

international system emphasized the essential asymmetry in Soviet-

15 

East European relations, there are distinct advantages to defining these 

relations as a regional international system. Specifically, it is a 

perspective which prompts an attention to the ways in which linkages 

between the dominant interna~ional system and the regional system can 

influence the capacity for maneuver by the states members of the latter. 

The effort by decision makers of states members of a regional 

system to exploit the linkages between the regional and dominant inter­

national system in order to enhance their capacity for maneuver I have 

elsewhere called "the politics of system boundaries." 15 Generally, for 

instance, the regional hegemon is disposed to and pursues policies that 

seek to maintain or increase the barrie~-- system boundaries --which 

separate the regional system from the outside world. The Soviet Union 

in particular has traditionally cared intensely about maintaining the 

distinctions between Soviet~East European relations and all other 

relations. 

At the same time it must be borne in mind that by the 1960s 

and early 1970s the USSR was no longer a mere regional great power but 

had become a world power as well. This had consequences for Soviet 

behavior. The Soviet leadership found itself increasingly torn between 

regional system and dominant system goals -- thus giving rise to the 
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possibility that the USSR might for instance trade off a diminution of 

intra regional system cohesion for gains elsewhere. (In the mid 1960s 

Soviet economists began encouraging East European states to seek some of 

their raw materials elsewhere; i.e., in sharp contradiction to standard 

Soviet practice, actually encouraging the East European states to reduce 

their dependence on the Soviet Union.) Similarly concern with events 

outside the region prompted the USSR' to view the regional system as a 

resource to be mobilized against an extra-regional rival by expanding the 

scope of hitherto regionally specific organizations. (It is for instance 

relatively well settled that in 1969-70 the Soviet Union sought to secure 

Warsaw Treaty Organization support against the Peoples Republic of 

China; the Romanians responded by stressing that the WTO was a European 

organization.) 

The lesser states within the regional system also have the 

option of pursuing policies that increase or maintain the barriers that 

separate the regional system from the outside world or to reduce the 

salience of the regional system boundaries. For the 1960s and early 1970s, 

for instance, it turns out that in Eastern Europe (and in Latin America) 

those relatively small power~ the regimes of which had not sought to achieve 

a sense of legitimacy in the eyes of key social groups by engendering 

in them a sense of participation in the political system,were most likely 

to be ones which defined national security in a manner similar to the 

regional hegemon. Like the regional hegemon, they tended to emphasize 

the distinctions between the regional system and the outside world. 

Thus,for instance
1

Walter Ulbricht 1 s German Democratic Republic and Todor 

Zhivkov 1 s Bulgaria. As Zhivkov put it, 11A small country can play an 
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important role'' if it contributes to "the unification of fraternal 

countries. 11 Otherwise 11 it will give valuable support to the activities 

of imperial ism in the international arena. That is our interpretation of 

the role of small countries. 1116 Other small powers, by contrast, will 

seek to alter the foreign policy environment in which they operate by 

reducing the salience of a regional system's boundaries. Archetypically, 

the small states in a hierarchical regional system drawn to such policies 

are either those that are attempting to achieve a basic legitimacy 

vis-a-vis society by approximating a pluralist or conciliationist model or 

those that attempt to accomplish the same task through more typically 

totalitarian, mobilizational methods. In the Soviet-East European 

hierarchical regional system, Czechoslovakia in 1968 and Romania in the 

1960s were the prototypes of such regimes and such boundary reducing 

strategies. Both the Czechoslovakian and Romanian stories are oft-told 

tales and need not detain us here. For our purposes what is most notable 

is that: 1. Romania managed, over approximately a decade, to accomplish 

a dramatic reorientation in its trade patterns and international institutional 

affiliation, even joining the International Monetary Fund in 1973· 2. It 

achieved considerable success in implementing its claims that it was a 

rnerolie.rof the socialist camp and a developing country. 3. It received 

formal recognition in the 1971 Comecon Comprehensive Program that East 

European integration would proceed on the basis of respect for national 

independence and sovereignty and had 11 reaffirmed the commitment of Comecon 

to equalize economic development levels as a precondition of full integration. 1117 
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Peter Marsh asserts, moreover, that in the late 1960s and at 

the very outset of the 1970s, economic reform 11 prompted all the major 

[Comecon] industrial states to challenge in greater and lesser degrees 

the rigidity of [the system] boundaries ... 1118 This, it should be stressed, 

they did, in contrast to Romania, while giving precious little evidence 

of foreign pol icy deviance in such external environments as the United 

Nations General Assembly. Table 6 summarizes the incidence with which 

Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, and Romania -- the United 

States and Yugo.slavia are included by way of comparison -- voted with 

the USSR in the Plenary Sessions and overall (including the committees) 

of the General Assembly in the years 1970-72; William Potter 19 has 

shown the same pattern of voting for earlier years. 

Country 

Table 6 

VOTING AFFINITY BETWEEN THE USSR AND ITS 
EAST EUROPEAN ALLIES, 1970-72,. IN PERCENTAGES* 

Year 

1970 1971 1972 
P 1 enary Overa 11 Plenary Overa 11 Plenary Overa 11 

USSR N=67 157 126 249 l I 0 220 
Bu 1 gar i a 98.5% 94.9% 100% 98.3 100% 98. 1% 
CzecHos 1 ovakia 100 96. 1 98.4 97. I 97.2 94.0 
Hungary 98.5 96.8 99.2 98.3 97.2 97.7 
Poland 94.0 91.7 99.2 98.3 97.2 96.8 
Romania ao.s 77.0 84. 1 80.7 74.5 73. 1 
Yugoslavia 70. 1 64.3 70.6 65.0 59. 1 57.2 
United States 14.9 17.8 28.5 28.5 32.7 30.4 

*These figures understate somewhat the degree of consensus. They do not 
inc 1 ude instances when the voting was unanimous. Affinity was taken 
1 i tera T 1 y; if the USSR voted aye and the other state abstained or was 
absent that vote' counted as evidence of nonaff in i ty. 
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Thus Hungary both before and after 1968 engaged in such policies. 

Economically it sought to implement its New Economic Mechanism by becoming 

increasingly integrated with the world economy. More broadly, from 1965 

to 1973, Hungary's foreign policy was prompted by the motif that the class 

principle did not exclude geographical considerations, that its 11 identity 

20 references 11 
-- in Sarah Terry's felicitous term -- could extend across 

regional system boundaries, that it could be both socialist and Danubian. 

In 1 ike fashion, a dramatic reversal of attitude toward the world economy 

occurred in Poland with the accession to power of the technocrat, Edward 

Gierek, following the December 1970 workers 1 riots and the ouster of 

Wladislav Gomulka. 21 (The reassessment and initial stages of the re-

orienting of Pol ish trade were much facilitated by the improvement in 

Soviet-West German relations and Pol ish-West German relations following 

the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 and by the USSR Ls decrsron greatly 

to increase its own trade with the West in order to create the 11material 

bases 11 for detente.) Even less developed Bulgaria began to emerge from its 

hitherto almost exclusively intra-socialist community orientation; in 

1970-72,for instance,it signed twenty treaties (eleven of which were 

economic) withthevarious developed capitalist states and only six with 

its confreres in Comecon. 

The Energy Crisis and Western Stagflation: Consequences for Soviet-East 
European Relations 

So in broad canvass stood matters with regard to Soviet-

East European relations by 1973. The hierarchical nature of the relationship 

and the notion that there were limits on East European behavior were well 

established by the Hungarian and Czechoslovak events of 1956 and 1968 
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respectively as was the notion that Soviet-East European relations were 

separable from other relations along many dimensions -- most notably 

institutions, trade patter!1s, "rules of the game. 11 At the same time 

there were increasing signs of the permeability of the system. The 

member states, to some extent and in some instances with Soviet 

encouragement, enhanced their contacts with the external world. So too 

was there s~rong evidence that within the ~eglonal system the USSR did not 

have the leverage or the will to affect the evolution of economic integration 

within Comecon or intra regional prices to its exclusive preference, even 

while it was equally clear that the East European countries (excluding 

Romania) and the Soviet Union continued to muster a common front when 

presenting themselves in broader communist or general international 

fora. 

Viewed historically, 1973 will be regarded as a crucial year in 

the history of global North-South relations. The OPEC oil price jump set 

into motion highly disequil ibrating tendencies in the Western economy, the 

reverberations of which will be felt into the 1980s. The effects of the 

Western inflation and subsequent recession produced almost immediate direct 

effects on the Soviet and East European economies. An economically open 

and heavily trade oriented state like Hungary, which is not a major 

producer,much less,exporter of raw materials suddenly found it enormously 

more expensive to import from the West and,simultaneously, in view of the 

Western recession, more difficult to sell their products on Wester markets. 

The Soviet Union, by contrast, found itself a largely accidental beneficiary 

of the radically altered terms of trade; as a result it could more easily 

pay for its much needed technology and wheat imports, given the new world 
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prices for oil, natural gas, and gold. The more profound economic Impact 

on Soviet-East European relations was less a direct result of the energy 

crisis and Western stagflation and more a consequence these developments had 

on the propensity of the Soviet Union to sell on the socialist rather than 

on the global market and, closely related, the prices of goods within 

Comecon. The gap between world prices and prices in Comecon, as a Soviet 

economist put it tersely, ••reduced the material interest of exporter-

. . . . d 1. . •• 22 . countries 1n 1ncreas1ng e 1verFes, a Sltuation ~hich was altered in 

January 1975 (a year before the new five year plans) with the adoption of 

a radical revision of intra-Comecon prices and the general pricing mechanism 

itself. How much credit one gives the Soviet Union for the solution adopted 

-- that in 1975 and in the future prices would be changed annually on 

the basis of a five moving 
23 

-- depends on several things. The year average 

attractive· dimensions of dealing with 11questions of prices or the satis-

24 faction of growing requirements for energy ... in our own way, in a socialist way, 11 

as Brezhnev put it in March, 1975, are somewhat diminished when framed 

against claims such as that made by an East German trade union official in 

early February 1975 by which time the decision to alter prices had 

already been taken-- that 11A sudden price rise in oil prices such as 

happens in the West could not happen here. We have treaties with the Soviet 

Union1125 or against the Polish Premier Piotr Jaroszewicz•s January 1974 

statement that Poland finds itself 11 in a good fuel situation in that we buy 

75 percent of our 1 iquid fuel from the Soviet Union. The price of Soviet 

orl will remain unchanged until the end of the present five-year period!•
26 

The 

more attractive side-- the side that does provide ;•testimony to the 

growing political sophistication11 side of the coin- of a Soviet leadership 
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"apparently wi 11 ing to pay the price of being the leader of a poT fticaJ, 

military, and economic alliance1127 --was that the blow was considerably 

softened by adopting a decision rule that had the effect of spreading the 

bulk of the price increases over two or three years, by somewhat off-setting 

price rises for products that East European states export to the USSR, and 

by Soviet extension of credits. 

The combination of these direct and derivative economic consequences 

of the energy and Western stagflation provided a context which facilitated 

important additional changes in Soviet-East European relations. It is common 

ground for instance that the changed external environment: 1. accelerated 

the developing practice of intra-Comecon coordination of overall plans; 

2. prompted the burgeoning of long-term coordinated projects in specific 

areas, specifically energy; and 3. greatly increased the disposition of 

East European states to invest in the Soviet Union ~- most particularly 

but not exclusi.vely in the Orenburg gas pipeline-- and on a more modest 

scale in Outer Mongolia, and Cuba. 28 

In short, t~e altered terms of trade and the cost to Eastern 

Europe of guaranteed supplies in an era of shortages have accelerated 

intra-Comecon institutional developments which are indicative of greater 

integration on terms quite favorable to the Soviet Union. What warrants 

more exploration here is the extent these developments have spilled over into 

a stil 1 larger context-- have they in particular altered the overall nature 

of Soviet-East European relations. Are the defining features of Soviet-

East European relations essentially what they were prior to 1973? Has the 

hierarchical cast to the relationship been altered substantially? Has the 

degree of integration progressed to such an extent as to raise the issue 
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whether it is still appropriate to view the set of relations as an 

international system? Has the increased plan coordination produced evidence 

of increased Soviet penetration of East European polities or society? Are 

outcomes the result of a pulling and hauling among more or less independent 

states? Should the new phenomenon of substantial East European investment in 

the Soviet Union be properly regarded as a new higher stage of hegemonic 

exploitation? Have the rules of the game for the regional system been 

altered so fundamentally that those elites that in the past have advocated an 

increase in system boundary permeability are now seeking a system more marked 

off from the external environment? Has the dramatic evidence that, as Marxist 

Leninists have always stressed, capital ism is in the post Keynesian era stilI 

characterized by boom and bust and enormous distribution problems resulted 

in efforts by communist elites to insulate the Soviet-East European regional 

system -- to increase, in the terms· used here, the salience of the system 1 s 

boundaries-- still further from the external environment? 

The last section of this. paper musters some of the available data 

and evidence for the post 1973 period in Soviet-East European relations which 

address these questions and allow for comparison with the pre-1973 period; 

for a variety of reasons further evidence will become available over the next 

yea.r or two that will permit more definitive answers. To address the 

question of the impact of the jump in world oil prices and Western inflation and 

recession on the overall hierarchical configuration of Soviet-East European relations 

in a fairly systematic fashion would require that we be able to extend a measure 



of system inequality (such as employed above to describe the period 1957-72, 

Table 2, p. 8) for several years after not only 1973 but 1975 when the 

derivative impact began to have its full impact on the East European economies. 

At this juncture, all that can be reported are estimates for the years 

1973-76. (See Table 7) 

Table 7 

INEQUALITY IN SOVIET-EAST EUROPEAN RELATIONS: 1970-76 

Year: 1965 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

WTO .678 .713 .697 .702 .707 .709 .707 .703 
(.712) (.717) 

Source: CIA, Handbook of Economic Statistics, 1977 (Washington: CIA, 1977),-
31. 

Note: The figures in parentheses are from Table 2 above, p. 8. The estimates 
for the various states 1 GNP differ in this Table and Table 2 since the CIA estimates 
of GNP employed by ACDA in 1974 and those employed by CIA in 1977 have changed 
--hence producing slightly different scores. 

About the most that can be said on the basis of this data is that 

the trend toward slightly greater concentration noted in 1957-72 

has not persisted. Instead no basic change in the 

concentration of the system has occurred during the 1970s. Judged by this 

indicator and assuming the trend persists, the conclusion seems warranted 

that the redistributive consequenc·es for Soviet-East European relations 

of the energy crisis and the shift in global terms of trade have not been 

substantial. 
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Other evidence, however, is necessary for such a statement to have 

much content. Conceivably, for instance, the proliferation in recent years 

of Comecon bureaucracy, the emergence of what appear to be relatively 

parallel economic institutions intermediate between the enterprise and the 

ministry in several East European countries and in the Soviet Union, and 

the greatly increased stress on plan coordination could make comparisons of 

"inter-state" concentration irrelevant. There is, for instance, something 

to the argument that analogies to Gosplan and the 1 ike are beginning to 

appear in the Comecon context. In the mid-1970s, moreover, Soviet publications 

appeared which stressed the relevance of the Soviet solution to the nationality 

. h . 1 • • 30 d . k. h h h quest1on to t e soc1a 1st commun1ty an 1nvo 1ng sue p rases as t e 

developing intra-Comecon economic "complex••31 -- the word used to characterize 

individual national economies. These developments have prompted 

speculation thatWe might be witnessing the reemergence of the early post 

World War I I situation in which all the East European states were independent 

in name only -- nationalist in form and Soviet socialist in content. 

Such wanderings, I believe, may be largely dismissed at least 

for the 1980s. Even Soviet sources that invoke the relevance of the Soviet 

handling of the nationality question are quite explicit about the differences 

in the situations: to wit, that one involved harmonization of interests 

on a federal basis, while the other is a matter of harmonizing inter-state 

1 
• 32 re at1ons. An appreciation of what has changed and what has not changed 

is rather vividly revealed by the text of the 1978 Comecon communique: "The 

expansion of the scale and the deepening of the content of cooperation among 

the CEMA countries require the further improvement of the mechanism, forms and 

methods of CEMA's activity. The session, guided by the fundamental instructions 
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Table 8 

BOOKS TRANSLATED FROM a) RUSSIAN AND OTHER LANGUAGES 
OF THE USSR AND b) ENGLISH AS A PERCENTAGE 

OF TOTAL TRANSLATED 1971-76 

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

BuT garia 48.5% 51.3 55.9 55. 7-% 58.3% N .A. 
[36] [44] [44] 

Hungary 16.3 17.9 13.9 16.5 18.6 N.A. 
[ 1 OJ [ 1 1 J [ 11 ] 

Poland 23. 1 21.6 22.0 20. 1 20.9 20. 1 
[19 J [ 17] [ 1 0] 

Yugoslavia 13.6 9.6 12.0 10.3 12.5 l 0. 1 
[ 12] [8] [7] 

BOOKS TRANSLATED FROM ENGLISH AS PERCENTAGE 
OF TOTAL TRANSLATIONS 

Bulgaria 8.2% 8.2% 7.3% 7.7% 6.3% N.A. 

Hungary 18. 1 20.2 12. 3 16.0 15.8 N .A. 

Poland 24.3 30.0 22.0 25.6 28.4 23.6 

Yugoslavia 26.2 26.0 30.0 25.3 29.0 32.4 

I 
It bears stressing that Table 8 is not quite comparable to Table 4, above, 

p. 11 . 

2For Bulgaria, English equals U.S. and U.K. and excludes the occasional 
translation from, for instance, Australia. Table 4 includes only Russian 
language books. Unfortunately UNESCO will not provide its usual translation 
data for 1974 and 1975 prior to 1979. For comparative purposes therefore 
the numbers in brackets are Russian translations for 1971-73 taken from 
Table 4. 

Sources: For Bulgaria, B1 1 lgarski knigopis for relevant years; for Hungary, 
Statistical Yearbooks; for Poland, Roczik Statystczny; and Yugoslavia, 
Statisticki ~odisnjak. 
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of the Central Committees of the communist and workers' parties and the 

governments of the CEMA member countries, ... 33 

Similarly, one can ask whether Soviet penetration of Eastern 

Europe has extended in the period since 1973 or 1975. Again, much of the 

data which served to illustrate Soviet-East European relations prior to 

1973 has not been collected past 1975 or 1976. Nevertheless, if intra-Comecon 

integration has sharply increased Soviet penetration of East European society, 

one would expect that the measure of cultural penetration based on Russian 

book translations as a proportion of all translations employed above 

(Table 4, p. ll) --which was so highly sensitive in the years 1954-75 to 

overall changes in Soviet-East European relations, as well as to specific 

disturbances-- would produce a similar change after 1973. Using incomplete 

data, the evidence does not seem to bear cut such a statement for Soviet-

East European relations generally. Bulgaria in the 1970s seems to be 

becoming more integrated socially and culturally with the Soviet Union. 

Hungary and Poland; by contrast~ do not evidence any clear cut change. In 

Hungary as in Yugoslavia -- the number of translations of books from 

the Soviet Union has essentially leveled out while in Poland the trend of 

some twenty years of a slow decrease in the proportion of Russian {Soviet) 

books may be continuing. 

Another area where one might look to find evidence of an increased 

disposition to follow the Soviet lead would be in the area of resource 

allocation. Once again the trends after 1973 are somewhat mixed. It 

certainly would be difficult to make the case that the East European states 

as a whole have increasingly assumed a greater share of the burden of defense 

for the alliance. (See Table 9) Bulgaria in the 1970s has increased slightly 



Table 9 

DEFENSE EXPENDITURE BY EAST EUROPEAN STATES, 1970-76 
AS PERCENTAGE OF GNP, DOMESTIC CURRENCIES 

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Bulgaria - 2.4 2.6 2.7 2.7 2.8 

Czechoslovakia 3.9 3.9 3.7 3.6 3.6 

German Democratic 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.3 Repub 1 i c 

Hungary 2.8 2.7 2.9 2.2 2.3 

Poland 4.0 3.8 3.4 3.2 3.0 

Romania 2. 1 2.0 1.9 1.7 1.7 

27 

1975 1976 

3.0 3.0 

3.5 3.8 

4.3 4.4 

2.4 2.4 

2.9 3.0 

1.7 1.7 

Source: Thad P. Alton,et al., 110efense Expenditures in Eastern Europe, 
1965·76, 11 in Joint Economic Committee, East European Economics Post-Helsinki 
(95th Congress, 1st Session) (Washington: GPO, 1977), p. 270. 
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its contribution to defense procurements. Czechoslovakia and the GDR 

have kept the)r budget shares for defense constant. Hungary, Poland, and 

Romania have reduced the proportion allocated for defense-- in the Pol ish 

case rather substantially. Detente has apparently allowed Poland to find in 

its defense allocations some of the funds with which to buy the consumer 

goods, the import.ing. of which has been made more difficult by Western 

inflation,~e mportanceofwhich has become crucial in the evolving pattern of 

Pol ish elite/mass relations. 

Yet another indicator of penetration is provided by constitutions 

the East European states have adopted since 1973. Just as prior to 1973 

one could witness divergent dispositions on the parts of elites in Bulgaria 

and Romania to make explicit their commitment to the USSR, so are there 

differences to be noted after 1973. The 1974 East German Constitution 

affirms that the GDR is ''forever and irrevocably allied with the USSR ... 

[and] is an inseparable component of ~he socialist community of states."34 

Similarly, it was initially proposed that the 1975 Pol ish Constitution contain 

a phrase making reference to Poland's "unshakeable fraternal bond with the 

Soviet Union." Protests by elites with an aspiration to see Poland less 

explicitly linked to the USSR, however, resulted in a final text which 

"simply states that 'Poland strengthens its friendship and cooperation 

with the Soviet Union and other socialist states' ."35 

It takes little thought to figure out why the GDR might be more 

disposed to memorialize its relationship 

to the Soviet Union than is Poland. The point here is that the energy 

crisis,and whatever increased leverage it may have given the USSR vis-a-vis 

Poland, does not appear to have fundamentally shaped the outcome of the Polish 
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constitutional dialogue. Indeed this finding seems consonant with the 

overal 1 drift of our discussion about the penetration of East European 

societies. There is not a lot of evide,nce thus far that the external shock 

of the energy crisis and Western stagflation or the enhanced intra-Comecon 

integration that has been accelerated by these external shocks have 

profoundly alte;ed the (already substantial) Soviet presence in tern 

Eurcp,e, 

It is therefore excessive to assert that changing patterns of Soviet-

East European relations are unlikely to "serve any interest wider than that 

of the Soviet Union. 1136 Doubtless, the bargaining position of the East 

European states, with the exception of Romania, in relation to the USSR has 

been acutely and adversely affected by the altered prices for imported 

Western manufacturing goods and for imports of primary products regardless 

of origin. The industrialized East European states have lost much of the 

leverage in relation to the USSR which stemmed from their economic might; 

they have not lost the leverage that derives from their fundamental political 

weakness. lt 1 s been twenty years since Thomas Schelling stressed the power 

-- i.e., the capacity to affect outcomes --which the weak have that stems 

from the threat to co11apse.37 Whether East European elites have consciously 

used their weakness as a bargaining tool is perhaps a moot point. (Were I 

Gierek ard I wished to have things go my way sometimes when I talked with 

Brezhnev, I would want a strong, politically conscious, and fractious 

proletariat crowding me.} In any event;Soviet elites must act with the 

vulnerability of the East European regimes and economies in mind. The 

elites, even the most compliant of them, of the East European industrialized 

states have, moreover, certainly continued to bargain. In 1976, for 
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instance, Czechoslovak Prime Minister Lubomir Strougal chose "to emphasize 

the demand'' publicly that "the extent of expenditure in relation to the 

real economic pos~ibilities of the int~ested states should be evaluated ... 11 

and to assert that 

In our view, the advantage stemming from integration 
projects can also be enjoyed ... through the building and 
developing of a production ... through the purchase of 
production facilities and 1 icenses and through developing 
the required base. I have in mind the building and developing 
of factories for the production of equipment of nuclear 
power plants ... or for the production of special pipes ... and 
other necessary technological equipment. Goods supplied by 
these plants should be considered equivalent to supplies of 
fuels, energy, and. raw and other materials.38 

Similarly, the bargaining has produced differentiated outcomes in the 

bilateral arrangements worked out by the various East European states and 

the USSR. Thus the prices for oil established in 1975 --and even the 

principle on which 1975 prices werebased -- varied for the individual East 

European states. The side payments (which served somewhat to offset 

the burden imposed by the increase in oil and gas prices) agreed to in 

each bi-lateral deal also varied and there were divergences in the 

proportion of total investment funds which individual East European states 

committed to investment in the Soviet Union-- all of which bespeaks 

of negotiation under duress and in asymmetrical conditions, but negotiations 

nonetheless. 

Having stressed the point that the East European states are not 

completely without resources, it certainly ought also to be asserted that, 

since the 1973 OPEC price increases, it is much more difficult to feel 

sorry for a primary goods exporting country like the USSR. It is no 

longer possible to contemplate the exploitative consequences of the terms 
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of trade and the historical advantages which redound to the benefit of 

states that manufacture and export processed goods as they are manifest in 

Soviet-East European relations. Not only have the terms of trade shifted 

in the favor of the Soviet Union, thus undermining a dependency-theory 

based argument about East European exploitation of the Soviet Union --

but the improved bargaining position of the USSR has allowed it to insist 

on higher quality products. As a result, the petty exploitation of the 

USSR in which the East European states have long engaged by shipping goods 

they could not sell on the world capitalist market has also been reduced. 

Except in the important sense that one may speak of .the weak ''exploiting'' 

the strong (to which reference has already been made), therefore, it is 

no longer possible to speak of East European exploitation of the Soviet 

Union. 

The argument that the tables have been (once again) reversed and 

that it is the Soviet Union which is now, as it did in the immediate 

post World War I I years, exploiting the East European states turns largely 

on one's assessment of East European investment in the Soviet Union. 

Certainly there is something charming about the notion that the difference 

between inter-state relations in a 11capitalist' 1 hierarchical regional 

system such as the United States-Latin American relationship and those in 

the Soviet-East European hierarchical regional system is that under 

capitalism the multinational corporations of the industrial-goods exporting 

regional hegemon invest in the peripheral states whereas under socialism, 

the manufactured-goods exporting peripheral states invest in the primary­

goods exporting hegemonic power. That investment, as we have seen, has 

been something long desired by Moscow; it took the global jump in commodity 
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prkes to produce substantial East European commitments -- something 

on the order of 9 billion rubles in the 1976-1980 five year plans-- to 

invest in the Soviet Union. Indeed there is an additional wrinkle: 

lacking capital, Bulgaria has made its contribution in labor-- most 

notab1y39 in timber felling in Komi (on the basis of an arrangement dating 

from 1967), the paper and cellulose combine at Arkhangelsk, the Azovstal 

metallurgical combine in Zhdanov, and the Kursk Magnetic Anomaly.39 

Needless to say, the Chinese and Albanians have not missed the opportunity 

these developments have provided. Peking has charged that the USSR was 

11 fore i ng East Europeans to work in parts of the country where Soviet 

workers refused to go 11 and Albania has stated that the ''Soviet reuisionists 

exploit Bulgaria's manpower, as well as that of the other revisionist 

countries, for their own economic ends ... The new Russian bourgeoisie 

compels the Bulgarian wo;kers to labor under very difficult conditions. 1140 

Pleasant as it is to engage in anti-Soviet slanders, however, I would suggest 

that it is at least premature to side with the Albanians and Chinese in 

this respect. The East European states will be 11 required to divert an 

important section of [their] industry to the production of equipment11 

and will make "diversions from hard currency reserves for purchases of 

components" for the ventures in the USSR. By and large, however, they 

have gotten a rather good deal: for 11 raw material source dependence" 

they get security of market and suppl ies·and will pay for some of the 

1 1 1 f • !I b l • 1141 products, ce u ose or Instance, very reasona e prtces. In the event, 

however, the derivative impact of the global jump in commodity prices has 

been to render the East European states more dependent on the USSR. 
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In the past, such an increase in dependency would have been 

accompanied by an increase in the barriers -- system boundaries -- that 

separate Soviet-East European relations from the outside world. Things 

do not seem to have worked out this way in the mid 1970s. First, as 

Korbonski, Marer, and Terry 42 have suggested might happen, the trade data 

do not bear out the proposition that in the trading patterns of either 

East Europe or the USSR since 1973 there has been a substantial turning 

inward, except perhaps by Bulgaria, toward the regional system. (See Tcbles 10 & 11) Sovi 

writings have maintained that socialist integration and the expansion of 

Western ties are compatible.) Indeed I find remarkable the 1 imited extent 

to which the energy crisis and the West•s pattern of boom and bust 

prompted voices advocating national or region-wide autarky. Obviously, 

as K. Suvorov~s December 1975 a~ticle in Pravda 43 and the polemical tone 

of other writings, suggests they exist but they have thus far come nowhere 

prevailing in Soviet or East European discussions. (See TableslO and 11) 

Also, the gap between the imports from and exports to the West by the 

East European states has remained large as it has become increasingly 

difficult, given Western inflation and recession, for East Europeans to 

export to the West, with the result being growing East European 

indebtedness to the West. The derivative effect of the jump in global 

energy prices has been to increase East European dependence on the Soviet 

Union; the direct effect of stagflation has been to increase East European 

dependence on the West. 

There are several ways,moreover, in which the conditions that 

the USSR exacted from the East European states in return for energy source 
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security imply the necessity of intensive trading with the outside world. 

Directly or indirectly, a lot of what the East European states will pay 

the Soviet Union with will consist of goods imported from the West, 

hard currency earned by exports, or .goods which are indistinguishable 

from those which the East European states would sell on the world market. 

(This outcome, needless to say, constitutes a kind of squaring the circle 

for the USSR. It much reduces the need to make hard choices as between 

selling goods to Eastern Europe-- encouraging alliance cohesion and 

stability-- and selling them for hard currency to the developed market 

economies and achieving the flexibility and high quality technology that 

valuta allows.) In like fashion, the intra-Comecon pricing mechanism 

adopted in 1975, primarily at Soviet behest, reduces the extent to which 

the conditions of Soviet-East European trade are distinctively separable 

from those that obtain in the world market. 

Viewed institutionally, moreover, developments in Comecon make 

it seem that the regional distinctiveness of Soviet-East European relations 

is actually diminishing. Admittedly,the linkage between membership incre-

ment and energy crisis and Western stagflation is diffuse (Cuba became a 

Comecon member before 1973); but the fact is that during the 1970s Comecon 

has begun to evolve as a global rather than a regional organization. 

The arrangements worked out with Iraq, Finland, and Mexico aside, it is 

difficult to think of Comecon as institutionally separating off Soviet-

East European relations now that Mongolia, Cuba,and Vietnam (the latter 

as of June 1978) are members; if Angola and Ethiopia becomP. full members, 

rather than occupy the observer role_ they, along with Yugoslavia and North 

Korea, enjoyed at the 1978 meeting of the Comecon Council, "Eastern Europe" 



Table 10 

IMPORTS, 1968-1977, OF EAST EUROPEAN STATES FROM DEVELOPED MARKET ECONOMIES 
AND · FROM EAST EUROPE 

1968 1969 1970 I 971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 

19.8 15.5 19.9 17.7 15.6 16.9 23.9 24.4 19.7 16.4 
Bulgaria 

72.9 76.7 72.8 74.2 71.0 75. 1 65.7 68.9 73.6 76.8 

23. I 23.5 27.3 28.0 26.4 28.4 31.6 28. 1 25.0 26. I 
Czechoslovakia 

67.5 67.4 63.6 63.9 65.5 63. I 59. 1 64.7 65.2 65.2 

19.9 21.5 23.2 25.5 27.7 26.8 30.0 31.0 NA NA 
GDR 

76.4 69.0 66.0 65.0 63.0 61.3 56.0 NA NA NA 

26.7 29.0 30.9 29.6 29.7 31.7 36.8 28.4 35.0' 32.01. 
Hungary 

65.8 64.2 61.7 63.2 63.0 60.3 54.0 63.0 50.8: 49.6 

30.2 29.2 27.2 29.5 35.4 46. 1 52.3 50.8 50.4 NA 
Poland 

61.1 62.8 65.7 64. I 58.0 49.3 42.1 43.6 44.8 NA 

45.3 44.2 41.4 42.0 43.3 45.6 51.4 44.7 42.3 NA 
Romania 

46.0 46.2 48.2 46.2 44.9 40.0 32.0 36.9 39.6 NA 

28.5 26.7 26.0 25.4 27.9 31.6 35.6 39.3 40.7 36.2 
USSR 

60.0 58.2 56.5 58.2 57.9 52 .I 45.7 42.4 42.5 46.0 

a. from developed 
market economie~ 

b. EE/USSR 

a. from developed 
market economie~ 

b. EE/USSR 

a. from developed 
market economie!l 

b. EE/USSR 

a. from developed 
market economies 

b. EE/USSR 

a. from developed 
market economies 

b. EE/USSR 

a. from developed 
market economies 

b. EE/USSR 

a. from developed 
market economies 

b. EE/USSR 

VJ 
-'='" 



Table 11 

EXPORTS 1968-1977, Of EAST EUROPEAN STATES TO OEVELOPEO MARKET 
ECONOMIES ANO TO EAST EUROPE 

1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 
16.7 15.7 15.3 15.2 14.7 14.5 13.8 10.7 11.7 14.2 

a. to developed 
Bu I gari a market economle!:. 

74.9 75.8 75.6 75.6 76.8 76. 1 71.4 74.8 76.2 75.2 b. EE/USSR 

22.5 25. 1 24.2 23.9 22.8 25.2 28.3 23.7 20.3 23.0 a. to developed 
Czechoslovakia market economies 

64.' 62.4 64.5 64.0 66.6 65.2 61.1 65.7 68.7 65.7 b. EE/USSR 

19.0 19.2 21.4 2LJ 20.9 21.0 25.5 22. I· NA NA a. to developed 
GOR market economies 

71.3 67.0 68.4 69.2 71.1 69.3 64. l NA NA NA b. EE/USSR 

24.2 26.8 28.8 28.8 
~ 31. IV a. to developed 

Hungary 27.5 30.5 27.0 23.6 28.5 market economies 
67.5 64. 1 61.6 64.7 65.6 64.0 63.0 67.7 55.4 56.0 b. EE/USSR 

28.8 28.4 29.9 31.5 31.9 35.4 37.8 33.3 33.9 NA a. to developed 
Poland market economies 

61.4 61.7 60.3 59.3 60.5 57.9 52.8 56.7 56.8 NA b. EE/USSR 

32.2 33.0 35.2 37.7 37.3 38.5 45.' 37.2 37.0 NA a. to developed 
Romani a market economies 

S2. I 51.5 50. I 47.9 47.5 45.2 36.2 38.4 38.0 NA b. H/USSR 

22.4 21.7 21.1 22.3 21.3 25.8 33 .lt 28.8 31.2 29.8 a. to developed 
USSR market economies 

53.0 53.2 52.8 52.4 52.8 46.7 42.0 49.4 46.8 45.9 b. EE/USSR 

Sources for Tables 10 and 11: UN Yearbook of International Trade, 1976, and Monthly Bulletin of Statistics. June 1978. 

1. The Yearbook reports 5.9% imports 1976 11not distributed." 
2. Derived from the data provided in the Monthly Bulletin for countries which the year previously had sent~% 

of Hungary's developed market economy imports. ·· 
3. The Yearbook reports 8.8% exports as not distributed. 

\.J..l 

4. Extrapolated from the data in the Monthly Bulletin as in 2. V1 
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will have become the world. More to the point, the enlargement of Comecon 

suggests that the Soviet Union is increasingly attracted to a strategy 

(which it attempted unsuccessfully to employ using the WTO in 1969-70) 

of using the putatively regional economic organization, Comecon, as a form 

of collective mobilization through which it can encourage the East European 

states to share in shouldering the white (socialist) man's burden. The 

East European states in this way are being called upon to provide aid to 

third world, pro-Soviet socialist states and as a weapon against the 

Soviet Union's global rivals. Already, for instance, Vietnam's membership 

in Comecon has been invoked44 to illustrate the benefits of siding with 

the USSR rather than China. 

This in turn suggests that at the end of the 1970s there is 

somewhat more reason to think of the possibility of there ultimately 

emerging a global international system of socialist states headed by the 

USSR than there was at the beginning of the decade. For the first time at 

least, the term 'socialist commonwealtH' (which has been around for decades) 

bears some analogy to its British namesake. On the whole, however, I tend 

to view the expansion of Comecon more in terms of the USSR~ short run and instrumental 

purposes. The crucial points which would indicate that Soviet-East 

European relations had really become submerged into a larger system of 

socialist international relations would be if a) Soviet decision makers 

began to assert that proletarian internationalism applied to all Comecon 

members; and b) if the USSR implied its commitment to preserve socialism 
-

from external or internaL threat were as great for Vietnam and Cuba or 

other potential future members of Comecon as it is for Eastern Europe. 
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The likelihood of such an occurrence is small. The Warsaw Treaty Organization 

is still and will remain a regionally specific organization. There is no 

evidence that in this respect the Soviet leadership has obfuscated the 

crucial distinction between the norms that govern Soviet-East Eurcpean 

relations and all other relations. 

What has, "however, happened is that in the conte·xt of the more or 

less parallel occurrence of detente, the minimization of Soviet security 

concerns in Europe, and the reversal of the long term trend in global 

terms of trade between manufacturing goods and raw materials, Moscow 

seems to feel less cross pressured between political security concerns and 

economic priorities. With its security greatly enhanced, the current 

Soviet leadership seems to feel less acutely the tension between its 

dominant-system role and its regional-system role and finds that there is 

some point ·short of maximum regional system boundary rigidity where it can 

maximize its goals in both the regional and general international 

system. 

Concomitantly, it remains the case that elites in three East 

European countries, Romania, Poland, and Hungary, have persisted in 

efforts aimed at reducing the salience of the regional system' boundaries 

to an extent greater than the Soviet leadership would prefer. (The 

impact of the global jump in commodity prices and western inflation and 

rece~sion on Romania has primarily been a direct one since Romania does 

not import oil from the USSR.) Romania has continued to maintain, at 

virtually every opportunity, its claim to simultaneous status as a socialist 

state allied with the Soviet Union and as an independently oriented 

developing country and to insist that universal norms, such as peaceful 
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coexistence, ought to apply in all re-lations, i.e. including Soviet-

East European relations. At the same time, it has moved to "concretize" 

its status as a developing nation by redirecting its trade from the global 

West to the global South (and not to the East). Whether Romania achieves 

its goal of having 30% of its foreign trade with the third world by the 

end of the 1976-1980 five year plan is open to doubt, but the shift already 

accomplished is impressive: 

Table 12 

ROMANIAN IMPORTS AND EXPORTS TO DEVELOPED MARKET ECONOMIES AND DEVELOPING 
MARKET ECONOMIES IN PERCENTAGES, 1971-76 

Developed Market Economies 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 
Imports to Romania 42.0 43.3 45.6 51.4 44.7 42.3 
Exports from Romania 37.7 37.3 38.5 45. 1 37.2 37.0 
Developing Market Economies 
Imports 
Exports 

5.9 6.4 7.6 12.0 12.3 NA 
7.0 7.5 8.1 13.1 18.1 NA 

In 1968 a typically Polish perspective was that, in Wieslaw Iskra's words: 

"Forces have appeared ... which strive to ... maintain 
separatist positions, to expand continuously economic 
relations with capitalist countries. It is now impossible 
to deny that Yugoslavia has been the carrier of these 
tendencies for a long time, and Rumania for some time 
now. Recently, revisionist and counter-revolutionary 
forces have tried to push Czechoslovakia on the same 
road; in keeping with their plans, she was consequently 
to adopt the bourgeois system."45 

Ten years Jeter it seems anomalous that such a statement issued f~om a 

Pol ish pen. Following Gierek's accession to power, Poland, despite all the 

external snock.s., has accompllshed a re-ortentati:on· in trade direction only 
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para=lleled by Romania in the early 1960s. The underlying motif of this policy 

was well summarized by a Pol ish Central Committee member who in 1976 said, 

in words faintly echoing the 1968 Czechoslovak Action Program, ''We Polish 

Communists have an ambition to play an important role in Europe, creating 

a mode of socialism acceptable to everyone, including comrades in both 

directions.~~ The response to Western inflation has not only been the 

general East European pattern of increased indebtedness to, and dependence 

th W t b t . . w . . 46 on, e es u an 1ncrease 1n estern econom1c penetration. The energy 

crisis has produced talk about the necessity of man 1 iving in harmony with 

nature and to some proclivity to identify with elites on the basis of 

industrial capacity and energy endowment rather than by political system. 47 

As the most open economy among the East European states, Hungary 

felt most acturely the diect impact of Western inflation and recession. 

As one of the most energy deficient countries in Eastern Europe, the 

derivative impact on Hungary was also quite appreciable. Nevertheless 

Hungarians have also persisted in defining themselves as part of overlapping 

groupings of states, to act as though both class and geography were relevant 

in determining their foreign pol icy. In May 1977, for instance the 

H • F • M. • F • p • 48 h 11H • 11 ungartan ore1gn 1n1ster, r1gyes UJa, wrote t at ungary IS a sma 

country and our attention should in the first place be concentrated to 

countries and areas that are important for us ''· 

For almost 400 years, Hungary and Austria bel-onged to the 
same empire and the German working-class movement and West 
European social democracy played an important role in the 
development of the workers 1 movement in Hunary. We can and 
we should make use of what is positive in these traditions 

--after whichhereferred to the 11Hungarian-Soviet relationship. 11 Furthermore, 

the response of Hungarian commentators to Western economic difficulties has 
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been to a substantial degree, one of reaffirming, indeed stressing, 

Hungary's foreign trade. orientation -- with public references to increasing 

f • t d II • • d ll49 d h • • h • ore1gn rae as a CIVIC uty --an emp as1z1ng t e commitment to market 

solutions,_ despite the Hungarian government's initial recentral izing thrust. 

Evidently, it is the leaderships of small 

states which are most committed to mobilization or conciliation policies 

domestically that remain, even in the context of Western economic troubles, 

most committed to reducing the barriers which set off the Soviet-East 

European regional system from the general international system. 

Conclusion 

A long paper merits a short conclusion. One can readily identify 

the ways in which the Soviet Union has utilized the opportunity presented 

it by the OPEC catalyzed jump rn.oil prices and the attendant Western inflation 

and recession. The East Europeans are now locked into investing in the 

USSR to a degree that would not have been imaginable prior to 1973. The price 

ratios and methods for computing prices of goods between states have been 

altered. The coordination of long term specific projects has been accelerated. 

The notion that Eastern Europe might have the economic might to exploit the 

Soviet Union may now be safely dismissed. The capacity of the East European 

states to 11exploit11 the Soviet Union out of weakness, however, ought not 

be dismissed out of hand -- as the persistent operation of the free rider 

principle, etc. illustrated. At the same time, Soviet behavior versus the 

East European states has no~ at least as yet, warranted a conclusion of 

Soviet exploitation -- exacting unequal exchange --of its East European 

client states. The energy crisis and Western economic weakness has not 
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prompted a vast resurgence in attitudes favorable to national or regional 

autarky among Soviet or East European elites. These external trends, occurring 

as they did in conjunction, chronologically, with detente, did alter the 

Soviet Union 1 s disposition toward regional system boundary rigidity. The 

current Soviet leadership seems to have concluded that some reduction in 

the salience of regional system boundaries can produce an overall increment 

in the achievement of Soviet values. The energy crisis and global inflation 

have not altered the substantial commitment of elites in some East European 

states to the reduction of the barriers separating the regional system and 

the dominant system. Romania has continued to act in larger non-communist 

and communist arenas in ways which set it off from the modal East European 

state, while the others are much closer to the mean. Table 13 shows that 

the proportion of votes cast against the USSR by the East European states has 

not changed significantly sfnce 1973: 

Table 13 

VOTING AFFINITY OF SELECTED COMMUNIST STATES WITH THE USSR, 
1970-75, IN THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY (including Plenary 

;.- and a 1 J Committee Votes) 

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 
USSR N=157 249 220 197 190 199 160 

Bul2aria 94.9% 98.3% 98. 1% 98.0% 100% 96.0% 100% 
Czechoslovakia 96. 1 97. 1 9Jf.O 9S.o 9S.4 95.5 91.9 
Hungary_ 96.8 98.3 97.7 100 98.9 99.0 99.4 
Poland 91:7 98.3 96.S 9B.s 100 99.5 95.5 
Romania 77.0 So.7 73. 1 78.9 ~s.s 6S.3 75.6 
Yugoslavia 62+. 3 65.0 57.2 b].O So.o 77.9 72.5 
Albania 2S.o 31.7 32.7 41.6 60.5 78.9 39.~ 
China ------------------------------- 62. 1 8o.4 51.9 
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Poland and Hungary have continued in more modest and less overt ways to 

assert an identity which is other than socialist as well as socialist. 

Indeed, all things considered, what one is drawn to in conclusion is 

how little impact on the general cast of Soviet-East European relations, 

aside from the substantial effects on the program of Soviet-East 

European integration, has resulted from the 1973 oil price rise and 

the subsequent western inflation and recession. 
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