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The Balkans, occupying a strategic position from Central Europe to its 
southern and south-eastern borderlands, became a breeding ground for 
the impending Cold War confrontation before the Second World War 
ended, together with its historic and multi-layered political, economic 
and cultural bequest. Although the new international system brought new 
challenges, such as ideological dilemmas, the fact remains that many of 
region’s problems predated the Cold War and in many cases survived it. 
Contrary to stereotypes, these problems were not limited to nationalism, 
the residue of the processes the rest of Europe completed in the second 
half of the nineteenth and in the early twentieth centuries. Significantly, 
they encompassed a search for civic identities beyond nationalism, but 
also strategic dilemmas, the economy and the burning issue of moderniza-
tion, a major aspiration of the Balkan peoples and states since the nine-
teenth century. In fact, the choices undertaken by the Balkan states to 
subscribe to the Cold War alliances, or pursue non-alignment in the case 
of Yugoslavia, were concomitant with their ambition to follow existing 
patterns of modernization through industrialization, in an effort to over-
come perennial problems of poverty, instability and insecurity.

Positioned on the fault line between two competing prospects of moder-
nity and equally blessed and burdened with ingrained cultural and religious 
diversity, the Balkans posed a challenge to the post-Second World War global 
system. Unsurprisingly, this would be true particularly during the nascent 
and the final phase of the Cold War when the system was most vulnerable. 
Inevitably, this brings us to the question about the factors that shaped the 
Balkans during the Cold War. Was it the systemic element of the Cold War 
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itself, or perhaps the inherent regional realities and pressures? This volume 
argues that both factors played a role and aims to underline their inter-
dependence. No one would question the fact that superpower suprem-
acy, Cold War strategic dilemmas or ideological cleavages were of critical 
importance. Yet, even in the era of regional transnationalism and then glo-
balization, the regional pressures proved equally decisive. Their relevance 
and uncontrollability derived from the character of the regional actors—
small states, which were highly vulnerable to alterations in the regional 
balance of power, usually as a consequence of global power shifts. These 
regional characteristics and ambitions provide for an element of continu-
ity between the Cold War and the periods that preceded and followed it.

In the past few decades, the international scholarship of the Cold War has 
broadened our understanding beyond interpretations that view it merely 
as a contest between the two dominant superpowers. Historiography has 
justly turned its focus to numerous factors that contributed to the com-
plexity of international structures and the dynamics of global develop-
ments through interdependence, thus ‘de-centering’ the Cold War. One 
of the most intriguing among the many perspectives advanced is the effort 
to comprehend the interrelation between the local, regional and global. 
This volume addresses the relationship between the global Cold War and 
its regional manifestations, namely those in the Balkans. To achieve the 
above goal, this volume represents an international history of the Balkans, 
our second contextual framework. It aspires to combine many levels of 
analysis—local, national, regional, European, international and transna-
tional, using comparative studies, regional interactions and their wider 
impact on the Cold War.

The last, but certainly not least, contextual framework of this volume 
was to address the history of the Balkans in the Cold War beyond the tra-
ditional focus on diplomatic history. In tune with an ever expanding and 
pluralistic interpretation of the Cold War concept, research on the Balkans 
has also moved beyond the political and military focus to address culture 
and identity as well. Our aim was to bring into the discussion these diverse 
aspects that reflected the region’s complexities. The volume is structured 
around five big themes: (I) The Balkans and the Creation of the Cold War 
Order; (II) Military Alliances and the Balkans; (III) Uneasy Relations with 
the Superpowers; (IV) Balkan Dilemmas in the 1970s and 1980s and the 
‘Significant Other’: The EEC; and (V) Identity, Culture, Ideology. This 
volume does not and cannot represent a definitive history of the Balkans in 
the Cold War. It would be futile and impossible, not least because it would 
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imply an end to future research. On the contrary, our ambition is to encour-
age further research and scholarship of the subject area, as well as to inspire 
scholarly discussions and debates that are a precondition for that healthy 
inquisitiveness, which leads to new knowledge and historical insights.

This volume comprises fifteen chapters grouped within the above five 
themes, plus the concluding observations. Our contributors are promi-
nent scholars, authorities in their respective fields, as well as young histo-
rians who have distinguished themselves by addressing topics that fill an 
existing void in the scholarship of the Balkans in the Cold War. They rep-
resent an international body of scholars from a number of countries in the 
region, as well as from outside the Balkans. In this collection we wished to 
examine the state of the existing historiography of the Balkans, to provide 
the platform for presenting new research and innovative interpretations, 
as well as to identify new areas that deserve further research and atten-
tion in the future. The editors have made every effort to ensure that this 
volume reflects varying interpretations of the contentious issues of the 
history of the Balkans during the Cold War. Of particular importance is 
that the chapters presented here are based on multi-archival research and 
in particular on research of the regional archives that have become acces-
sible after the end of the Cold War. In this respect, it is noteworthy that 
archives of the ex-socialist countries have provided an abundance of new 
insight. Of particular merit is the fact that these archives are freely acces-
sible to researchers. Archival accessibility is somewhat different in the case 
of Greece and Turkey. Access to Turkish archives remains restricted. In 
the case of Greece, rapid and promising progress has been recorded lately 
in the opening of both personal and official archives, and it is hoped that 
more will be done in the future.

John O.  Iatrides discusses the impact of Balkan affairs, mainly the 
Greek civil war and its international complications, on US containment 
policy during the crucial period of the onset of the Cold War. The Truman 
Doctrine became the first American large-scale, medium-term interven-
tion in the Eastern hemisphere in peacetime. Iatrides points to a mixture 
of international, regional and Greek developments that caused the change 
in American policy from relative indifference towards the region to active 
intervention. This change involved a slow and long process, and was not 
merely a hasty response to the British ultimatum, early in 1947, warning 
Washington about the imminent British withdrawal from Greece.

Drawing on exceptional research of published and archival sources from 
former Communist countries and from the West, Mark Kramer examines 
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Stalin’s efforts to bring Tito and Yugoslavia to heel after the 1948 rift. He 
provides insight into the enormity of the Soviet and satellite rearmament 
after January 1951 and posits that it was, to a large extent, a consequence 
of Moscow’s inability to remove Tito with non-military means. Stalin was 
set to create a clear military superiority of the Soviet bloc countries border-
ing Yugoslavia. The chapter further implies that perhaps only Stalin’s death 
in March 1953 prevented the Soviet bloc’s all-out attack on Yugoslavia.

Svetozar Rajak argues that the Yugoslav–Soviet break-up in 1948 con-
tributed to paradigm shifts in the early Cold War. It destroyed the unifor-
mity within the Soviet bloc and instigated changes in the nascent Cold 
War structures. For several years in the early 1950s, Yugoslavia, a commu-
nist country, associated itself with the Western defence system. Moreover, 
by seeking to carve for itself a position between the two global ideological 
alliances, Yugoslavia became one of the leaders of the Third World Non-
aligned Movement that challenged Cold War bipolarity. In doing so, it was 
the only Balkan country whose international activism transcended regional 
boundaries demonstrating Belgrade’s ambition to play a global role.

Evanthis Hatzivassiliou argues that the NATO experts’ analysis on 
Yugoslavia left much to be desired, mostly because they attempted to dis-
cuss a heretical communist country using ‘orthodox’ perceptions of the 
Cold War. After the 1955 Soviet–Yugoslav rapprochement, the experts 
feared that Belgrade might return to the Soviet fold, and ultimately failed 
to comprehend Tito’s need to be, and be seen to be, independent from 
the West. They also viewed Yugoslavia in a regional Eastern European 
context, and rather ignored its roles in the Non-aligned Movement. It was 
only after the mid-1960s, when Yugoslav economic reforms pointed to a 
visible distance from the Soviet system, that the NATO analysts were satis-
fied that Belgrade represented a real communist ‘heresy’.

Ayşegül Sever discusses the peculiarities of Turkey’s position in the 
Cold War. Turkey held a crucial place in the Western defensive perimeter 
around the Soviet Union. However, its accession to NATO in 1952 did 
not fully provide for security. Contrary to other NATO members, Turkey 
was also a neighbour to ‘out-of-area’ regions, mostly the Middle East, 
in which it was expected by the West to play a role. During the 1950s, 
Ankara actively participated in regional alliances, the Balkan and the 
Baghdad Pacts. This posed additional security challenges, which NATO, 
focusing on its treaty area and the European Cold War, could not always 
address. Turkey remained one of the most exposed frontline members of 
the Western alliance.
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Jordan Baev studies the position of Bulgaria within the Warsaw Pact. 
He emphasizes the labour division in nuclear armaments, as well as the 
Pact’s perceptions of NATO war plans. He argues that, despite its loyalty to 
Moscow, Bulgarian proposals regarding the reform of the Pact and the revi-
sion of nuclear strategy found little support. Generally, the Balkan perspec-
tive was marginally considered in the final strategic planning. The extremely 
centralized operation of the decision-making acted as a major force of unity, 
but also as serious impediment to change. The Warsaw Pact collapsed essen-
tially unreformed together with the Soviet Union at the end of the 1980s.

Pointing to the differing priorities of other regional actors, Laurien 
Crump traces the development of true multilateralism within the Warsaw 
Pact from the perspective of the dynamics of the Albanian and Romanian 
dissent during the early 1960s. Under the pressure of the Sino-Soviet split, 
the Balkan challenge slowly transformed the Warsaw Pact from a Soviet 
‘transmission belt’ into an instrument for its smaller allies to use to their 
own benefit. Most significantly, Crump convincingly shows how in the first 
half of the 1960s the alliance turned into a platform for genuine discussion.

Ivo Banac charts a ‘precipitous’ decline in Yugoslav–Soviet relations 
following the Soviet intervention in Czechoslovakia in 1968. Moscow 
accused Belgrade of contributing to the anti-Soviet character of the 
‘Prague Spring’. Once again, the ferocity of Soviet animosity placed seri-
ous security dilemmas before Tito’s regime. These concerns were exac-
erbated by the ongoing struggle between reformists and conservatives 
within the Yugoslav ruling elite, compounded by the buoyed political 
influence of Yugoslavia’s political émigré circles from abroad. Faced with 
dire challenges, Tito’s regime sought and received support from the US, 
in particular President Nixon. At the same time, without compromising its 
non-aligned standing, Belgrade adopted greater caution in dealings with 
the Soviets, particularly evident during Brezhnev’s visit to Yugoslavia in 
September 1971.

Effie G. H. Pedaliu argues that the application of the American policy 
of ‘differentiation’ during ‘proto-détente’, the under-researched inter-
regnum between the Cuban Missile Crisis and the launch of superpower 
détente by the Nixon administration, affected the Balkans and had impor-
tant repercussions for each state of the peninsula across the Cold War 
divide. Within this framework, she looks at how the US viewed the process 
of ‘Balkan détente’ and to what degree American involvement with the 
region was circumscribed by its Mediterranean policy and its attempts to 
stifle change in Southern Europe.
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Eirini Karamouzi assesses the role of the European Economic 
Community in dealing with the Southern European crisis of 1974–5. 
With a special focus on the Greek transition to democracy, Karamouzi 
sheds light on the growing importance of the Community’s enlarge-
ment policy as a stabilizing civilian force. Based on a desire to promote 
political stability, the EEC discovered the joint instruments of trade 
concessions, financial assistance, and the ultimate carrot of member-
ship to exert influence in the region in a complementary way within the 
Atlantic world.

Adopting a similar Community-centred approach, Benedetto Zaccharia 
analyses the relationship between the EEC and Yugoslavia and challenges 
the orthodox view that speaks of a policy of neglect during the Cold War. 
Despite the constraints imposed by Yugoslavia’s non-alignment status, the 
1970s witnessed a flurry of economic activity that involved commercial 
and cooperation agreements grounded in a shared political rationale of 
Balkan and Mediterranean stability.

Konstantina E.  Botsiou examines the erosion of communism as a 
project of modernization in the Balkans during the two final decades 
of the Cold War. She argues that, ironically, both détente and the 1973 
energy crisis led the Soviet Union to invest in a long-term strategic 
antagonism with the US. The subsequent relaxation of the Soviet grip 
on the economic and social planning of Eastern Europe strengthened 
the hybrid of national communism. In the Balkan states where social-
ist transformation was incomplete, anti-reformist personal dictatorships 
made economic growth dependent on Western credit. Even though a 
special case, Yugoslavia followed the same route of economic develop-
ment with Tito maintaining the precarious domestic political balance 
until his physical eclipse. The combination of centrally planned econo-
mies with selective financial and political openings to the West proved 
a difficult and risky compromise. The unavailability of Western credit 
after the second energy crisis of 1979 caused a major debt crisis, soon to 
evolve into a major political crisis, linked as it was to US advances in the 
nuclear arms race.

Miroslav Perišic ́ provides insight into a less known episode of the Cold 
War—the transformation of the rigid, Stalinist ideological mindset of 
Yugoslav communists through cultural liberalization. Ousted from the 
Soviet bloc in 1948, the Yugoslav regime had to normalize relations with 
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the West. In order to succeed, Belgrade understood that it had to change 
Western public stereotypes about Yugoslavia as a backward Balkan coun-
try, and demonstrate that Yugoslavia’s new road to socialism was an anti-
dote to the Stalinist model. To do so, it was necessary to discard rigid 
Stalinist interpretations of culture and arts. Almost overnight, from 1950, 
Yugoslavia lifted all existing restrictions on free global cultural exchanges 
and embarked upon educating its new intellectual elites in the West. Of 
particular interest, as Perišić argues, was that this unique cultural revolu-
tion was initiated from the top.

In his chapter, Spyridon Sfetas refers to the multidimensional character 
of the regional Cold War. He discusses the impact of an older dispute, 
the Macedonian question, on relations in the Belgrade–Sofia–Athens 
triangle—especially the Bulgarian–Yugoslav dispute—during the era of 
détente. Sfetas shows that older nationalist problems tended to be ‘hid-
den’ in the wider tensions of the Cold War; in turn, these regional prob-
lems could always be used either by regional states or the major powers 
(the US, the Soviet Union, but also China) to further national or Cold 
War aims. Thus, a regional dispute could involve a series of problems 
involving security, identity, perceptions and regional balances, as well as 
wider Cold War considerations.

Mehmet Dös ̧emeci explores the modernization debates that took place 
in the Turkish Second Republic (1961–80). By taking off the Cold War 
lens, he studies Turkey on its own domestic terms to better understand its 
recent past. The great Westernization debate, as he calls the discussions 
over Turkey’s turbulent relationship with EEC, influenced the Turkish 
social imaginary and its political culture to a much greater degree than the 
Cold War itself.

This volume shows how the interpretative framework of the Balkans 
during the Cold War is changing. We expect it to stimulate further 
exchanges both on regional experiences of the Cold War as well as on the 
impact of bipolarity on Balkan politics and societies.

The Editors
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    CHAPTER 1   

 Greece and the Birth of Containment: 
An American Perspective                     

     John     O.     Iatrides   

        THE ROOSEVELT YEARS 
 Until the closing days of the Second World War Washington policymakers 
considered the Balkans to be of little importance to the United States (US). 
This assessment refl ected the lack of signifi cant economic and political 
interests in that region as well as President Franklin Roosevelt’s preoccu-
pation with the war and his determination to avoid American entangle-
ments in Southeastern Europe where no major military operations were 
contemplated and where he expected traditional Anglo-Russian rivalry to 
re-emerge. Accordingly, he gave Prime Minister Winston Churchill a free 
hand in the Balkans and, in particular, Greek affairs.  1   

 This is not to suggest that the State Department remained indiffer-
ent to events in the region. Objecting to Britain’s dominant role in the 
Balkans an American diplomat warned: ‘Bitterness as regards the British, 
resentfulness of their lack of tact toward smaller peoples, distrust of their 
capacity to devote suffi cient means to any project, and suspicion of their 
political intentions, are so wide-spread as to be practically universal among 
the Balkan peoples today …’.  2   American offi cials were particularly con-
cerned about Greece and felt strongly that after the war its people should 
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be allowed to decide their political system, including the future of the 
unpopular monarchy, without foreign interference. But without sup-
port from their superiors they had to acquiesce to London’s handling of 
Greece’s wartime and postliberation problems. 

 For its part, the British government regarded King George II as the 
legitimate head of a valiant Allied nation whose restoration would ensure 
that Greece would escape Moscow’s orbit and remain safely on Britain’s 
side. As Churchill noted in May 1944, ‘Our long term political and mili-
tary objects [ sic ] are to retain Greece as a British sphere of infl uence and to 
prevent Russian domination of Greece, which would gravely prejudice our 
strategic position in the Eastern Mediterranean.’  3   Weeks later, a distraught 
Churchill exclaimed to a confi dant: ‘Good God, can’t you see that the 
Russians are spreading across Europe like a tide; they have invaded Poland, 
and there is nothing to prevent them marching into Turkey and Greece!’  4   
He instructed the Foreign Offi ce to prepare a paper on the ‘brute issues 
between us and the Soviet Government’, regarding Italy and the Balkans, 
‘and above all in Greece’.  5   The memorandum, presented to the cabinet 
on 7 June 1944, concluded: ‘As regards Greece, we should have to set 
about now building up a regime which after the war would defi nitely look 
to Britain for support against Russian infl uence.’  6   In September, fearing a 
communist move to seize the Greek capital at the moment of liberation, 
the principal resistance organizations were placed under a British offi cer 
and the communist-controlled resistance army ELAS (Greek People’s 
Liberation Army) was ordered to remain outside the Athens area.  7   Later 
that month London informed Moscow of its plans to send troops into 
Greek territory and requested that no Soviet forces enter that country. The 
Soviet authorities agreed.  8   Thus the Churchill–Stalin ‘spheres of infl uence’ 
agreement, under discussion since May and concluded in Moscow on 9 
October 1944, validated an understanding already in place. It provided 
for the division of infl uence over Greece (90 percent for Britain), Rumania 
(90 percent for Russia), Bulgaria (75 percent for Russia), and a 50–50 per-
cent split for Yugoslavia and Hungary.  9   In a forerunner of the Americans’ 
strategy of ‘containment’, Churchill had sought to secure Greece as an 
outpost of British infl uence. 

 Washington saw matters differently. Informed that an Anglo-Soviet 
deal on Greece and Rumania was in the making, Roosevelt sought to 
derail it.  10   He complained to Churchill that the Americans had not been 
consulted and predicted that the proposed arrangement ‘would certainly 
result in the persistence of differences between you and the Soviets and 
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in the division of the Balkan region into spheres of infl uence …’.  11   In his 
response, Churchill claimed that the proposal was limited to ‘war con-
ditions’, denied any intention to ‘carve up the Balkans into spheres of 
infl uence’, and promised to keep Roosevelt fully informed of develop-
ments.  12   In the end, without consulting the State Department, Roosevelt 
consented to the Anglo-Soviet agreement, ostensibly for a three-month 
duration, and added: ‘I hope matters of this importance can be prevented 
from developing in such a manner in the future.’  13   

 In late November 1944, weeks after the country’s liberation, Prime 
Minister George Papandreou, with strong British backing, ordered the 
disbanding of the wartime resistance groups. When the communists 
refused to have ELAS disarmed and the leftist ministers resigned, the coali-
tion government collapsed and fi ghting erupted in the capital. American 
offi cials blamed the crisis largely on highhanded British intervention. 
Ambassador MacVeagh wrote to Roosevelt that ‘at bottom, the handling 
of this fanatically freedom-loving country … as if it were composed of 
natives under the British Raj, is what is the trouble’, and characterized the 
insurgents as ‘democrats without possessions but hungry, homeless and 
armed’.  14   MacVeagh regarded the fi ghting as a clash between the British 
and ELAS, a view shared widely in the Department.  15   

 Signifi cantly, the Churchill–Stalin agreement on the Balkans held. Soviet 
troops in Bulgaria ignored the urgent appeals of the Greek Communist 
Party (KKE) to occupy Greek territory.  16   In Moscow, Stalin told the 
Bulgarian leader Georgi Dimitrov that in staging their revolt ‘The Greeks 
have acted foolishly …’,  17   and that Britain and the United States ‘would 
never tolerate a “red” Greece threatening their vital communications to 
the Middle East’.  18   Nevertheless, it is safe to assume that Stalin would 
have welcomed a communist victory in postwar Greece so long as it did 
not bring him into direct confrontation with London and Washington.  19   

 In March 1945, following the defeat and disarming of the ELAS in 
Athens largely by British troops, Roosevelt proposed to Churchill the dis-
patch of an American, British and Soviet ‘special mission’ to develop ‘the 
productive power of Greece rapidly, by concerted, non-political action’. 
When Churchill rejected Soviet participation and counter-proposed an 
Anglo-American undertaking, the president dismissed the idea as ‘a mis-
take’ because it might be seen as contrary to the Yalta agreement on ‘tri-
partite action in liberated areas …’. Roosevelt wished to avoid ‘anything 
that would weaken the effectiveness of our efforts to honor these decisions 
on their [Soviet] side’.  20   If, as has been argued, the president anticipated 
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open friction with the Soviet Union, he was determined to avoid it at least 
until Japan had been defeated.  21    

   THE TRUMAN YEARS 
 Following Roosevelt’s death and Japan’s surrender, and as the problems 
of the postwar era began to emerge, America’s foreign policy establish-
ment resembled briefl y a formidable battleship without a seasoned captain 
at the helm. Having been kept in the dark regarding wartime agree-
ments, President Harry Truman was unprepared to assert himself in world 
affairs—this at the very moment when the collapse of the pre-war balance 
of power and America’s vital interests required that Washington preside 
over the shaping of a new world order. Particularly alarming was Stalin’s 
apparent determination to consolidate his wartime gains in East-Central 
Europe, the Middle East and Asia and challenge the West on a wide front. 
With its European allies devastated by the war, the Truman administration 
felt compelled to respond fi rmly and decisively.  22   

 The president’s principal foreign policy adviser and the architect of 
American diplomacy in the early postwar years was Dean Acheson, a 
prominent international lawyer with a forceful personality and a veteran 
of Washington’s establishment under Roosevelt.  23   Acheson revitalized the 
State Department and sought to awaken Congress and the nation to the 
challenges of international realities by at times engaging in hyperbole and 
‘crisis diplomacy’, particularly in dealing with the Soviet Union.  24   

 While preoccupied by much larger issues the administration contin-
ued to monitor developments in Greece where, after the defeat of the 
communist- led uprising in Athens, right-wing extremists took to harass-
ing ELAS veterans and leftist sympathizers. In April 1945, reporting on 
recurring incidents of political violence, MacVeagh conceded that the 
authorities had shown themselves incapable of maintaining order. On the 
other hand, the communists had hidden away or smuggled to neighbor-
ing countries large quantities of weapons ‘with a view to their further use 
…’.  25   In June, following a conversation with KKE leader Nikos Zahariades, 
MacVeagh wrote that his visitor’s ‘sweet reasonableness’ revealed a shift 
in the party’s orientation away from violent confrontation and toward a

  long-term policy of lulling its opponents to sleep by overtly confi ning itself 
to politics, with emphasis on ‘anti-fascism’ and ‘democracy’ while never 
ceasing to bore from within in the labor movement, the public services, the 
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armed forces and even among the peasants, with a view to the best possible 
exploitation of such opportunities as may develop as times goes on ….  26   

   In a separate report, admitting that Moscow’s infl uence on the KKE could 
not be determined, he concluded: ‘Possibly the Russians … do not feel it 
necessary, in order to keep the leftist pot here boiling merrily, to do more 
than fan the fl ames with a sympathetic press and radio and keep the local 
communists in a constant state of hopeful expectation of more defi nite 
assistance to come.’  27   

 While American offi cials in Greece were content to remain passive 
observers, British authorities were becoming increasingly alarmed about 
the burdens they had assumed in that troubled country. In late 1945, Sir 
Alan Brooke, Chief of the Imperial Staff, and Lt. Gen. William D. Morgan, 
Supreme Allied Commander, Mediterranean, visited Greece to review 
Britain’s role in that country. Afterward, Gen. Morgan told an American 
diplomat that Greece’s security situation had become ‘more desperate 
than ever’, and in his view, ‘it would be impossible for the British to cope 
with it alone’. Emphasizing threats from Greece’s communist neighbors, 
Morgan concluded that ‘unless the United States decided to play a more 
active role in Greece the British should get out of Greece completely and 
take their losses … If the United States could not put troops in Greece 
perhaps it could station substantial air forces there’. Morgan intended to 
urge Prime Minister Clement Attlee to discuss Greece with Truman dur-
ing his upcoming visit to Washington.  28   

 General Morgan’s analysis of the Greek situation contained little that 
was not already known in Washington. Anticipating Attlee’s visit, the 
Secretary of War, Robert P. Patterson, sought to block any American mili-
tary involvement in Greece. Patterson conceded that ‘only the presence 
of British troops … has prevented the renewal of civil war’. However, he 
believed that ‘the problem in Greece is more likely to be internal than 
external’, and that ‘the present British forces in Greece are adequate to 
carry out the present mission [of] maintaining internal order in conjunc-
tion with the establishment of a stable government’. Therefore, in view of 
America’s military commitments elsewhere and pressures to demobilize, 
Patterson recommended that ‘the United States not assume any military 
obligations in Greece’.  29   Agreeing with Patterson’s assessment Secretary 
of State James Byrnes advised the president that America’s military coop-
eration ‘would contribute nothing to the solution of present problems in 
that country’. Admitting that ‘a chaotic Greece is a constant temptation 
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to aggressive actions by its northern neighbors … and constitutes a seri-
ous menace to international peace and security’, Byrnes recommended 
that, instead of military assistance, the United States and Britain provide 
loans and technical advisers ‘to start Greece on the path toward economic 
recovery’. Truman approved the proposal without comment.  30   

 Although in principle American and British offi cials agreed to cooper-
ate in addressing Greece’s economic problems, in practice their priorities 
and preferred solutions remained far apart. The Americans believed that 
the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA), 
to whose resources they contributed the lion’s share—but whose Balkan 
mission was under British direction—should provide relief assistance and 
serve as the Greek government’s main foreign adviser. Moreover, they 
expected the Greeks to implement major reforms, including currency and 
price stabilization, improve taxation and reduce government spending. 
The British, whose efforts to promote stability and effective government 
in Athens were undermined at every turn by the rising level of political vio-
lence, were prepared to resort to more drastic measures. In mid-November 
1945, Under Secretary for Foreign Affairs Hector McNeil proposed send-
ing to Athens a mission—to which American participation was invited—to 
oversee economic recovery and reconstruction provided that the Greek 
government agreed to ‘assume any powers necessary [to] implement 
[and] operate program devised by Mission’. To MacVeagh, McNeil’s pro-
posal indicated that the ‘British contemplate control of Greek economic 
life to an even greater extent than the Germans attempted during occupa-
tion …’. Prime Minister Panayiotis Kanellopoulos confi ded to MacVeagh 
‘in considerable embarrassment’ that the McNeil plan was a ‘very sensi-
tive’ issue for Greeks who ‘fear disastrous political effect placing foreign-
ers in Greek Ministries with such powers as the British envisage’. While 
he found McNeil’s proposal unacceptable, the prime minister preferred 
an Anglo-US team of experts to advise Greek authorities. Kanellopoulos 
stressed that, ‘as an interim regime’, his cabinet had ‘no right … to com-
mit a future Greek Government constituted on the basis of [the antici-
pated] elections’.  31   

 On 11 January 1946, in an attempt to sound the alarm about the Greek 
crisis, the American and British ambassadors in Athens sent a joint tele-
gram to their governments warning that

  If we fail to deal with the Greek problem with imagination and understand-
ing at this moment it is our view that the present democratic government 
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will certainly fall and probably be succeeded by a regime of the extreme right 
which in turn could scarcely fail to produce in due course a Communist dic-
tatorship …. 

   The two diplomats urged the adoption of ‘a broad [,] generous and states-
manlike approach, by wiping out debts which cannot and will not be paid 
and by giving a defi nite guarantee that whatever material or fi nancial assis-
tant is in fact found to be necessary will be made available’. They summed 
up: ‘What Greece needs is a plan (1) which gives her the reassurance of 
continued economic existence after the present year; and (2) which pre-
vents the Greek vices of extravagance and incompetence from wrecking 
the plan’. They concluded with a dire prediction: ‘… we feel that it is our 
duty to warn you that Greece will not only be a source of grave political 
trouble for some time to come, but will also in all probability be con-
demned to bloodshed and famine’.  32   

 While discussions of Greece’s domestic problems continued, an unex-
pected development appeared to accentuate their international dimension. 
On 1 February 1946, the Soviet representative at the United Nations, 
Andrei Vyshinsky, charged that the presence of British troops in Greece 
constituted foreign interference in internal affairs and threatened the 
region’s peace and security. Vyshinsky urged the Security Council to 
demand that Britain withdraw its forces from Greece immediately. In a 
sharp exchange, Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin defended Britain’s role 
in Greece and countercharged that Soviet propaganda emboldened the 
Greek communists to resort to violence. As the Council could not come 
to any agreement on the matter, Vyshinsky proposed sending a commis-
sion ‘to investigate the situation and whatever the commission says we will 
abide by, and we will even withdraw our letter’ of protest. When Bevin 
rejected the idea, Vyshinsky backed down: ‘We want to stay friendly with 
you and we must fi nd a way.’ In the end, with American delegates working 
behind the scenes, the Council considered the matter closed.  33   

 The Greek elections of 31 March 1946, which Western observers pro-
nounced ‘on the whole free and fair’,  34   provided a measure of legitimacy 
for the new government. Yet the outcome was deeply fl awed. The KKE- 
led leftists had abstained, ensuring a clear victory of the rightist Populist 
Party whose head, Constantine Tsaldaris, was regarded in Washington as 
one of Greece’s most inept and uninspiring politicians. His government’s 
harsh measures against the left and tolerance for right-wing extremists 
infl amed further polarization and violence. Greek demands for border 
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adjustments at the expense of the country’s northern neighbors irritated 
American and British offi cials who, wishing to avoid aggravating their 
already prickly relations with Moscow, warned Tsaldaris against pursuing 
‘grandiose plans’. In June, when Tsaldaris expressed a strong desire to 
present his policies personally to offi cials in Washington, the American 
 chargé d’affaires  in Athens quipped that the prime minister was anxious to 
convince Americans that he had ‘no horns and tails’.  35   

 Fears of escalating violence were well founded. On election night 
an armed band overpowered the police station of Litohoro, a village in 
the foothills of Mt. Olympus, in effect signaling the start of civil war. In 
early July, Markos Vafi ades, a veteran communist leader of the wartime 
ELAS, took command of existing guerrilla bands, creating the nucleus 
of what would be called the Democratic Army of Greece.  36   Support from 
neighboring regimes for the insurgents was an open secret. By August 
MacVeagh was reporting that the communists’ armed strength in the 
Olympus region numbered about four thousand, that serious fi ghting was 
underway, and that the government’s policy was to declare the KKE ille-
gal and root out communism in Greece. In the ambassador’s view, the 
Tsaldaris government ‘may be making as many enemies as friends’.  37   

 The Truman administration’s essentially passive attitude toward the 
escalating crisis in Greece was gradually abandoned largely in response to 
deteriorating US–Soviet relations. The president and his advisers opted to 
confront Moscow, whose brutal treatment of Eastern European countries 
and obstinacy on other issues they found unacceptable and alarming.  38   
In April 1945, the Soviet Foreign Minister, V. M. Molotov, received a 
tongue-lashing from Truman who demanded that the Soviets honor the 
Yalta accords on Poland. Afterward the president characterized his own 
words as a ‘one-two right to the jaw’ while his visitor complained that he 
had never been spoken to that way before.  39   ‘Power’, Truman exclaimed, 
‘is the only thing the Russians understand.’  40   In early May, Lend-Lease 
shipments to the Soviet Union for the war in Europe (but not for the 
Far East) were stopped, signaling Washington’s growing impatience with 
Moscow.  41   When the Soviet Union refused to end its wartime occupation 
of northern Iran, strong Anglo-American protests and a major diplomatic 
crisis in the United Nations compelled Moscow to withdrew its troops. 
Five months later, in August 1946, Soviet attempts to impose on Turkey 
a new regime for the Straits raised fears in London and Washington that 
Moscow was intent on gaining direct access to, and possibly a permanent 
presence in, the Eastern Mediterranean. With strong British and American 
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support Ankara resisted Soviet pressures, which were eased by year’s end.  42   
In May 1946, American authorities in Germany stopped reparations from 
their zone of occupation to the Soviet zone and blamed Moscow—and 
Paris—for the Allies’ failure to reach agreement on Germany. 

 Confrontational exchanges and diplomatic clashes were accentuated by 
bellicose public rhetoric from both sides. In early February 1946 Stalin 
announced a new fi ve-year plan of massive industrial and military expan-
sion intended to ‘guarantee our country against any eventuality’. The 
Soviet dictator declared that peace was ‘impossible under the present capi-
talist development of world economy’, and that wars between socialism 
and capitalism were inevitable. For some in Washington Stalin’s speech 
amounted to ‘The Declaration of World War III’.  43   In an apparent reac-
tion to Stalin’s speech, Secretary Byrnes spoke publicly about the growing 
mistrust and tension between major powers, declared that the American 
government was prepared to prevent aggression and stressed the impor-
tance of military power in the pursuit of national goals.  44   A week later, at 
Fulton, Missouri, in Truman’s presence, Churchill spoke ominously of an 
‘iron curtain’ that had descended on Eastern Europe, separating it from 
the West, and called for an Anglo-American alliance to confront Soviet 
expansionism. 

 A year earlier, a Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) study of America’s mili-
tary requirements in the new world order, had argued that since future 
cooperation among America, Britain and Russia could not be guaranteed, 
America had to possess the power to ensure its own security ‘without 
immediate or substantial assistance from other nations’. Moreover, ‘When 
it becomes evident that forces of aggression are being arrayed against us 
by a potential enemy’, the government ‘should press the issue to a prompt 
political decision, while making all preparations to strike the fi rst blow if 
necessary’.  45   In its comments, presented more than a year later, the State 
Department expressed concern that in the JCS study, ‘a breakdown of 
peaceful relations among Britain, Russia and the United States receives 
undue emphasis …’.  46   

 Despite the Department’s professed sanguine views on continued 
cooperation among the victors, some offi cials in Washington did in fact 
interpret Stalin’s speech of 9 February 1946, as a statement of hostile 
intentions toward the West. That interpretation soon received weighty 
confi rmation from George F.  Kennan, a career diplomat and respected 
Soviet specialist serving as  chargé d’affaires  at the American embassy in 
Moscow. Kennan analyzed Stalin’s bellicosity in his now-famous ‘long 
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telegram’ of 22 February to the department, which has been characterized 
as ‘the single most infl uential explanation of postwar Soviet behavior and 
one which powerfully reinforced the growing tendency within the United 
States to interpret Moscow’s actions in a sinister light’.  47   Kennan elabo-
rated his views in his article ‘The Sources of Soviet Conduct’, published 
in  Foreign Affairs  in July 1947, and recommended that America engage 
in the ‘patient but fi rm and vigilant  containment  of Russian expansion-
ist tendencies … and the adroit application of counterforce at a series of 
constantly shifting geographical and political points, corresponding to the 
shifts and maneuvers of Soviet policy …’.  48   

 Kennan’s analysis, which blamed tensions in US–Soviet relations 
entirely on Moscow, was not without its prominent critics in and out of 
government.  49   Nevertheless, it was broadly accepted as the logical and 
durable foundation upon which decision-makers could base specifi c poli-
cies as circumstances required. A new study on relations with Moscow, 
to which Kennan contributed substantially, concluded that Washington 
should make clear to Moscow that ‘our strength will be suffi cient to repel 
any attack and suffi cient to defeat the USSR decisively if a war should start 
…’. Truman, who had commissioned the report, found it ‘very valuable’, 
but considered it too sensitive to circulate outside his offi ce: ‘If it leaked 
it would blow the roof off the White House, it would blow the roof off 
the Kremlin.’  50   

 Containment’s principal architect did not have Greece or, indeed, the 
Balkans and East-Central Europe in mind. At the time of the Yalta confer-
ence, Kennan had argued that Europe should be divided ‘into spheres of 
infl uence—keep ourselves out of the Russian sphere and keep the Russians 
out of ours …’, thus abandoning the continent’s eastern regions to 
Moscow’s control.  51   Two years later, Kennan disapproved of the Truman 
Doctrine, which he found too bellicose.  52   In principle, he supported assis-
tance to Greece but not to Turkey. He once jokingly suggested sending 
‘about three ships all painted white with ‘Aid to Greece’ on the sides, and 
… have the fi rst bags of wheat driven up to Athens in an American jeep 
with a Hollywood blonde on the radiator’.  53   In 1948, at the height of the 
civil war, Kennan strongly opposed sending combat troops to Greece as 
others in the department had advocated. In the end, Secretary Marshall 
sided with Kennan.  54   

 As originally conceived, containment was intended to block Soviet 
encroachment on Western Europe and the Middle East. Yet for Acheson 
and his advisers, in the aftermath of Soviet domination of Eastern Europe 
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and pressures on Iran and Turkey, the Greek civil war appeared to fi t 
well with what Kennan had called the ‘nooks and crannies’ of power that 
Moscow would try to fi ll. As one prominent historian put it, Acheson 
‘connected the dots’.  55    

   GREECE: ROTTING APPLE IN A BARREL 
 Washington’s barely concealed disdain for the Greek government’s inef-
fective and undemocratic practices underwent abrupt change in September 
1946, following a Ukrainian complaint to the UN Security Council that 
actions of the Greek authorities, backed by British troops, threatened the 
peace and security of the Balkan region. There were also charges of violent 
incidents along Greece’s borders with Albania, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria. 
Although in the end the Council once again decided to drop the matter,  56   
the acrimony prompted the American War Department to commission a 
paper on ‘US Security Interests in Greece’. 

 Asserting that Greece was under attack by ‘an apparently well organized 
and armed Communist minority supported by the USSR and Soviet satel-
lites’, the study stressed the confl ict’s importance for American interests:

  The strategic signifi cance of Greece to US security lies in the fact that 
Greece stands alone in the Balkans as a barrier between the USSR and the 
Mediterranean, in a position similar to that of Turkey farther to the east … 
If Greece were to fall into the Soviet orbit, there could not fail to be most 
unfavorable repercussions in all those areas where political sympathies are 
balanced precariously in favor of the West and against Soviet Communism. 

   The paper stressed the importance of ‘not allowing the ideological strug-
gle now going on in the world to become one between the USSR and the 
US, or one between the USSR and the US and Britain; it must remain one 
between the USSR and the non-Soviet world’. According to the military 
analysts,

  the US is at a disadvantage in rendering direct support to its friends on the 
Soviet perimeter. It is not for consideration whether the US can support the 
Greek Government with military force; yet there can be no question that 
the USSR is giving direct military assistance to elements seeking to cause the 
fall of the government. 
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   Although the external threat to Greece diminished the effectiveness of 
American economic and political support, it was imperative that ‘assis-
tance be offered and given now, lest the future become even less propi-
tious than the present’. Finally, ‘The United States should make it clear to 
the world that our desire to see Greece remain independent and in charge 
of her own affairs is no less fi rm than our position on Turkey’.  57   In short, 
depicted as the instrument of the Soviet bloc, the Greek communist insur-
gency constituted a threat to America’s security interests which required 
urgent and strong countermeasures. Signifi cantly, the Pentagon paper all 
but ignored Britain’s role in bolstering Greece’s defense against the forces 
of domestic and foreign communism. 

 This time Washington’s diplomats did not resent being preempted 
by military planners in initiating recommendations on issues of strategic 
importance. On 25 September, top State Department offi cials agreed that 
‘it is desirable to draw up, in written form, new outlines of policy on 
Turkey, Greece and Iran, the three Near and Middle Eastern nations we 
consider most seriously affected by present developments’. The proposed 
policy was to include ‘political and economic considerations as well as 
those related primarily to military assistance’.  58   Thus the linking of the 
Greek communist insurgency to direct Soviet pressures on Iran and Turkey 
transformed Washington’s understanding of the Greek crisis. No longer 
viewed as a domestic or strictly regional affair, the Greek civil war was seen 
as an element of Soviet expansionism. The new perception was reinforced 
by persistent alarmist speculation about the region. In early January 1947, 
the American ambassador in Moscow warned that Turkey and Iran would 
again become targets of Soviet pressures intended ‘to gain independent 
access to the Mediterranean and Arab world …’.  59   A few days later the US 
embassy in Ankara urged that military assistance to Turkey be provided 
directly rather than through the British, as in the past.  60   

 In Athens, abandoning his earlier attribution of turmoil in Greece 
to domestic squabbles, MacVeagh reported that the KKE was under 
Moscow’s secret control, and that ‘overwhelming’ hostile forces across 
the Balkans were ‘facing the Greek frontier’. Accordingly, the ‘conclusion 
seems inevitable that the Soviet Government in the fi nal analysis must be 
“assigned responsibility for continued strife”’ in Greece.  61   Encouraged by 
his superiors’ sudden show of concern over Greek affairs, the ambassador 
missed no opportunity to advise Greek offi cials on how to improve their 
country’s image abroad. Thus, asked by the king’s political adviser if it was 
proper to retain as defense minister a notoriously right-wing  politician, 
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MacVeagh retorted that ‘curbing Mr. Mavromichalis’ actions is not so 
important as eliminating what he stands for and that he should be left 
out of new Cabinet entirely if Greek Govt wishes to appear democratic in 
American eyes’.  62   

 American offi cials now feared that the ineptness and repressive tactics of 
the Tsaldaris government might hinder their efforts to persuade Congress 
to approve signifi cant assistance to Greece. MacVeagh was therefore 
instructed to make it clear in Athens that ‘American public opinion will 
not for any protracted period look with favor upon extension by the US of 
support to a Greek Govt which does not enjoy popular support of Greeks 
themselves’. Washington was concerned that ‘… political strength seems 
to have been passing from center and liberal groups into hands of totalitar-
ian rightists or leftists’. The desired broadly based political ‘center’ could 
be created

  if responsible Greek leaders would have vision, restraint, and patriotism to 
form political coalition which would include those leftist, liberal and cen-
ter groups suffi ciently enlightened and loyal to refuse to have any further 
dealings or associations with communists and those rightist groups which 
would be willing loyally to cooperate with all anti-Communist center and 
leftist groups. Rightist groups unwilling to cooperate with Greek leftist 
anti- Communist groups should be considered as reactionaries unworthy 
of membership in such coalition and groups prepared to cooperate with 
communists should be regarded as disloyal, contaminated, or politically 
immature elements the presence of which would be almost certain to create 
distrust within ranks of such coalition …. 

   The department suggested that Archbishop and former regent Damaskinos 
might serve as the temporary head of such a progressive and broadly based 
‘loyal coalition’.  63   Thus, months before its formal decision to intervene, 
Washington missed no opportunity to infl uence the composition and 
agenda of the Greek government. 

 On the other hand, despite growing worries about Greece’s vulner-
ability, American offi cials were reluctant to appear overly assertive. As 
Acheson explained to MacVeagh on 8 November, ‘… we have concern 
lest in case we supply arms and military equipment to Greece the impres-
sion be obtained that we are carrying on a provocative policy with regard 
to the Soviet Union and its Balkan puppets and are encouraging the out-
break of open warfare in the Balkans’. To resolve Washington’s dilemma 
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MacVeagh was instructed to explain in Athens that ‘since British troops 
are in Greece and since in the past Great Britain has been supplying Greece 
with arms and military equipment, it would be preferable for the Greeks 
to continue to obtain such supplies from Great Britain rather than from 
the United States’.  64   

 This cautious and otherwise practical arrangement failed to address 
the realities on the ground and, in particular, the apparent ineffectiveness 
of British assistance to Greece’s security forces. On 30 November 1946, 
British authorities in Athens described the situation as ‘deteriorating daily’ 
and speculated that ‘Communist uprisings in capital are possible early 
December (anniversary of 1944 events)’.  65   A few days later, Field Marshal 
Montgomery told MacVeagh that he had urged the Greek government to 
convert its entire army into anti-guerrilla forces and, in a spring offensive, 
‘totally eradicate banditry in Greece’. He added: ‘It can be done, and if 
it isn’t done Greece is lost …’.  66   On 16 December MacVeagh reported: 
‘I feel impossible exaggerate importance of adequately equipping Greek 
army at earliest possible date.’ Afraid that British efforts in Greece might 
be ‘too little and too late’, he urged the Department to ascertain as soon 
as possible whether Britain could ‘supply Greece with arms considered 
necessary for maintenance Greek independence and territorial integrity’. 
Separately, he reported that ‘Position Greek fi nances reaching catastrophic 
stage’.  67   

 In Washington, the wheels of government were turning, however 
slowly. An economic mission prepared to leave for Athens although its 
task refl ected no urgency: it was merely to ‘consider the extent to which 
the Greek Government can carry out reconstruction and development 
through effective use of Greek resources, and the extent to which foreign 
assistance may be required’. Symbolically more signifi cant, the prompt 
delivery to the Greek Air Force of eight American C-47 transport planes, 
a type the British could not provide, was quickly authorized.  68   In February 
1947 MacVeagh forwarded to Washington a Greek General Staff report 
detailing extensive guerrilla activity across northern Greece supported by 
neighboring communist regimes. The goal of the insurgents’ campaign 
was said to be to create conditions in the country that would ‘call for 
Russian military and political intervention’. While characterizing the 
Greek report as ‘thoroughly objective’ the ambassador expressed doubts 
that ‘communist engineered anarchy in Greece would necessarily call for 
“direct Russian intervention” as long as the Russian-controlled forces of 
the neighboring states are available for such a purpose’.  69   
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 The embassy’s drum-beat of alarmist reports was echoed by other 
Americans in Greece. The representative on the UN Balkan Commission 
of Investigation, Mark Ethridge, reported on 17 February that the insur-
gents were expanding their operations, that the Greek army’s morale was 
the ‘lowest possible’ and that the government was ‘steadily losing popular 
confi dence through ineffectuality’. His French counterpart believed that 
Paris ‘could not withstand pressure if Greece through inadequate support 
by Britain and America fell into Soviet orbit’. Other colleagues claimed 
that ‘having been rebuffed in Azerbaijan and Turkey [the] Soviets are fi nd-
ing Greece surprisingly soft and … [the] matter has gone beyond probing 
[the] state and is now an all-out offensive for the kill’.  70   The head of the 
newly arrived economic mission, Paul A. Porter, reported his preliminary 
impressions in the bleakest terms:

  There is really no State here in the Western concept. Rather we have a loose 
hierarchy of individualistic politicians, some worse than others, who are 
so preoccupied with their own struggle for power that they have no time, 
even assuming capacity, to develop economic policy … The civil service is a 
depressing farce. I am skeptical of the capacity of this Government, which … 
represents only a coalition of the Rightist and Conservative elements … to 
administer effectively the extensive reforms needed … I believe that day to 
day guidance by American personnel in Greece is going to be necessary …. 

   Porter made no mention of Britain’s role in Athens.  71   On 18 February, 
reacting to the stream of dire warnings from Athens, the State Department 
instructed MacVeagh to consult with Porter and Ethridge and report 
immediately on the ‘seriousness of situation and, if collapse seems proba-
ble and immediate, how much time remains for any remedial action which 
US and UK might take’.  72   

 MacVeagh’s prompt response was unequivocal:

  We feel situation here so critical that no time should be lost in applying any 
remedial measures, even if only of a temporary character, within possibilities 
of US and UK. Impossible to say how soon collapse may be anticipated, 
but we believe that to regard it as anything but imminent would be highly 
unsafe. 

   He added:

  If nothing but economic and fi nancial factors were to be considered, full col-
lapse from Greece’s present position might take several months. However, 

GREECE AND THE BIRTH OF CONTAINMENT: AN AMERICAN PERSPECTIVE 17



deteriorating morale [of] both civil servants and armed forces, as well as of 
general public, owing to inadequate incomes, fear of growing banditry, lack 
of confi dence in Govt., and exploitation by international Communists, cre-
ates possibility of much more rapid denouement. 

   MacVeagh and his associates recommended, as the ‘best way [to] combat 
[an] explosive situation’, the taking of action to alleviate ‘… growing fear 
of infl ation, and consequently of increased misery …’. Also, to make clear 
to all, ‘including [the] Soviet Union, our determination not to permit for-
eign encroachment, either from without or within, on [the] independence 
and integrity of Greece’.  73   

 On receiving MacVeagh’s telegram, the department fi nally shifted into 
high gear. Senior offi cials Loy W. Henderson and John D. Hickerson pre-
pared a memorandum on the ‘Crisis and Imminent Possibility of Collapse 
in Greece’, and delivered it to Acheson who, with Secretary Marshall out 
of town, instructed Henderson to draft a briefi ng paper for the president 
and the cabinet. The sense of urgency was intensifi ed by a call from the 
British embassy requesting an immediate appointment to deliver two for-
mal notes announcing that British assistance to Greece and Turkey would 
end on 31 March. In view of Britain’s sudden but not entirely unexpected 
decision, Acheson instructed Henderson to update his briefi ng paper and 
called Truman and Marshall to apprise them of the latest development.  74   
The under-secretary then informed the Secretaries of War and Navy and 
requested that they prepare to discuss urgently proposals for action in 
Greece. According to Acheson’s account, asked by Henderson whether 
‘we were still working on papers bearing on the making of a decision or 
the execution of one, I said the latter; under the circumstances there could 
be only one decision. At that we drank a martini or two toward the confu-
sion of our enemies.’  75   

 The top-level meetings that followed, involving Truman, Marshall, the 
cabinet and congressional leaders, were crucial in moving matters forward. 
However, once the president had approved Acheson’s memorandum and 
recommendations (on 25 February), the administration was committed 
to act. On 27 February, at a White House meeting with Truman and top 
congressional leaders, the normally taciturn Marshall resorted to hyper-
bolic language: ‘the world has arrived at a point in its history that has not 
been paralleled since ancient history …’.  76   Acheson was no less apocalyp-
tic: Moscow’s pressures on Turkey, Iran, and Greece, he declared,
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  had brought the Balkans to the point where a highly possible breakthrough 
might open three continents to Soviet penetration. Like apples in a barrel 
infected by one rotten one, the corruption of Greece would infect Iran and 
all to the east. It would also carry infection to Africa through Asia Minor 
and Egypt, and to Europe through Italy and France, already threatened by 
the strongest Communist parties in Western Europe. The Soviet Union was 
playing one of the greatest gambles in history at minimal cost … We and we 
alone were in a position to break up the play …. 

   With Truman looking on, no one asked questions or raised objections.  77   
 On 12 March 1947 Truman presented to Congress a bland but forceful 

version of his administration’s bold policy initiative. After describing the 
world as divided into two distinct ideological camps, one based on free-
dom and democracy and the other on tyranny and oppression, he declared 
America’s determination to support ‘free peoples who are resisting 
attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures’ and 
help them ‘to work out their own destinies in their own way’. Addressing 
the specifi c purpose of his message, he warned: ‘Should we fail to aid 
Greece and Turkey in this fateful hour, the effect will be far reaching to the 
West as well as to the East.’ To launch his policy Truman asked Congress 
to appropriate four hundred million dollars for assistance to Greece and 
Turkey, to be administered under direct American supervision.  78    

   CONTAINMENT AND GREECE: A RETROSPECTIVE 
 The strategy of containment had profound ramifi cations for Greece, 
Turkey and the Balkan region. Massive American aid of every kind, deliv-
ered under the watchful eyes of hundreds of civilian and military advisers, 
ensured the defeat of the communist insurgency in Greece and placed the 
country on the road to recovery. American interventionist pressure com-
pelled Tsaldaris’ right-wing People’s Party to share power with the centrist 
Liberals whose head, Themistocles Sofoulis, assumed the premiership. 
Assistance to Turkey improved its military capabilities, strengthened its 
resolve to resist Moscow’s expansionist pressures and made it Washington’s 
favorite ally in the area. Following the Stalin–Tito split in 1948, commu-
nist Yugoslavia received Washington’s support while Belgrade agreed to 
end its involvement in the Greek civil war.  79   The United States ensured the 
entry of Greece and Turkey into the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO) thereby improving their bilateral relations, strengthening their 

GREECE AND THE BIRTH OF CONTAINMENT: AN AMERICAN PERSPECTIVE 19



defenses and extending the frontiers of the Western alliance to the Black 
Sea, the Near East and the Eastern Mediterranean. Anglo-American medi-
ation promoted rapprochement between Athens and Belgrade and, with 
Ankara’s participation, paved the way for the ‘Balkan Pact’. Although the 
regional alliance proved virtually stillborn and Greco-Turkish feuding 
soon paralyzed NATO’s Balkan fl ank, containment brought to the region 
a measure of stability and security.  80   

 Initially designed to benefi t specifi cally Greece and Turkey, the strat-
egy of containment was soon broadened through the European Recovery 
Program (Marshall Plan), whose pragmatically defi ned goal was to rebuild 
Western Europe’s devastated economies thus inoculating them against 
social unrest and the virus of communism. It was followed by the North 
Atlantic Treaty, a collective defense shield promising protection against 
Soviet aggression. Success in Greece, Western Europe and the Middle East 
appeared to offer proof that the new strategy worked. In time, military 
confl icts in Korea and Indochina saw the policy’s implementation against 
communist forces in Asia, with American combat troops in ever-increasing 
numbers doing most of the fi ghting. Until the Soviet Union’s collapse, 
containment remained the cornerstone of American foreign policy and 
military strategy. 

 In retrospect, Moscow’s involvement in the Greek civil war had been 
indirect, ambivalent and, in the end, ineffective.  81   As argued in these pages, 
Washington’s decision to intervene in that confl ict was largely motivated 
by growing alarm over tensions elsewhere in the region, where the Soviet 
Union had been the instigator. Nevertheless, American policy-makers 
were genuinely convinced that the Greek communist insurgency had 
Stalin’s blessing and that its defeat would blunt the projection of Soviet 
power in a strategic region. To achieve their goal they espoused an early 
version of ‘domino theory’, in the process overstating the likely impact 
of a communist victory in Greece on Western Europe, the Near East and 
Africa. Particularly misguided was their professed fear that, to safeguard 
its waning infl uence in Greece, Britain might strike a deal with Moscow 
which could include a military alliance.  82   

 The Americans’ feverish preoccupation with Greece was short-lived. 
In the mid-1950s, with Greece a member of the Atlantic alliance, the 
Eisenhower administration curtailed direct economic assistance and 
refused to side with Athens in its festering disputes with Ankara, giving 
rise to a strong anti-American sentiment which was to prove lasting. The 
Balkans no longer occupied center stage in the East–West confl ict. 
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 Greece may not have been the ideal springboard for launching America’s 
containment strategy.  83   Nevertheless, American action played a crucial 
role in defeating an insurgency whose victory would surely have enhanced 
Soviet infl uence and opportunities in the region. It kept Greece in the 
Western camp, secured Turkey’s position as the guardian of the Straits, 
enabled Tito to survive Moscow’s wrath and blocked the establishment of 
a Soviet presence in the Aegean and Eastern Mediterranean. In the end, 
for all its fl aws, in Greece containment proved to be a sound investment.  
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    CHAPTER 2   

 Stalin, the Split with Yugoslavia, and Soviet–
East European Efforts to Reassert Control, 

1948–53                     

     Mark     Kramer   

      The June 1948 Cominform summit was a landmark event for the Soviet 
bloc. Yugoslavia, which had been one of the staunchest postwar allies of the 
Soviet Union, was publicly denounced and expelled from the Communist 
Information Bureau (Cominform), the body that had been created at 
Moscow’s initiative in September 1947 to bind together the East European 
Communist parties (as well as the French and Italian Communist parties) 
under the exclusive leadership of the Soviet Communist Party. Tension 
between the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia had been developing behind the 
scenes for several months and had fi nally reached breaking point in March 
1948. The rift stemmed from substantive disagreements, domestic politi-
cal maneuvering, and a clash of personalities pitting the Soviet dictator, 
Iosif Stalin, against the leader of the Yugoslav Communists, Josip Broz 
Tito. Crucial documents released since 1990 from the former Soviet bloc 
archives indicate that the level of animosity between the two countries by 
mid-1948 was even greater than Western analysts had previously thought. 

        M.   Kramer    () 
  Harvard University ,   Cambridge ,  MA ,  USA    



The archival evidence also shows that Stalin’s determination to reassert 
control over Yugoslavia never slackened up to the time he died in 1953. 

 This chapter draws on a large quantity of published and archival sources 
from former Communist countries and from the West to offer a reas-
sessment of the Soviet–Yugoslav split, focusing in particular on Stalin’s 
efforts to bring Yugoslavia back under Soviet domination.  1   The chapter 
fi rst briefl y reviews the main reasons for the schism between the Soviet 
Union and Yugoslavia and then examines how Stalin attempted to bring 
Tito to heel. For more than two years the Soviet leader tried to regain con-
trol over Yugoslavia through non-military means, but in the fi nal two years 
of his life he moved steadily toward a military solution. The chapter traces 
the evolution of Stalin’s policy from 1948 to 1953, showing not only the 
various tactics he used in dealing with Yugoslavia but also how he sought 
to forestall any wider adverse repercussions in the Soviet bloc. 

   SOURCES OF THE SPLIT 
 The most serious differences between Moscow and Belgrade in the early 
postwar era had arisen over policy in the Balkans, especially Yugoslavia’s 
ties with neighboring Communist states.  2   Stalin was increasingly wary of 
Tito’s efforts to seek unifi cation with Albania and to set up a Yugoslav- 
dominated federation with Bulgaria—an issue that fi gured prominently 
in the fi nal face-to-face meetings between Stalin and Tito, in May–June 
1946.  3   Stalin himself had initially pushed for a Yugoslav–Bulgarian fed-
eration, but when neither the Yugoslavs nor the Bulgarians pursued the 
matter decisively, the Soviet leader shifted to supporting only a Bulgarian–
Yugoslav treaty of mutual assistance, which would eventually facilitate 
Yugoslavia’s incorporation of the whole of Pirin Macedonia (Blagoevgrad 
Province in southwestern Bulgaria).  4   After Bulgarian leaders wanted to 
move gradually on that specifi c issue and Tito fi ercely criticized the lack 
of progress, Stalin evidently became even more apprehensive about Tito’s 
ambitions throughout the Balkans. 

 Although the relationship between Stalin and Tito during their meet-
ings in the late spring of 1946 was not yet acrimonious, it deteriorated 
steadily over the next year. Stalin was especially irritated by Tito’s failure to 
consult with Moscow and to wait for the Soviet Union’s explicit approval 
before taking any further steps vis-à-vis Bulgaria and Albania. After 
Yugoslavia signed a bilateral treaty with Bulgaria in August 1947 without 
seeking to obtain Stalin’s consent, the Soviet leader sent a secret cable to 
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Tito denouncing the treaty as ‘mistaken’ and ‘premature’ and demand-
ing that it be repudiated.  5   (The failure to gain Moscow’s approval before 
signing the treaty was due at least as much to the Bulgarian Communist 
leader, Georgi Dimitrov, as to Tito, but Stalin placed the main burden of 
responsibility on the Yugoslavs.) Other Soviet offi cials warned Stalin and 
his senior advisers that Tito’s ‘proposal for a federation of Balkan countries 
is deeply misguided’.  6   

 Tensions increased still further in the fi rst few months of 1948 as 
Yugoslavia continued to pursue unifi cation with Albania, despite Moscow’s 
objections.  7   Under pressure from Stalin, Tito promised in January 1948 
not to send a Yugoslav army division to Albania (as Yugoslavia had ten-
tatively arranged to do after deploying an air force regiment and military 
advisers in Albania the previous summer to prepare the country to ‘rebuff 
Greek monarcho-fascists’). This concession, however, failed to alleviate 
Stalin’s annoyance. Tito’s continuing efforts to assert greater control over 
the Albanian Communist Party, as evidenced by a plenum of the Party’s 
Central Committee in early 1948 that resulted in the takeover of the party 
by pro-Yugoslav offi cials ‘under instructions from Yugoslavia’, provoked 
consternation in Moscow.  8   In February 1948, Soviet Foreign Minister 
Vyacheslav Molotov warned Tito that ‘serious differences of opinion’ 
about ‘relations between our countries’ would persist unless Yugoslavia 
adhered to the ‘normal procedures’ of clearing all actions with Moscow 
beforehand.  9   Concerns about following ‘normal procedures’ were at least 
as salient as any substantive disputes in the bilateral exchanges over the 
Balkans. 

 A few other serious points of contention had also emerged between 
the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia in the early postwar years. In particular, 
Tito was far more willing than Stalin to provide military and fi nancial assis-
tance to Communist guerrillas in ‘gray-area’ countries, notably in Greece, 
where an intense civil war raged in the 1940s.  10   Even before the Soviet–
Yugoslav split became public, high-ranking Soviet offi cials had privately 
conveyed warnings to Yugoslav leaders that a militant position vis-à-vis 
Greece might ‘cause an increase in Anglo-American military interven-
tion’.  11   On other issues, too, Tito had occasionally harbored misgivings 
about what he regarded as the USSR’s excessively conciliatory policies 
toward the West—an ironic position in view of subsequent developments. 
In private conversations with Soviet offi cials in May 1948, Hungarian 
and Bulgarian leaders expressed alarm about what they depicted as Tito’s 
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increasingly ‘anti-Soviet views and sentiments’ and accused the Yugoslav 
leader of ‘hostility’ and ‘outright Trotskyism’.  12   

 Nonetheless, the disagreements between the two sides, important 
though they may have been, were hardly suffi cient in themselves to pro-
voke such a bitter and costly schism. For the most part, the Yugoslav 
Communists until early 1948 had been unstinting in their support for 
Stalin and the Soviet Communist Party (known by the acronym VKP(b) 
until October 1952 and then renamed the KPSS or the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union (CPSU). Indeed, the steadfast loyalty of Yugoslavia 
on almost all issues—loyalty that was spontaneous and not simply 
coerced—was evidently one of the major factors behind Stalin’s decision 
to seek an abject capitulation from Belgrade as an example to the other 
East European countries of the unwavering obedience to Moscow that 
was expected on every issue.  13    

   INITIAL SOVIET EFFORTS TO REASSERT CONTROL 
 Far from demonstrating Soviet strength, Stalin’s decision to provoke a 
split with Yugoslavia revealed the limits of Soviet coercive power—eco-
nomic, political, and military. The Soviet Union and its East European 
allies imposed economic sanctions against Yugoslavia and adopted a wide 
array of political measures to destabilize and precipitate the collapse of 
Tito’s regime. The economic pressure was both bilateral and multilateral. 
When Stalin decided in late 1948 to proceed with the formation of a 
multilateral agency that would fi rmly bind the Soviet and East European 
economies, one of his main aims was to ensure stricter ‘coordination of 
[punitive] economic actions’ against Yugoslavia.  14   The new Soviet–East 
European economic organization, formally established as the Council for 
Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA) at a secret conclave in Moscow on 
5–7 January 1949, was designed in part to help individual member-states 
cope with the adverse economic effects they might suffer as they ‘drasti-
cally curtailed their trade with … Yugoslavia’—a concern that had been 
raised by Bulgarian delegates at the CMEA’s founding conference.  15   

 The Eastern bloc delegations at the January 1949 meeting also agreed 
to devise other ‘joint measures’ that would place an ever greater strain on 
the Yugoslav economy.  16   Over the next few years, the CMEA countries 
(especially those contiguous with Yugoslavia) steadily escalated their eco-
nomic warfare against Yugoslavia and tightened their bilateral sanctions. 
The Soviet Union halted supplies of crucial raw materials, machinery, and 
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spare parts for Yugoslav industry and clamped down on nearly all agri-
cultural trade with Yugoslavia, effectively imposing an embargo.  17   This 
mounting economic pressure, however, ultimately proved of no avail and 
in many respects was counterproductive. Yugoslavia turned to the West 
and to Third World countries for economic assistance and trade (including 
supplies of energy, raw materials, and spare parts), and Tito successfully 
rebuffed Moscow’s attempts to force Yugoslavia to pay in full for hun-
dreds of millions of rubles’ worth of aid supposedly provided by the USSR 
during the fi rst few years after the war.  18   

 Soviet efforts to encourage pro-Moscow elements in the Yugoslav 
government, Communist party, and army to launch a coup against Tito 
proved equally ineffective when the Yugoslav leader liquidated the pro- 
Moscow factions in these bodies before they could move against him.  19   
The Soviet and East European governments broke diplomatic relations 
with Yugoslavia, annulled the bilateral treaties of friendship, cooperation, 
and mutual assistance they had signed with Belgrade over the previous few 
years, and inundated Yugoslavia with radio broadcasts condemning Tito 
as a ‘fascist’, a ‘criminal’, and a ‘betrayer of the socialist cause’. Former 
Yugoslav partisan commanders who had sided with the Soviet Union in 
1948 and had taken refuge in the USSR (or another Soviet bloc country) 
were enlisted to broadcast reports attacking Tito’s role in the partisan 
movement and depicting him as a ‘traitor’ who had secretly been work-
ing on behalf of ‘fascist armies occupying our homeland’.  20   The aim was 
to undermine the primary element of Tito’s postwar legitimacy. Other 
radio broadcasts, from Albania and Hungary as well as the Soviet Union, 
exhorted the Macedonians and other minority ethnic groups in Yugoslavia 
to ‘rise up against the oppressive regime’; the reports claimed (falsely) 
that widespread violent turmoil had broken out in Yugoslavia and within 
the Yugoslav army.  21   The broadcasts were intended to demoralize the 
Yugoslav population and to fuel social disorder among ethnic groups, but 
they actually had the opposite effect of unifying the country more solidly 
behind Tito. 

 Nor was Stalin any more successful when he attempted to rely on covert 
operations to undermine the Yugoslav government and get rid of Tito. 
The Soviet state security and foreign intelligence organs devised a multi-
tude of secret plots to assassinate Tito, including several as late as 1953 that 
involved a notorious special agent and assassin, Josif Grigulevich, who had 
been posing under aliases as a senior Costa Rican diplomat in both Rome 
and Belgrade. The idea was for Grigulevich (codenamed ‘Max’) either to 
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release deadly bacteria during a private meeting with the Yugoslav leader 
or to fi re a concealed, noiseless gun at Tito during an embassy reception.  22   
No suitable opportunities for Grigulevich arose, however, in part because 
of precautions Tito had taken at the outset against such schemes. Other 
assassination plots, including some devised as early as the summer of 1948, 
envisaged the use of Bulgarian, Romanian, Hungarian, and Albanian intel-
ligence agents acting at the behest of the Soviet Union, but these plots, 
too, ultimately came to naught. 

 In addition to covert operations directed against Tito himself, the Soviet 
and East European intelligence agencies spirited a large number of sabo-
teurs and subversives into Yugoslavia to foment social chaos, disrupt eco-
nomic activity, and incite a popular uprising against Tito’s government.  23   
Soviet bloc offi cials also smuggled in huge quantities of newspapers and 
leafl ets in the various national languages of Yugoslavia urging ‘all true 
Communists’ to ‘expose and remove the Tito–Ranković clique’.  24   In the 
end, however, all of these clandestine schemes proved infeasible or were 
thwarted by the Yugoslav state security forces, which remained fi rmly 
beholden to Tito.  

   SOVIET MILITARY OPTIONS VIS-À-VIS YUGOSLAVIA 
 The ineffectiveness of political and economic pressure and covert opera-
tions against Yugoslavia left Stalin with the unattractive option of using 
large-scale military force, an option he never ultimately pursued. Stalin’s 
hesitation about launching an invasion of Yugoslavia evidently stemmed 
from many factors, including the prospect that Soviet troops would 
encounter staunch Yugoslav resistance, the burden of deploying large 
numbers of soldiers at a time when the Soviet armed forces were already 
overstretched, the transport and logistical problems of crossing Bulgaria’s 
mountainous terrain into Yugoslavia, the possibility of provoking a war 
with the West (a concern that became more acute after the United States 
and its European allies began forging closer political, economic, and even 
military ties with Yugoslavia), and a belief that Tito could eventually be 
ousted by non-military means.  25   If Yugoslavia had been adjacent to the 
Soviet Union or had been located in the center of Eastern Europe rather 
than on the periphery, Stalin might have been quicker to rely on armed 
force. Nikita Khrushchev, who took part in all the high-level Soviet delib-
erations regarding options vis-à-vis Yugoslavia, later said he was  ‘absolutely 
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sure that if the Soviet Union had bordered on Yugoslavia, Stalin would 
have resorted to military intervention’.  26   

   Initial Confi guration of Forces 

 It is indeed conceivable, as Khrushchev implied, that if Stalin had lived 
longer, he would eventually have ordered Soviet troops to occupy 
Yugoslavia. There is considerable evidence that in the fi nal two years of 
his life the Soviet leader was seeking the capability for a decisive military 
move in Europe, possibly against Yugoslavia. Initially, from 1948 through 
mid-1950, the Soviet Union and its East European allies made only 
limited preparations for military contingencies involving Yugoslavia.  27   
Declassifi ed US intelligence documents reveal that, as of January 1950, 
the combined armed forces of the four Soviet bloc countries adjoining 
Yugoslavia (Albania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Romania) numbered only 
346,000 troops organized in 28 divisions, or roughly the same size as 
Yugoslavia’s army of 325,000 soldiers in 32 divisions.  28   Even though 
Hungary, Bulgaria, and Romania had been receiving substantial infl ows 
of Soviet-made weaponry and equipment, none of the 28 East European 
divisions had yet attained a high level of combat readiness. The docu-
ments also indicate that the Soviet Union at that point had only a token 
number of troops still deployed in Bulgaria and Albania and only four to 
six ground divisions (numbering 60,000–90,000 troops) in Romania and 
Hungary, equipped with roughly 1000 battle tanks.  29   Moreover, only one 
of the Soviet units, the 2nd Guards Mechanized Division, which had been 
relocated from Romania to Hungary in mid-1949, was actually deployed 
near the Yugoslav border.  30   

 The Eastern bloc divisions arrayed against Yugoslavia as of early 1950 
would have been suffi cient for relatively limited contingencies (e.g. border 
incursions), but they fell well short of the quantity and quality of forces 
needed to achieve decisive military results in the face of stiff Yugoslav resis-
tance. The US Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) concluded in May 1950 
that the East European armies at their existing force levels would be ‘inca-
pable of waging offensive war’ unless they received much greater Soviet 
backing. An invasion of Yugoslavia, the CIA estimated, would require ‘a 
minimum of 25–30 Soviet divisions plus overwhelming air and armored 
support’. Anything short of that, the agency surmised, ‘would probably 
result in a prolonged stalemate’.  31    

STALIN, THE SPLIT WITH YUGOSLAVIA, AND SOVIET–EAST EUROPEAN... 35



   The Secret January 1951 Eastern Bloc Meeting 

 Nonetheless, even though Soviet and East European military preparations 
for a possible invasion of Yugoslavia were initially modest, the mobiliza-
tion of Eastern bloc forces that could have been used against Yugoslavia 
increased drastically during the fi nal two years of Stalin’s life. This shift, 
which began in late 1950, reached a feverish pace after Stalin summoned 
the East European Communist party leaders and defense ministers to 
Moscow for a meeting on 9–12 January 1951. The meeting was not 
announced in advance and was held in complete secrecy, and nothing 
about it was disclosed in public afterward. Stalin and his chief political and 
military aides (Molotov, Georgii Malenkov, Lavrentii Beria, the Military 
Minister, Marshal Aleksandr Vasilevskii, and the chief of the Soviet General 
Staff, Army-General Sergei Shtemenko) took part in the deliberations, as 
did the principal Soviet military advisers assigned as ‘representatives’ to 
the countries around Yugoslavia. 

 The full stenographic transcript of this four-day conclave has not yet 
been released from the Russian archives, but detailed notes taken by some 
of the East European participants, which only recently came to light, reveal 
that Stalin used the sessions to call for a huge expansion of all the Eastern 
bloc armed forces, including those in countries that would be involved 
in any confl ict with Yugoslavia.  32   Soviet leaders had been emphasizing 
the need for sharply increased military deployments since early 1950  in 
their discussions with senior Bulgarian and Romanian offi cials, and at the 
January 1951 conference Stalin extended this demand to the whole Soviet 
bloc and laid out a much more compressed timetable for a huge buildup—
a timetable suitable for a crash war effort.  33   

 Stalin opened the meeting on 9 January by declaring that it was 
‘abnormal for [the East European countries] to have weak armies’. He 
already knew from Soviet military and intelligence personnel that the East 
European armed forces were in woeful shape. This assessment was vividly 
corroborated on 9 January when each of the East European defense min-
isters presented a status report indicating that his country’s military forces 
were ‘currently unable to meet the requirements of a war’.  34   Stalin warned 
his guests that ‘this situation must be turned around’ as quickly as possi-
ble. ‘Within two to three years at most’, he proclaimed, the East European 
countries must ‘build modern, powerful armies’ consisting of a total of at 
least three million soldiers. More than 1.2 million of these troops were to 
be deployed in peacetime in fully ‘combat-ready’ condition, ‘poised to go 
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to war’ at very short notice.  35   Another 1.85 million to 2 million military 
reserve forces in Eastern Europe were to be trained and equipped for rapid 
mobilization in the event of an emergency.  36   

 Stalin’s blunt remarks at the conference clearly indicate that he believed 
a large-scale military confrontation in Europe was coming in the near 
future, and that he wanted to make sure the Soviet and East European 
armed forces would win it decisively. To achieve that goal, he could leave 
nothing to chance. He expressed great satisfaction that the United States 
had ‘failed to cope with even a small war in Korea’ and that US troops 
would ‘be bogged down in Asia for the next two to three years’. ‘This 
extremely favorable circumstance’, he told the other participants, would 
give the Eastern bloc countries just enough time to complete a massive 
buildup of their armed forces.  37   

 Although Stalin’s comments about an impending war in Europe may 
have been connected with the increase in US troop deployments begun 
in Europe after the outbreak of the Korean War (deployments stemming 
from US offi cials’ concern that Stalin might be using the war in Korea 
as a diversion to undertake a thrust against Western Europe), this could 
not have been the main reason for his dire warnings. For one thing, the 
US military buildup in Europe was barely under way by the time of the 
January 1951 meeting. Much larger increases in US force levels in Europe 
did not come until considerably later in 1951 and especially 1952.  38   
Furthermore, the notes from the meeting indicate that Stalin was pleased 
that the United States had gotten bogged down in Korea, and he did not 
seem at all fearful of US military prowess. Hence, even though a war with 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) member states was undoubt-
edly a key part of Stalin’s calculus at this time, he seems also to have had 
other military contingencies in mind, including a large-scale operation to 
overthrow Tito’s regime and bring Yugoslavia back into the fold. 

 Initially, most of the East European offi cials were caught off-guard by 
the onerous task Stalin was assigning to them. The Polish national defense 
minister, Marshal Konstanty Rokossowski, insisted that the force levels 
set for Poland could not be achieved ‘before the end of 1956’. Poland, 
he said, would fi nd it ‘enormously diffi cult’ to complete such a large 
buildup in the short amount of time Stalin was proposing.  39   The Bulgarian 
Communist Party leader, Vulko Chervenkov, expressed similar reserva-
tions about his own country’s ability to achieve the projected force levels. 
Stalin replied that ‘if Rokossowski [and Chervenkov] can guarantee that 
there will be no war by the end of 1956, then [a scaled-back program] 
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might be adopted, but if no such guarantee can be offered, then it would 
be more sensible to proceed’ with a crash buildup. This rebuke made clear 
to the East European leaders that Stalin was not there to bargain with 
them over the terms of the expansion and modernization of their armed 
forces. Although many of the East Europeans remained uneasy about the 
strain their countries would endure from the pace and magnitude of the 
envisaged buildup, they knew they had no choice but to comply with 
Stalin’s wishes.  40    

   The Resulting Soviet–East European Military Buildup 

 No sooner had the conference ended than the East European governments 
embarked on programs to fulfi ll the inordinately ambitious numerical goals 
established for them by the Soviet High Command. The Soviet General 
Staff simultaneously undertook a crash buildup of the USSR’s (Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics) own armed forces. The troop strength of the 
Soviet military had been cut precipitously after World War II, declining to 
only 2.9 million soldiers by 1948 from a wartime peak of nearly 12 mil-
lion. During the fi nal two years of Stalin’s life, the size of the Soviet armed 
forces nearly doubled, reaching 5.6 million troops as of March 1953—a 
remarkable rate of peacetime growth.  41   These new forces, many of which 
were equipped with the latest weaponry, were almost entirely located 
in the westernmost portion of the Soviet Union, including hundreds of 
thousands of combat troops who could have been assigned to any possible 
contingencies against Yugoslavia. The number of Soviet reserves ready for 
operations also sharply increased at this time, giving the Soviet General 
Staff the capacity to deploy more than ten million combat troops within 
thirty days of mobilization for war.  42   

 This immense buildup of the Soviet Armed Forces was accompanied 
by an abrupt increase in the level of their combat readiness. The Soviet 
Military Ministry (as the Defense Ministry was then known) issued new 
guidelines in late April 1951 requiring commanders at all levels to enforce 
strict discipline or risk incurring severe punishment.  43   In accordance with 
a directive of the VKP(b) Secretariat, the Main Political Directorate of 
the Soviet Army, which oversaw the discipline and political preparation 
of Soviet combat troops, was thoroughly reorganized in the spring and 
summer of 1951 to rectify ‘enormous shortcomings and breaches of disci-
pline’ within the senior offi cer corps and to move toward ‘maximum com-
bat readiness’.  44   Soviet Defense Minister Marshal Aleksandr Vasilevskii and 

38 M. KRAMER



the head of the Soviet Army’s Main Political Directorate, Colonel-General 
Fedor Kuznetsov, issued new guidelines in early September 1951 that 
drastically tightened disciplinary procedures, including changes suitable 
for wartime.  45   The sheer scale and rapidity of the peacetime buildup of 
the Soviet Armed Forces were unprecedented, especially in a country that 
had not yet fully recovered from the devastation of World War II. The vast 
expansion of the Soviet ground and air forces in 1951–3 allowed for mili-
tary deployments against Yugoslavia (as well as for other contingencies) 
that would have been infeasible in 1948–50. 

 In Eastern Europe, too, the results of the crash military buildup were 
evident almost immediately. By January 1952 the combined armed 
forces of the four Eastern bloc countries bordering on Yugoslavia had 
expanded to 590,000 troops in 38 divisions, or nearly double the size of 
the Yugoslav army, which had not increased at all since 1950.  46   The East 
European armies continued to grow at a breakneck pace during the fi nal 
year of Stalin’s life, reaching the target goal of roughly 1.2 million sol-
diers. Furthermore, the quality of the weapons deployed by the Bulgarian 
and Romanian armed forces (and to a lesser extent by the Hungarian and 
Albanian armies) improved a great deal, as the countries received new 
combat aircraft, main battle tanks, short-range missiles, and heavy artil-
lery not only from their dominant supplier, the Soviet Union, but also 
from Czechoslovakia, where the highly advanced armaments manufactur-
ing base was placed on a war footing from 1951 to 1953 on Stalin’s direct 
orders. During the fi nal two years of Stalin’s life, as the Czech military 
historian Jindrí̌ch Madry has pointed out, ‘the Czechoslovak weapons 
industry was brought up to maximum capacity for what was seen as an 
“inevitable war”’.  47   

 The precipitous increases in the quantity and quality of weapons 
deployed by the armies of the four Communist states surrounding 
Yugoslavia were not matched by a comparable Yugoslav buildup. On the 
contrary, Yugoslavia’s military forces were no longer receiving any new 
armaments, spare parts, munitions, or support equipment from their erst-
while supplier (the Soviet Union) and were facing a dire situation as their 
existing weaponry broke down and could not be repaired or replaced. 
Although Yugoslavia had begun receiving small amounts of light weapons 
and military-related equipment from the United States and a few other 
Western countries by mid-1951, these items were hardly enough to make 
up for the debilitating loss of Soviet-made armaments, communications 
gear, and spare parts.  48   In early 1952, US intelligence analysts reported 
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that the Yugoslav armed forces were plagued by grave weaknesses, includ-
ing the ‘insuffi cient quantity and obsolescence of much of [their] equip-
ment’, a ‘lack of spare parts and of proper ammunition’, a ‘severe shortage 
of heavy weapons, particularly of antitank artillery, antiaircraft artillery, 
and armor’, and the ‘lack of experience of the [Yugoslav] general staff in 
the tactical and technical utilization of combined arms’.  49   Thus, even as 
the Soviet and East European armed forces were rapidly expanding and 
gearing up for an all-out military confrontation in both Central Europe 
and the Balkans, the Yugoslav army was declining and was increasingly 
unfi t for combat.  

   Yugoslavia and NATO in Soviet Military Planning 

 The military buildup in the Soviet bloc was ostensibly intended to deter 
or, if necessary, repulse an attack from outside (presumably an attack from 
NATO), but Soviet military planners assumed that large-scale operations 
against Yugoslavia would be part and parcel of any war against NATO.  50   
Hence, the two contingencies could not really be separated. Stalin him-
self shared this view, in part because he had been receiving highly classi-
fi ed intelligence reports in late 1950 and 1951 claiming that the United 
States was ‘exerting pressure on Yugoslavia to speed up its offi cial entry 
into NATO’.  51   These claims were inaccurate—US policymakers at the 
time were still ambivalent at best about fuller military cooperation with 
Yugoslavia—but the Soviet foreign intelligence service continued to insist 
in its memoranda to Stalin that the US government was trying to bring 
Yugoslavia into NATO to form a coordinated front against the Soviet 
Union. Developments that followed the January 1951 meeting, such as 
the inception of US and British arms supplies to Yugoslavia in the late 
spring of 1951 and the establishment of US–Yugoslav intelligence coop-
eration in late 1951, undoubtedly reinforced Stalin’s belief that Yugoslavia 
would soon enter NATO.  52   

 This perception was further strengthened by the initiation of multilat-
eral contacts in early 1951 among Yugoslavia, Greece, and Turkey about 
the formation of a Balkan Pact. Even though Greece and Turkey at that 
point were not yet members of NATO (their admission into the alliance 
was approved in September 1951, and they formally joined in February 
1952), their entry was known to be only a matter of time. Soviet foreign 
intelligence offi cials repeatedly warned Stalin in 1951 and early 1952 that 
the United States was intent on ‘converting Yugoslavia into a military 
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beachhead for an attack against the Soviet Union and the countries of 
people’s democracy’.  53   The intelligence reports claimed—inaccurately—
that the United States was the main champion of the proposed Balkan 
Pact, which supposedly would ‘bring Yugoslavia into the North Atlantic 
Alliance’ with assistance from Turkey and Greece. In reality, Greece and 
to a lesser extent Turkey had taken the lead in pushing for a Balkan Pact 
with Yugoslavia.  54   US policymakers, far from being the main champions 
of the idea, were distinctly uneasy about the commitments such a pact 
might impose on the United States, which already had some 200,000 of 
its troops fi ghting in Korea and did not want to be stretched thin with a 
large array of new collective defense obligations in the Balkans.  55   

 Nevertheless, even if Soviet intelligence offi cials were misrepresent-
ing the US position, the important thing is that Stalin increasingly had 
reason to suspect that Yugoslavia would eventually be integrated into 
NATO. From his perspective, even if Yugoslavia did not become a full 
member of the alliance, the prospect of much closer links between Belgrade 
and NATO would pose major complications for Soviet military planning 
in the Balkans. To the extent that Stalin wanted to bring Yugoslavia back 
into the Soviet sphere by any means necessary, he had an incentive to act 
before the purported US plans to facilitate Yugoslavia’s entry into NATO 
were realized.  

   Concrete Military Preparations 

 Soviet and East European preparations for a massive ‘counterattack’ 
against enemy forces in Central Europe could easily have been adapted 
for an incursion into Yugoslavia if Stalin had eventually decided to launch 
one. As part of the post-January 1951 buildup, the USSR provided each 
of the East European countries with dozens of Tu-2 high-speed bomber 
aircraft, which would have played a crucial role in any coordinated Eastern 
bloc move against Yugoslavia.  56   Stalin had emphasized to the other lead-
ers at the January 1951 conference that ‘you will need to have a bomber 
force, at least one division per country initially, to carry out offensive 
operations’.  57   As a further boost to the East European countries’ offensive 
capabilities, the Soviet Union supplied large quantities of Il-10 ground- 
attack aircraft for airborne assault forces, which would have spearheaded 
an attempt to seize strategic positions in Yugoslavia, including fortifi ca-
tions around Belgrade.  58   
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 Moreover, under Soviet auspices the armed forces of the four Eastern 
bloc states adjoining Yugoslavia conducted war games in 1951 and 1952 
that envisaged ‘forward deployments’ and ‘large-scale offensive opera-
tions’ to encircle and destroy enemy troops on Yugoslav territory. The 
Hungarian army in its exercises was specifi cally responsible for ‘seizing 
the Belgrade area’ and other strategic sites in Yugoslavia.  59   This task, 
though depicted in the context of a counterattack against an enemy occu-
pier, obviously would have been an integral part of any joint Soviet–East 
European campaign to invade and occupy Yugoslavia. The Romanian and 
Bulgarian armed forces conducted similar exercises near their projected 
entry routes into Yugoslavia.  60   The Romanian government supported its 
army’s preparations in June 1951 by forcibly deporting more than 40,000 
civilians from the Banat and Oltenia regions along the Yugoslav border to 
the forbidding reaches of the Bărăgan Steppe.  61   This mass deportation, 
which was closely coordinated with leaders in Moscow, was intended to 
remove ‘hostile elements’ and ‘Titoist sympathizers’ who might otherwise 
be a hindrance to Romanian military operations against the ‘reactionary 
Yugoslav state’.  62   

 The Romanian army subsequently stepped up its maneuvers in the 
cleared-out regions, simulating large-scale thrusts across the border into 
Yugoslavia. By learning how to ‘organize and command large-scale offen-
sive operations in diffi cult conditions on the ground and in the air’, how 
to ‘concentrate forces that are superior in troop strength and equipment 
to break through enemy defenses’, and how to ‘distribute forces for the 
optimal structure of attack’, high-ranking Eastern bloc military offi cers 
learned what they would need to know for a prospective invasion of 
Yugoslavia.  63   

 The rapid military buildup in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe 
and the experience derived from war games meant that, from mid-1952 
until Stalin’s death, the Soviet bloc forces confronting Yugoslavia posed 
a daunting military threat to Tito’s regime. NATO intelligence analysts 
reported in late 1951 that the East European armies were acquiring ‘sig-
nifi cant offensive capabilities’ against Yugoslavia, even without Soviet sup-
port.  64   A number of highly classifi ed US intelligence assessments in the 
early 1950s, which kept close track of military developments in the USSR 
and the four Communist countries surrounding Yugoslavia, warned that 
‘the groundwork is being laid for a possible invasion of Yugoslavia’ and 
that a full-scale Soviet and East European ‘attack on Yugoslavia should 
be considered a serious possibility’.  65   Although US intelligence analysts 
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believed that such an attack was ‘unlikely’ in the near term, they con-
cluded as early as March 1951 that if Soviet and East European forces 
embarked on a concerted offensive against Yugoslavia they would be able 
to occupy the country, destroy the Yugoslav army, and, over time, quell all 
guerrilla resistance:

  The continuing military build-up in the neighboring Satellite states 
(increase in armed forces, stockpiling, re-equipment, gasoline conserva-
tion, stepping-up of war industry, etc.) has reversed the previous balance 
of military strength between the Satellites and Yugoslavia and has given the 
Satellites the capability of launching a major invasion of Yugoslavia with 
little warning. … Combined Soviet–Satellite forces could successfully invade 
Yugoslavia, overcome formal military resistance, and eventually render guer-
rilla operations ineffective.  66   

 This judgment was reinforced by the immense expansion of the Eastern 
bloc armies in the wake of the January 1951 conference. No longer was 
there any doubt about where the military advantage lay. 

 To be sure, the Soviet bloc’s growing  capacity  to invade Yugoslavia did 
not necessarily signal an  intention  to move in. US intelligence agencies in 
1952 deemed it ‘unlikely’ that the Soviet bloc would embark on an all-out 
military attack against Yugoslavia by the end of the year. Western intel-
ligence assessments in 1951–2 pointed out that the various signs of Soviet 
and East European preparations for an invasion—the ‘rapid increase in the 
capabilities of the armed forces’ in the four Eastern bloc states contigu-
ous with Yugoslavia; the fact that the East European ‘countries adjacent 
to Yugoslavia have evacuated the majority of the civilians from key border 
areas’; the unrelenting Soviet and East European ‘propaganda [and] psy-
chological preparations’ designed to ‘justify an attack on Yugoslavia’; the 
increased registration for compulsory military service in the four Eastern 
bloc states adjoining Yugoslavia; the ‘recurrent concentrations of [Eastern 
bloc] troops along the Yugoslav border’; and the increasing frequency 
of border incidents coupled with ‘rumors from Cominform circles of an 
impending attack on Yugoslavia’—did ‘not necessarily refl ect a Soviet 
intention to launch an attack upon Yugoslavia’ in the near term.  67   US 
intelligence analysts noted that these actions might simply be an acute 
form of coercive diplomacy or part of a larger Soviet bloc effort to gear 
up for an East–West war in Europe, rather than being directed specifi cally 
against Yugoslavia. The analysts also surmised that if the USSR genuinely 

STALIN, THE SPLIT WITH YUGOSLAVIA, AND SOVIET–EAST EUROPEAN... 43



intended to invade and occupy Yugoslavia, it would wait to do so until 
‘the Bulgarian, Romanian, and Hungarian armed forces … complete their 
reorganization and reach maximum effectiveness’ at the end of 1953 and 
until the Albanian military reached a similar state in mid-1954.  68   Stalin’s 
death in March 1953 came well before the reorganization of the East 
European armies was fully over. 

 Thus, even though Stalin, toward the end of his life, was overseeing 
a huge expansion of the Eastern bloc armed forces and was thereby ‘lay-
ing the groundwork’ for an invasion of Yugoslavia (regardless of whether 
that was the main purpose of the buildup), it is impossible to say what he 
actually would have done if he had lived another few years.  69   Despite the 
Soviet bloc’s extensive military preparations, and despite Moscow’s efforts 
to stir acute fears in Yugoslavia of a looming Soviet–East European attack, 
the available evidence suggests that Stalin never fi rmly decided—one way 
or the other—whether to embark on an invasion of Yugoslavia if coercion 
alone did not succeed.   

   RECONSOLIDATION OF THE SOVIET BLOC 
 Short of actually launching an all-out invasion, the Soviet Union had to 
put up at least temporarily with a breach in the Eastern bloc and the stra-
tegic loss of Yugoslavia vis-à-vis the Balkans and the Adriatic Sea. Other 
potential dangers for Moscow also loomed. Yugoslavia’s continued defi -
ance raised the prospect that ‘Titoism’ would spread and ‘infect’ other 
East European countries, causing the Soviet bloc to fragment and even to 
collapse. To preclude any further defections and to bolster Soviet control 
in Eastern Europe, Stalin instructed the local Communist parties to carry 
out new purges and political trials and to eliminate anyone who might be 
aspiring to emulate Tito. The ensuing spate of repressions took a particu-
larly violent toll in Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary.  70   

 The political purges that swept through Eastern Europe in 1949–54 
differed fundamentally from the repressions that took place earlier, in 
1944–8. The earlier crackdowns were targeted predominantly against 
non-Communists, whereas the purges in 1949–54 were focused mostly on 
Communists, including many high offi cials who had avidly taken part in 
the initial repressions. The show trials of Communist leaders were intended 
not only to root out anyone who might strive for a degree of autonomy 
from Moscow, but also to instill a general sense of fear in  society, lend-
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ing credence to offi cial claims that ‘enemies’ were engaging in ‘subversive 
actions’. 

 Both of these goals contributed to the mobilization of the Eastern bloc 
countries for war. The sudden discovery of alleged Titoist and Western 
‘spies’ in the ruling organs of the Communist parties created a war psy-
chosis and fostered the perception that no one—not even those who 
seemed to be unwaveringly loyal to the Communist regime and to the 
Soviet Union—could really be trusted. Stalin had used this same approach 
in the USSR in the late 1930s when he wanted to secure the home front 
in the face of an approaching war.  71   By early 1951 he once again believed 
that a large-scale armed confl ict would soon break out, and he therefore 
was transferring Soviet methods to the East European countries so that 
they could uproot the ‘Titoist fi fth columns’ in their midst. 

 Within the Soviet Union, the drive against potential ‘fi fth columnists’ 
and the mobilization for war entailed a violent anti-Semitic campaign, prep-
arations for a high-level political purge (targeted against Molotov, Anastas 
Mikoyan, Beria, and others), and ruthless counterinsurgency operations 
in the western areas of the country. All of these policies, to one degree 
or another, were adopted in Eastern Europe under Soviet supervision. 
The pronounced anti-Semitic overtones of the East European show trials, 
for example, were directly patterned on Stalin’s own luridly anti- Semitic 
repressions. Similarly, the armed campaigns against anti- Communist guer-
rillas in Poland, Bulgaria, Romania, and other countries in the mid- to 
late 1940s were based directly on—and pursued in conjunction with—the 
vigorous counterinsurgency operations in the USSR’s western republics.  72   

 As the Eastern bloc Balkan countries geared up for a large-scale external 
military confrontation in the early 1950s, they carried out mass deporta-
tions along their borders with Yugoslavia and arrested tens of thousands 
of people each year. In Romania alone, 6635 people were arrested by the 
Securitate in 1950; 19,235 in 1951; and 24,826 in 1952.  73   The aim of 
the deportations and arrests was not only to ensure that strategically vital 
border areas would be free of ‘Titoist sympathizers’ and other ‘enemies 
of the people’, but also to forestall any possibility of internal disruption. 
These policies, like others, were modeled closely on Soviet practices and 
often were directly supervised by Soviet state security offi cials who had 
organized mass deportations and arrests in the Baltic republics and west-
ern Ukraine. The deportations in Romania were larger than elsewhere, 
but the same basic approach was adopted in all the Eastern bloc countries 
adjoining Yugoslavia. 
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 Stalin’s efforts to prevent a spillover from Yugoslavia and to promote a 
common anti-Tito front had the desired effect. Soviet infl uence in Eastern 
Europe came under no further threat during his lifetime. From the late 
1940s through the early 1950s, all the Eastern bloc states embarked on 
crash industrialization and forced collectivization programs, causing vast 
social upheaval yet also leading to rapid short-term economic growth. The 
entrenchment of CMEA institutions ensured that this growth could be 
harnessed for Stalin’s own purposes.  74   The drastic expansion of the East 
European armed forces in the early 1950s required an ever greater share 
of resources to be devoted to the military and heavy industry, with very 
little left over for consumer output. However, because ordinary citizens in 
the Soviet bloc were largely excluded from the political sphere and were 
forbidden to engage in any sort of political protest, they had no choice but 
to endure a sharp, prolonged decline in living standards and many other 
hardships, both material and intellectual. 

 In that sense, no confl ict between ‘viability’ and ‘cohesion’ yet existed 
in the Communist bloc.  75   Stalin was able to rely on the presence of 
Soviet troops, a tightly woven network of state security forces overseen 
by the Soviet state security organs, the wholesale penetration of the East 
European armies and governments by Soviet agents, the use of mass 
purges and political terror, and the unifying threat of renewed German 
militarism to ensure that regimes subservient to Moscow retained their 
dominant positions, free from any possible challenge. By the early 1950s, 
Stalin had established a degree of control over Eastern Europe to which 
his successors could only aspire.  
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notes were declassifi ed in the 1990s and published in a monthly 
Romanian historical journal. See Cristescu, ‘Strict Secret de 
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    CHAPTER 3   

 From Regional Role to Global 
Undertakings: Yugoslavia in the Early Cold 

War                     

     Svetozar     Rajak   

        INTRODUCTION 
 In 1945, Yugoslavia constituted itself as a socialist state. Its legitimacy 
derived from the most successful anti-Nazi resistance movement, under 
its charismatic leader, Josip Broz Tito, and the autochthonous social revo-
lution carried out during the war of liberation. In the new reality of the 
world following a second global confl ict, with the emerging ideological 
confrontation between two social systems, socialist and liberal capitalist, 
Yugoslavia fi rmly allied itself with its ideological paragon, Stalin’s Soviet 
Union. Within three years, however, Tito and the Yugoslav leadership had 
rebelled against Moscow’s tutelage, setting the stage for the fi rst para-
digm shift of the Cold War. The 1948 Soviet–Yugoslav break-up blurred, 
and eventually challenged, the fault lines of the Cold War. This chapter 
provides insight into how the policies of Yugoslavia and its leader, Tito, 
during the nascent Cold War contributed to paradigm shifts affecting the 
dynamics and structure of the Cold War system. It will focus on geo-
strategic implications, namely the 1948 Yugoslav–Soviet break-up, the 
Yugoslav military realignment that followed the split and the creation of 
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the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), which aspired to challenge the Cold 
War bipolarity. In exercising disproportionate activism in the international 
system, Yugoslavia was the only country of the region that harboured the 
ambition to play a global role. Its leadership saw it as the means to safe-
guard the country’s independence and security.  

   THE 1948 YUGOSLAV–SOVIET CONFRONTATION 
 According to Tito’s biographer, Vladimir Dedijer, during the second half 
of 1947, the Yugoslav leader received confi dential warnings about the 
‘preparations for Stalin’s all-out attack against Yugoslavia and him person-
ally’. The sources were trusted friends from his pre-Second World War 
Comintern days, whose names Tito never divulged. In early February 
1948, the uncharacteristically worried and tired Tito confi ded in Dedijer 
that he had received information about the removal of his portraits across 
Rumania.  1   To the Yugoslav leader, who had witnessed Stalin’s purges in 
Moscow in 1938, these signs were ominous enough to convince him to 
avoid attending the 10 February meeting in Moscow, to which he and 
the Bulgarian leader Georgi Dimitrov had suddenly been summoned by 
Stalin. Instead, Tito dispatched his second-in-command, Edvard Kardelj. 
During the meeting at the Kremlin, Stalin attacked the Bulgarians and 
Yugoslavs for neglecting to consult Moscow on foreign policy issues. He 
singled out the questions of the Balkan federation, the alleged deployment 
of two Yugoslav Army divisions in Albania, and Sofi a and Belgrade’s con-
tinuing assistance to the Greek Communists. The following night, Kardelj 
was unceremoniously awoken at 2 a.m. to be driven to Molotov’s offi ce to 
sign a formal agreement compelling Yugoslavs to consult Moscow on all 
foreign-policy issues.  2   

 On 22 February, a few days after Kardelj’s return, Moscow informed 
Belgrade of the indefi nite postponement of the Yugoslav–Soviet trade 
negotiations in Moscow that had already been stalled for more than 
a month. On 18 and 19 March, Tito received two démarches from 
Moscow announcing the withdrawal of all Soviet military and civil advisers 
from Yugoslavia.  3   He immediately dispatched a letter to Molotov arguing 
that the cited reason for the withdrawal, the lack of Yugoslav coopera-
tion, was nothing but a malicious fabrication.  4   Moscow’s response came 
in a letter dated 27 March, signed by Stalin and Molotov. The speed of 
the response suggested that it had been prepared in advance. The letter 
accused the Yugoslav leadership, among other things, of initiating slan-
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derous remarks against the USSR and of repudiating Marxism–Leninism 
by abandoning the principles of the class struggle and the commanding 
role of the Party.  5   On 8 April, a resolution of the Central Committee 
of the Hungarian Party backed Moscow’s accusations. This confi rmed to 
Tito that Stalin had unleashed a campaign against him and the Yugoslav 
Communist Party.  6   

 On 12 April, a closed session of the Yugoslav Communist Party Central 
Committee supported a response drafted by Tito, which began with 
the statement that ‘no matter how much one loved the fi rst country of 
Socialism, the USSR, one must not love less his own country’. It further 
qualifi ed the Soviet accusations as ‘monstrous and false’ and accused the 
Soviet intelligence agencies of recruiting Yugoslav offi cials, a practice that 
the Yugoslav leadership found incongruent with ‘socialist fraternal rela-
tions’.  7   During the next two months and in absolute secrecy, Moscow 
and Belgrade exchanged accusations, counter-accusations, and denials. As 
anticipated, during April, all Eastern European Communist parties sent 
letters to Belgrade endorsing Stalin’s accusations. 

 The confrontation between Moscow and Belgrade became manifest 
on 28 June 1948 with the publication of a resolution at the end of the 
Cominform meeting held in Bucharest. It declared the expulsion of the 
Yugoslav Communist Party from the organization. The resolution accused 
Tito and the Yugoslav leadership of implementing policies aimed against 
the Soviet Union and the VKP(b) and for having abandoned Marxism–
Leninism. It openly called upon ‘the healthy elements in the Communist 
Party of Yugoslavia [CPY]’ to replace Tito and his closest associates with 
a ‘new, internationalist leadership’.  8   In response, Tito and the Yugoslav 
administration mobilized the Yugoslav Communist Party by convening 
its Fifth Congress at the end of July, the fi rst since 1940, which ‘approved 
the position of the Central Committee [CC] of the CPY’ and declared the 
Cominform accusations to be ‘untrue, incorrect, and unjust’ .   9   The fault 
lines of the Yugoslav–Soviet confl ict were thus drawn.  10   

 The Soviet–Yugoslav rupture and excommunication of the Yugoslav 
Party and its leader became a sensation on both sides of the Iron Curtain, 
among politicians and the public alike. Between 1945 and 1948, the 
Yugoslav regime was regarded as the most radical and most loyal Moscow 
ally in Eastern Europe. At the formative meeting of the Cominform, in 
September 1947, Stalin accredited Yugoslav representatives with spear-
heading the ‘critique’ against the French and Italian Communist parties, 
and Belgrade was selected as the seat of the new Communist organization. 
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True to its radical credentials, Tito’s regime blindly replicated the Soviet 
system in Yugoslavia. 

 The break-up of relations between Moscow and Belgrade was total. 
Yugoslavia was immediately subjected to unprecedented pressure from the 
Soviet Union and Peoples’ Democracies. Within days of the Cominform 
resolution, Moscow and its satellites cancelled the existing agreements 
with Yugoslavia on economic, military, or cultural cooperation.  11   By the 
end of 1948, the Soviet Union and Peoples’ Democracies had imposed 
a total economic blockade on a country that suffered some of the worst 
destruction and loss of life in Europe during the Second World War.  12   To 
make matters worse, between 1945 and 1948, the Yugoslav leadership had 
made its economy fully dependent on Soviet assistance.  13   Moscow and its 
allies also unleashed a vicious propaganda war against Belgrade.  14   The sat-
ellite regimes initiated an unprecedented wave of purges against ‘Titoists’. 
Between 1948 and 1955, forty high-profi le trials against leading party and 
state offi cials were staged in People’s Democracies. Equally, thousands of 
local communist party members, intellectuals and ordinary citizens were 
tried based on fabricated charges and, as a result, interned or executed.  15   
By far the biggest threat to the Yugoslav leadership was the prospect of 
Soviet and satellite military invasion. Yugoslavia was subjected to daily 
military provocations and the infi ltration of armed groups from the neigh-
bouring satellite countries. Between 1948 and 1953, 7,877 such border 
incidents were recorded, of which 142 were characterized as ‘substantive’ 
armed clashes. They continued for two years after Stalin’s death, until the 
Soviet–Yugoslav normalization in 1955.  16   

 Most historians blame Tito’s ‘national Communism’ or his foreign 
policy adventurism, namely the deployment of Yugoslav troops in Albania 
and Tito’s plan to create a Balkan federation with Bulgaria for the Soviet–
Yugoslav break-up. The alleged unauthorized deployment of a Yugoslav 
division in Albania, in fact referred to Belgrade’s agreement, in principle, 
to consider Albania’s request for military assistance against possible attack 
by Greek government forces. At the time of the Moscow meeting, in 
February 1948, the division in question was still in preparation in Yugoslav 
Macedonia, and Tito intended to inform Moscow before any actual deploy-
ment was ordered.  17   After expulsion from the Cominform, the Yugoslav 
leadership became convinced that Hoxha’s request had been contrived in 
Moscow to substantiate later accusations against Tito.  18   Likewise, the issue 
of the Balkan federation was an equally speculative accusation, as it never 
came close to implementation. At the end of their meetings in Yugoslavia, 

68 S. RAJAK



in August 1947 and a few months later in Bulgaria, Tito and Dimitrov 
offi cially dismissed the idea as premature. Stalin’s harassment of Dimitrov 
and Kardelj during the February 1948 meeting on this issue and accusa-
tions of insubordination can only be understood as part of constructing a 
case against Tito. How else could one interpret Stalin’s complete position 
reversal, at the end of the meeting, when he insisted that the federation 
should be created immediately?  19   Last but not least, historical evidence 
unequivocally confi rms that Tito embarked on his ‘own road to Socialism’ 
only  after  the break-up with Stalin. 

 Further to the available evidence, this author is of the opinion that the 
Yugoslav–Soviet break-up was part of Stalin’s plan to create a monolithic 
Communist ‘camp’. The case against Tito and the list of accusations in 
Stalin and Molotov’s letter of 27 March 1948 were drafted in a memoran-
dum by the Foreign Policy Department of the Soviet Central Committee 
and submitted to the Soviet leadership on 18 March. On 5 April, the 
very same department had submitted a similar memorandum of accusa-
tions against the Polish Workers Party and its leader, Władysław Gomułka. 
Both memorandums had ‘evidently been prepared on Soviet leader-
ship’s orders’.  20   Not by accident, the attack against Tito coincided with 
the February 1948 coup in Czechoslovakia. All seemed part of Stalin’s 
strategy, pursued after autumn 1947, to consolidate his grip on Eastern 
Europe.  21   The attack on Tito, as the ‘enemy within’, legitimized purges 
throughout Eastern Europe, which secured Stalin’s control over the local 
parties and leaderships, much as the purges in 1938 made it possible for 
him to consolidate his absolute authority within the Soviet Union. At the 
July 1955 Plenum of the Soviet Party Central Committee, the President 
of the Soviet Council of Ministers, Nikolai Bulganin, echoed by the Soviet 
Party leader, Nikita Khrushchev, confi rmed that Stalin fabricated the ‘sins’ 
of which Tito was accused.  22   

 The Yugoslav–Soviet rupture in 1948 and the ensuing ‘Yugoslav road 
to Socialism’ destroyed the ideological uniformity of Stalinism. They chal-
lenged Stalin’s authority and created the fi rst schism in the post-October 
1917 history of the international Communist movement. However, the 
1948 split did help Stalin fulfi ll his goal. The process of the ‘Sovietization’ 
of Moscow’s satellites and the imposition of the Kremlin’s unchallenged 
hegemony was indeed achieved more easily following the break-up with 
Yugoslavia and Tito’s excommunication. In the long run, however, the 
1948 Soviet–Yugoslav confrontation had a corrosive impact on the Soviet 
bloc and weakened the international communist movement. Its impact on 
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the dynamics of the early Cold War were mainly negative for the Soviet 
Union.  

   YUGOSLAVIA’S MILITARY REALIGNMENT 
 A strategic consequence of the 1948 split was Yugoslavia’s military realign-
ment with the West. There can be little doubt that the ideologically for-
matted Yugoslav leadership had to undergo serious soul-searching over a 
period of time before they could contemplate and brave the leap from a 
rigid ideological mindset into a pragmatist mould. What helped this trans-
formation were mounting threats representing a clear and present danger 
to the very existence of the Yugoslav regime. The fi rst warning was the 
Soviet Note of August 1949, which threatened the use of ‘other means’ 
against Belgrade. This was followed by a campaign of high-profi le tri-
als in the People’s Democracies bordering Yugoslavia against top-ranking 
leaders, namely the short trials and executions on 15 October of László 
Rajk, the Hungarian Minister of Foreign Affairs, and on 17 December 
of Traicho Kostov, President of the Bulgarian Council of Ministers. 
Following the Soviet Note in August, the Yugoslav government immedi-
ately began preparations for partisan warfare against possible Soviet inva-
sion. Secret bases and underground ammunition bunkers were built, and 
industrial plants in the interior of the country underwent transformation 
to war production. By 1950, 22 per cent of the Yugoslav GDP was being 
allocated for defence purposes, a staggering sacrifi ce for an economy that 
had already been brought to its knees after the imposition of the Soviet 
blockade.  23   

 What truly alarmed the Yugoslav leaders was when, on 25 October 
1950, Chinese troops crossed the Yalu River into Korea and Mao launched 
an open war against the US. Tito and his comrades understood this as a 
decoy for Stalin’s attack on Yugoslavia, in particular when it was soon fol-
lowed by the second Cominform resolution on 29 November, ominously 
entitled ‘The Yugoslav Communist Party in the hands of murderers and 
spies’, which openly called on the Yugoslav people to ‘liquidate’ Tito and 
his ‘fascist clique’.  24   Within a week, the Yugoslav leadership decided to do 
the unthinkable—seek military assistance from the US.  25   Tito’s confi dant 
and wartime Partisan commander-turned-diplomat, Vladimir Velebit, was 
entrusted in December 1950 to initiate secret talks in Washington regard-
ing the procurement of US military aid.  26   The US administration’s  positive 
response led to the Yugoslav Chief of Staff, General Kocǎ Popović’s offi -
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cial visit to Washington within six months, in June 1951.  27   The formal 
Yugoslav–US military assistance agreement was signed on 14 November 
1951, in Belgrade. Under article V of the agreement, Yugoslavia accepted 
a number of US military personnel.  28   In the next few years, the number of 
US military advisers attached to the Yugoslav Army, from the General Staff 
to individual units, would reach several thousand. In a complete break from 
the ideological legacy, political commissars in the Yugoslav Army units 
were abolished.  29   Between 1950 and 1955, Yugoslavia received approxi-
mately US$1.5 billion of Western aid, half of which was military assis-
tance.  30   Although the US supplied the bulk of military equipment, some 
also came from the UK and France. As a result, a tripartite committee (US, 
Britain, France) was established, which met regularly with the Yugoslav 
Army General Staff to discuss weapons requirements and deliveries, and 
coordinate Yugoslav defence planning with that of NATO.  Yugoslavia, 
once the staunchest of Stalin’s allies, became an important component of 
NATO’s south-east European defence system. 

 The Belgrade meeting between the tripartite military delegation, 
headed by US General Thomas T.  Handy and the Yugoslav General 
Staff on 16–20 November 1952 proved momentous. During the meet-
ing, Yugoslavia insisted on receiving from General Handy reassurances 
about US security guarantees. Signifi cantly, this was triggered by General 
Handy’s remark, at the beginning of the talks of acceptability of a ‘local-
ized’ war in Europe in case of Soviet attack.  31   The prospect of becoming 
another Korea was anathema to the Yugoslavs. One of the key premises 
of Yugoslav military cooperation with the West was their conviction that 
it was the joint US and Western deterrent that had so far prevented Stalin 
from invading Yugoslavia. In addition, it appears that for some time the 
Yugoslav intelligence had been receiving information about rapid rearma-
ment and manifold increases in troop levels in neighbouring Soviet satel-
lite countries, coupled with an increased frequency of military manoeuvres 
on Yugoslavia’s borders.  32   

 To Belgrade’s dismay, the November meeting with the tripartite del-
egation ended inconclusively, prompting an immediate and dramatic 
Yugoslav reappraisal of their defence strategy. For almost a year prior to 
the meeting, Yugoslavs had remained deaf to Greek initiatives for the 
improvement of relations and joint security arrangements. However, 
only a day after General Handy left Belgrade, Yugoslav Defence Ministry 
offi cials informed the Greek Military Attaché in Belgrade that the ‘stage 
[was] set for substantial developments’ .   33   A Turkish military delegation 
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that visited Belgrade on 20 December found Yugoslavs eager to discuss 
a tripartite Greek–Turkish–Yugoslav military alliance. A few days later, a 
high-level Yugoslav Army delegation visited Greece making the same pro-
posal.  34   What followed was an unprecedented Yugoslav diplomatic offen-
sive. Within a fortnight, at the end of January 1953, the Turkish and 
Greek Foreign Ministers, Fuad Köprülü and Stephanos Stephanopoulos, 
were invited to Belgrade for extensive talks with Tito.  35   Two weeks later, 
between 17 and 20 February, Greek, Turkish and Yugoslav defence offi -
cials met in Ankara. Throughout, Yugoslavia did not spare efforts to 
accelerate the creation of a Balkan military alliance.  36   On the same day 
the defence experts’ meeting concluded in Ankara, on 26 February, the 
Foreign Ministers of the three countries met in Athens and initialled the 
draft of the Treaty of Friendship and Assistance. Two days later, in Ankara, 
it was formally signed.  37   The agreement was, in essence, a declaration of 
intent and was to be followed by further negotiations leading to the sign-
ing of an offi cial military pact. 

 However, the follow-up talks between the three sides stalled in the 
summer and early autumn of the same year. On the one hand, the US 
was reluctant to accept the indirect extension of NATO’s article V to 
Yugoslavia,  a member of a future Balkan pact with two NATO members, 
Turkey and Greece. The article stipulated the organization’s obligation to 
provide aid in case of attack on any of its members—in fact, a US security 
guarantee through indirect association with NATO, while staying outside 
formal membership of the alliance, was precisely what lay behind the sud-
den Yugoslav enthusiasm for the Balkan pact.  38   On the other hand, as the 
result of the Italian–Yugoslav crisis over Trieste, which exploded in early 
October, Italy exercised strong pressure on the US for the pact not to be 
signed until the resolution of the Trieste question. The negotiations over 
Trieste between the British and Americans on the one side, with indirect 
Italian presence, and the Yugoslavs on the other side, began in earnest in 
December 1953. By early summer of the following year, substantive prog-
ress had been made to warrant the lifting of the Italian, as well as the US 
objections to the signing of the Balkan military alliance. The ambiguous-
ness of the application of article V  was simply sidetracked. Consequently, 
the Balkan Pact between Turkey, Greece and Yugoslavia was formally 
signed in Bled, Yugoslavia, on 9 August 1954. 

 The Pact represented a truly unique occurrence in the history of the 
Cold War. It was a military alliance between three countries of opposed 
ideological affi liation—between a communist Yugoslavia and two NATO 
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members, Greece and Turkey, sponsored by the leader of the anti- 
communist global alliance, the US. Ironically, through the entanglement 
of the Balkan Pact and NATO, the US indirectly agreed to extend secu-
rity guarantees to the Yugoslav communist regime under threat of a pos-
sible attack by the USSR. Although never offi cially terminated, the Balkan 
Pact proved short-lived. For a number of reasons, by the end of 1955, it 
had practically faded into obscurity. The Soviet–Yugoslav normalization, 
which gathered pace in 1955, eliminated the security concerns that had 
prompted Yugoslavia to seek military alliance with Greece and Turkey, 
and NATO indirectly. Furthermore, Yugoslavia’s new foreign policy ori-
entation of non-alignment became incompatible with its membership of 
a military alliance that was associated with NATO. Lastly, the pogrom of 
the Greek minority in Istanbul on 6–7 September 1955 pushed Greco- 
Turkish relations to a nadir from which, thanks to the recurring Cyprus 
problem, they never truly recovered. 

 The Yugoslav–Soviet confrontation in 1948 had important geostra-
tegic implications. The Soviet invasion of Yugoslavia, a possibility until 
1955, would almost certainly have escalated into a confrontation between 
the two military alliances. Tito rightly calculated that Stalin would not 
contemplate attacking Yugoslavia if convinced that it could trigger a war 
with the West. Between 1950 and 1955, Yugoslavia became effectively 
incorporated into NATO’s defence system through planning coordina-
tion, massive US arms deliveries and other military assistance. Belgrade’s 
military realignment allowed for a modifi cation of NATO’s defence strat-
egy regarding its south-eastern fl ank. Tito, however, consistently rebuffed 
Western attempts to formally join NATO. On the one hand, he was afraid 
that it would destroy the chance of normalizing relations with the USSR 
and the pursuit of independence from either bloc. On the other hand, 
Tito feared the presence of NATO troops within the country that could 
enable the West to topple his regime.  

   CHALLENGE TO COLD WAR BIPOLARITY 
 Arguably, one of the most important long-term consequences of the 
Soviet–Yugoslav split in 1948 was the role that Yugoslavia played in the 
creation of a Third World movement that would challenge the bipolarity 
of the Cold War—the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM). Together with 
Jawaharlal Nehru of India and Gamal Abdel Nasser of Egypt, Tito was 
instrumental in transforming the idea of passive neutralism into a universal 
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movement of Third World countries with an ambition to play an active 
role on the global stage. Thirteen years after the 1948 event, Belgrade 
hosted the fi rst meeting of the twenty-fi ve heads of state or governments 
of ‘un-committed’ Asian, African and Latin American countries.  39   

 The international isolation imposed by the Soviet Union and its allies 
after the 1948 Cominform resolution constituted one of the biggest 
threats to Yugoslavia’s independence.  40   In the fi rst years of the Cold War, 
it was accepted as an inescapable truth that a country that had lost the pro-
tection of its ideological ‘camp’ would inevitably fall prey to the other side. 
For a year after the 1948 split, Tito was reluctant to seek Western support, 
hoping for reconciliation with Stalin. Yugoslavia continued to support the 
Soviet Union internationally, making itself more vulnerable to Moscow’s 
pressure. Intimidated by the threatening Soviet Note of August 1949 and 
the trial and execution of Laszlo Rajk in September, Belgrade fi nally aban-
doned this self-destructive position. On 12 November, at the Fourth UN 
General Assembly, Yugoslavia publicly accused the Soviet Union and its 
allies of amassing troops on the Yugoslav borders.  41   This represented a 
point of no return for Tito. At the same time, the Yugoslav leadership 
was convinced that the West would never reconcile itself with their social-
ist regime, and that the current friendly relations were a temporary mar-
riage of convenience. Having risked so much after refuting the hegemony 
within their own ideological bloc, the Yugoslavs were determined to avoid 
the same from the other side. Tito learnt a lesson never again to rely 
exclusively on one bloc. In December 1949, the Party Central Committee 
accepted that, in future, Yugoslavia should ‘[be taking] advantage of the 
existing rivalry in the World, in order to secure its survival and further 
consolidation’.  42   The following year, Yugoslavia successfully sought elec-
tion as a non-permanent member of the UN Security Council. Speaking 
on that occasion at the Fifth UN General Assembly, Edvard Kardelj for 
the fi rst time promulgated Belgrade’s un-commitment to the blocs: ‘The 
people of Yugoslavia cannot accept the postulate that humanity today has 
only one choice—a choice between a domination of one or the other bloc. 
We believe that there exists another road.’  43   

 Tito and his aides understood that they would need allies to remain un- 
committed to the blocs. Rebuffed by Western European social democrats 
who were fi rmly committed to the North Atlantic alliance, the Yugoslavs 
turned to the newly independent Asian countries, in particular India and 
Burma. At the time, as Tito later admitted, Yugoslavs had ‘very limited 
knowledge about these countries’.  44   What initially attracted Yugoslavs to 
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Asia was ideological proximity. Belgrade noted that the Socialist parties 
played a prominent role in the political life of a number of Asian coun-
tries, namely Burma, India and Indonesia. In January 1953, a high- profi le 
Yugoslav fact-fi nding mission was dispatched to Asia. It attended the 
Asian Socialist Conference in Rangoon, Burma, and on its return, visited 
India. In 1950, Yugoslavia started posting its best diplomats to Asia. Their 
insights and information proved invaluable. As Tito acknowledged in an 
interview upon his return from India and Burma, in early 1955, ‘when we 
embarked upon fi nding a modus-vivendi [between the two blocs] who 
could we turn to in the fi rst place if not to Asian countries?’  45   

 Tito became particularly keen to enhance contacts with India and 
establish a relationship with Nehru. On a number of occasions, during 
1950 and 1951, Yugoslavia and India adopted similar positions in UN dis-
cussions. The Yugoslav Foreign Ministry report on India’s foreign policy, 
written ahead of Tito’s fi rst visit to New Delhi, pointed to several aspects 
that were particularly appealing to the Yugoslavs, namely that, due to its 
huge population, geostrategic position and rich cultural and historic heri-
tage, India was poised to play a major role in the world, particularly in 
Asia.   46   In a confi dential conversation during his fi rst trip to India, Tito 
admitted: ‘What would small Yugoslavia be able to do alone in this [strug-
gle to secure an independent position outside the blocs] unless some big 
country would join in? That is why we are looking for allies. That was the 
goal of this trip.’  47   The report also pointed out that India’s foreign policy 
engagement and international prestige ‘far exceeded its current economic 
and military strength’.  48   This supported two critical premises behind 
Yugoslavia’s new foreign policy strategy—that a small country could play 
a role in global affairs beyond the limitations imposed by its economic 
and military resources and capabilities; and that international prominence 
could safeguard it from falling prey to either superpower. 

 However, Belgrade was in no position to pursue un-commitment and 
relinquish the West’s protective shield, as long as the threat of a Soviet 
military invasion remained.  49   All of this changed in autumn 1954 when 
Khrushchev’s secret initiative to normalize relations with Belgrade was 
confi rmed as genuine.  50   Together with the earlier signing of the Balkan 
Pact and the conclusion of the long-standing feud with Italy over Trieste 
in October, the normalization with the Soviet Union created a favourable 
and stable security environment for Yugoslavia, for the fi rst time since 
1945. This allowed the Yugoslav leader, in December 1954,  to embark on 
a long trip to Asia, in search of allies. The most important of these would 
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be India’s Nehru and Egypt’s Nasser with whom Tito established sincere 
friendship, trust and common political  Weltanschauung . In the next seven 
years Tito and Yugoslav diplomacy would make a critical contribution to 
the creation of the Non-Aligned Movement. Crucial to these efforts were 
several of Tito’s long voyages to Asia and Africa, during which he would 
help formulate and promote the governing principles of un-commitment 
to blocs, as well as to befriend and mobilize a number of Third World 
leaders behind the idea. 

 On 30 November 1954, on board his yacht  Galeb , Tito departed on 
a two-and-a-half-month voyage to India and Burma, his fi rst encoun-
ter with the Third World. On his return from India, during the passage 
through the Suez Canal, Tito for the fi rst time met Nasser. By far the most 
important achievement of the trip was the series of talks between Tito and 
Nehru that lasted almost a fortnight. On 21 December, Tito delivered a 
speech before the Indian Parliament, in which he elaborated Yugoslavia’s 
concept of non-engagement. He identifi ed four major threats to global 
stability, namely inequality among states and nations, the interference of 
the big powers in the affairs of other states and peoples, the division of 
the world into spheres of interest and blocs, and colonialism. Tito also 
underlined the need for a global rather than regional approach to the 
activism of non-committed countries; that non-engagement meant main-
taining equidistance from either bloc; and that rapid industrialization and 
emancipation from old colonial masters were possible through trade and 
economic cooperation between the non-engaged countries.  51   The Joint 
Statement signed on 22 December, at the end of Tito and Nehru’s offi -
cial talks, stipulated that ‘the policy of non-alignment with Blocs … does 
not represent “neutrality” or “neutralism” nor passivity as is sometimes 
implied. It represents the positive, active and constructive policy.’ The two 
leaders dismissed as absurd the allegation that they were intent on form-
ing a ‘Third bloc’. Most importantly, Tito and Nehru expressed hope that 
the ‘principles of relations between countries that they have proclaimed 
would acquire a wider, universal implementation’.  52   A far-reaching result 
of Tito’s fi rst trip to India was the rapport and fi rm bond established with 
Nehru. Six months later, Nehru visited Yugoslavia. 

 During this fi rst trip undertaken to Asia, Tito realized that the newly lib-
erated countries of Asia possessed huge political potential. The  friendship 
and common political outlook with Nehru helped him achieve his strate-
gic goal of aligning Yugoslavia with a country of immense footprint in Asia 
and of global prestige. During the trip, Tito made a critical contribution 
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to the conceptualization of non-engagement by injecting activism into 
the concept of neutralism borne out of traditional Asian pacifi sm. Last but 
not least, his fi rst visit to Asia was conducted barely four months before 
the Bandung meeting of Afro-Asian countries. It certainly helped Tito to 
inject Yugoslavia, a European country, into the Afro- Asian initiative and 
the group’s aspirations to enter the global political stage. Upon his return 
from Asia, the CIA made an accurate projection of Yugoslavia’s long-term 
foreign policy strategy: ‘[Tito] will continue to regard his interests to be 
best served from a fl exible position in which Yugoslavia can achieve ben-
efi ts from both power blocs with a minimum of commitments to either’.  53   

 Emboldened by the success of his fi rst trip and realizing the impor-
tance of personal encounters, Tito undertook to meet as many Third 
World leaders as possible, whether during his intercontinental travels or 
at home. In December 1955, he visited Ethiopia and Egypt. The trip 
enabled Yugoslavs to acquaint themselves with Africa and the Arab world. 
The visit to Egypt, in particular, cemented the bond between Tito and 
Nasser. It was, however, the two-day meeting in July 1956 between Tito, 
Nehru and Nasser, on the Yugoslav island of Brioni that proved to be a 
milestone on the road to non-alignment. This tripartite meeting unequiv-
ocally denounced ‘the division of [the] world into military blocs’. More 
importantly, the three leaders declared their readiness to set an example 
and provide leadership for the new Third World initiative. They pledged 
to maintain continuous contacts and ‘exchange of opinion’ and invited 
other countries to join them.  54   The Brioni declaration articulated, for the 
fi rst time, the proactive un-commitment to two blocs. 

 To maintain the impetus created by the Brioni meeting, Tito continued 
to play host to scores of Third World leaders and, in December 1958, 
embarked on his most ambitious trip to date. During a three-month voy-
age, he visited seven Asian and African countries, namely Burma, Ceylon, 
Ethiopia, India, Indonesia, Sudan and the United Arab Republic (UAR). 
By this time, Tito’s image as champion of the weak and underdeveloped 
was such that he received a rapturous welcome in every country he vis-
ited and was greeted as a true friend and a role model by their leaders.  55   
During this trip, the Yugoslav leader intended to, and largely succeeded 
in, transforming the like-minded Third World leaders into a grouping with 
a common identity and a sense of kinship that would, in turn, enable 
them to play a more prominent role in international affairs. On the other 
hand, Yugoslavia was eager to encourage the transformation of the Afro- 
Asian Bandung identity into a global initiative in which, as a European 
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country, it could play a pre-eminent role. At the time Tito undertook this 
trip, the Soviet bloc and China had launched a new, vicious anti-Yugoslav 
campaign, aimed at isolating the country internationally and in particular 
in the Third World. Belgrade understood that strengthening its interna-
tional standing through activism in the Third World would safeguard its 
un-commitment and successfully rebuff renewed efforts from the East to 
isolate it. 

 The offi cial talks with his hosts and communiqués issued at the end 
of his visits reaffi rmed the common commitment to basic principles 
binding the un-committed states—respect for sovereignty and territo-
rial integrity, non-interference in other nations’ internal affairs, non-
aggression and the equality of all nations and races. Tito was particularly 
eager to reaffi rm peaceful coexistence, which he deemed crucial for 
the building of trust among the un-committed states and their stron-
ger bonding. With the leaders he met, Tito worked hard to achieve 
a shared outlook on international affairs and, thus promote common 
un-committed countries’ positions on global issues. He also success-
fully argued that un-commitment was not passive neutralism, but active 
participation in the resolution of global crises. Crucially, Tito success-
fully impressed upon his hosts that true un-commitment encompassed 
a distance from both blocs and that the Soviets and the Chinese were 
as prone to political domination and economic exploitation of small 
countries, as were the Western powers. As one British diplomat com-
mented at the time,

  we feel that [the Yugoslav infl uence] can be particularly useful in so far as 
it is directed towards making clear to their Asian friends the true nature of 
Russian Communism … Ideas of this kind are much more likely to make an 
impression on the Asian mind if they are put forward by the Yugoslavs than 
if they come from Westerners.  56   

   Tito’s Afro-Asian tour in 1958–9 enhanced his image as a world fi g-
ure and contributed towards the new awareness among the Third World 
countries of the role they could play in international affairs. 

 The new activism of the un-committed countries received recognition 
during the September 1960 fi fteenth UN General Assembly. The Big 
Four Paris summit’s collapse in May and the deepening Congo crisis had 
dangerously escalated Cold War tensions. This threatened the extraor-
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dinary momentum of the African de-colonization and independence 
movements. Seventeen African ex-colonies were admitted to the UN dur-
ing this General Assembly and almost without exception, they declared 
un-commitment to the major power blocs. An African leader, Kwame 
Nkrumah of Ghana, emerged as a prominent champion of the cause. The 
un-committed alliance declared their intent to strengthen the role of the 
UN General Assembly vis-à-vis the Security Council where the big pow-
ers had the power of veto, and to advance their presence in the interna-
tional arena. The Tito–Nehru–Nasser axis, with the help of Sukarno and 
Nkrumah, rallied the Third World leaders behind them. This mobilization 
introduced a new force inside the UN. 

 The Third World leaders’ dynamism and sense of common purpose 
demonstrated at the fi fteenth UN General Assembly laid the ground for 
the organization of the fi rst gathering of the heads of states and gov-
ernments of the twenty-fi ve non-engaged countries at the Belgrade 
Conference in September 1961.The Conference adopted several docu-
ments: A Declaration by the Heads of State or Government of Non- 
engaged Countries; a Statement Concerning the Danger of War; and 
an Appeal for Peace. The leaders also sent identical letters to President 
Kennedy and Premier Khrushchev. The Conference discussed all of the 
pertinent issues in the world and, despite some expressed differences 
among the participants, managed to garner agreement on the adopted 
documents. Although largely ignored by both blocs, each accusing the 
Conference of bias against them, the Belgrade gathering established the 
non-engaged states as a signifi cant force in international affairs and paved 
the way for their future closer association. 

 Although the Belgrade Conference represented a true milestone for 
the future institutionalization of the un-committed countries, the fate of 
the Non-Aligned Movement was by no means secure. The Sino-Soviet 
split and the Cuban Missile Crisis represented a serious test for the nascent 
movement. Furthermore, China’s radical challenge to the two superpow-
ers’ dominance and efforts to impose itself as the leader of the Third 
World threatened to sabotage the continuity of the gatherings of the non- 
engaged states. The road to the second Conference in Cairo, in 1964, was 
fraught with diffi culties and, until the very last moment, was uncertain 
to take place. The next Conference was held in Lusaka, in 1970, a full 
six years after Cairo. Nehru died in 1964 and after the debacle of the 
Six-Day War in 1967, Nasser’s prestige and standing in the Arab world 
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and among the non-aligned countries was but a shadow of what it used 
to be. By the end of the 1960s, the triumvirate of the founding fathers 
of the Non-Aligned Movement had ceased to exist. It was left to Tito to 
carry the baton during the further challenges that the Movement faced 
throughout the 1970s, not least the 1973 oil crisis and the superpowers’ 
(in particular the Soviet Union’s) renewed attempts to draw the move-
ment into its orbit. Several prominent members of the Movement, par-
ticularly Cuba, Vietnam and, for a limited period, Algeria were only too 
keen to do Moscow’s bidding. This coincided with the efforts within the 
Movement to create bodies that would enhance its cohesion and effec-
tiveness. At the Fourth Conference in Algiers in 1973, the Coordination 
Bureau was established with the task of coordinating the Movement’s 
activities between the conferences, which were now occurring at regular 
three-year intervals. 

 During the 1970s, Tito, the only surviving founding father of the 
Movement, was often forced to use his authority to stave off attempts to 
align it with the Soviet bloc. Despite being an octogenarian and frail, Tito 
attended the fi fth Conference in Colombo, in 1976, and the sixth in Havana, 
in September 1979, only eight months before his death. Havana was the 
stage for Tito’s last but critical contribution to the Movement. Using all 
his authority, he managed to mobilize the vast majority of the attending 
representatives to repel Castro’s attempts to draw the Movement closer to 
Moscow. In his last appearance among the non-aligned, Tito managed to 
preserve the true spirit of the Movement. During the two decades after 
the Belgrade Conference, the Non-Aligned Movement, which offi cially 
adopted this name only at the Conference in Colombo in 1976, grew to 
91 member states, the most numerous grouping of countries outside the 
UN. During its heyday, until the mid-1980s, the Movement consistently 
and persuasively fought for the democratization of international relations 
and representation of the small and the underdeveloped Third World 
countries. The Movement managed to put on the international agenda a 
number of issues of vital concern to the world’s ‘silent’ majority, namely 
decolonization, threats to peace, disarmament, the establishment of the 
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, the promotion 
of the New International Economic Order, the creation of the New World 
Information and Communication Order, and South–South Cooperation.  
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     CONCLUSION 
 Although arguably understated in historiography, Yugoslavia exerted a 
disproportional infl uence on the dynamics of the early Cold War for a 
number of reasons. The decision of the Yugoslav leadership to resist sub-
jugation by Moscow in 1948 destroyed the accepted truth at the time 
that the Soviet bloc was an implacable monolith. Resistance to Moscow’s 
relentless economic, political and propaganda pressure and the constant 
threat of invasion became a life and death struggle for Tito’s regime push-
ing it to seek economic and, in particular, military assistance from the 
West. Given the ideological incompatibility between Yugoslavia and the 
West, this unnatural association represented a paradigm shift in the nascent 
Cold War. Yugoslavia’s expulsion from the Soviet fold forced its leadership 
to seek new premises to underpin their socialist identity and legitimacy. 
Tito and his comrades introduced a socialist model that was not only 
incompatible with but also challenged the existing Stalinist model. The so-
called ‘Yugoslav road to socialism’ despite the Communist Party’s political 
monopoly, did offer a more democratic socialism, based on social rather 
than state ownership and the participation of workers through a Yugoslav 
theoretical innovation—the system of self-management. In the long run, 
the Yugoslav alternative would prove corrosive for the Soviet ideological 
hegemony, fi rst and foremost in Eastern Europe but also within the global 
communist movement. Moreover, the Yugoslav example proved attractive 
to many Third World countries seeking a model of rapid industrialization 
and socialist economy without the Soviet tutelage. 

 Expulsion from one bloc made Yugoslavs deeply averse to the idea of 
tying their fate with another. Within a few years after 1948 and, as soon 
as the danger of Soviet attack diminished, Yugoslavia embarked on the 
creation of what, at the time, was a unique position of un- commitment to 
either bloc. Aware that such a position, in the long run, would be unten-
able if Yugoslavia remained alone, Tito and his governing administration 
actively searched for allies. In this quest, he established a unique rapport 
and congruence of views on global affairs with India’s Nehru and Egypt’s 
Nasser. Later joined by Indonesia’s Sukarno and Ghana’s Nkrumah, the 
three leaders became the founding fathers of the Non-Aligned Movement, 
a wide gathering of Third World countries seeking a voice in international 
affairs. Tito’s personal activism and diplomacy contributed critically to this 
goal. The Movement created a lasting challenge to the rigid Cold War 
bipolarity. Following the split with Moscow in 1948, through its interna-
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tional activism, Yugoslavia was the only Balkan country with the ambition 
to play a global role.  
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    CHAPTER 4   

 The Puzzle of the Heretical: Yugoslavia 
in NATO Political Analysis, 1951–72                     

     Evanthis     Hatzivassiliou   

      By the early 1950s, the stalemate in Korea pointed to the possibility of 
a long Cold War, in which political and economic vigour could play an 
equally important role as military strength. Thus, the Atlantic Alliance, 
retaining its emphasis on the military level, started monitoring political 
and social conditions in the Soviet Union and in Eastern Europe. These 
reports served as background material for the biannual ministerial sessions 
of the North Atlantic Council (NAC).  1   This chapter focuses on the fi nd-
ings of the NATO committees and working groups regarding Yugoslavia’s 
 sui generis  position in the Cold War. The chapter will discuss NATO 
political analysis, rather than the assessments of military authorities. It will 
be shown that analysts mostly viewed this pivotal country as a  regional  
Eastern European power, and rather neglected its potential as a leader 
of the Non-Aligned Movement. Despite the Tito–Stalin split, Yugoslavia 
was regarded with relative suspicion and reserve, especially after its 1955 
rapprochement with the Soviets. It was only by the mid-1960s, after the 
impressive reforms in its economy, that NATO experts became defi nitely 
convinced that Yugoslavia represented a real ‘heresy’ which could be 
exploited by the West. 

        E.   Hatzivassiliou    ( ) 
  University of Athens ,   Athens ,  Greece    



 Some preliminary comments are necessary in order to put NATO 
analysis on Yugoslavia in perspective. There was a clear, though unspo-
ken assumption in NATO reports on Eastern Europe: the alliance experts 
were more interested in Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hungary—the coun-
tries which we now call East-Central Europe—rather than the Balkans. In 
the ‘northern satellites’, the populations were notable for their Catholic 
and anti-Russian disposition, and communist rule had created unpopu-
lar regimes, imposed and supported by the Red Army. Moreover, these 
states had been parts of major European powers (Germany and Austria- 
Hungary), and were largely seen as captive Western societies with a great 
potential for dissent. Last but not least, they held crucial strategic positions 
in the European Cold War: they were adjacent to NATO’s central front, 
while Poland was also a vital link between the Soviet Union and its pivotal 
satellite of East Germany. In practical terms, the Balkans was seen as a 
peripheral area, of much less strategic importance. The communist states 
of South-Eastern Europe were economically backward. Moreover, this 
was an area where the Soviets enjoyed a measure of support: the Southern 
Slavic peoples were largely Orthodox and traditionally pro- Russian, 
whereas communism was a popular political force both in Bulgaria and in 
Yugoslavia. Thus, in NATO analyses, the communist Balkans was a region 
of relatively minor importance that generated low expectations. Yugoslavia 
was only a partial exception to this rule, on account both of its post-1948 
dispute with Moscow and the fact that geographically it extended to the 
crucial area of Central Europe. 

   INFLATED EXPECTATIONS AND DISILLUSIONMENT, 
1951–56 

 The Tito–Stalin split was a complicated affair. Even after 1948, Yugoslavia 
was a socialist country and Tito remained a convinced communist: ‘Tito’s 
independent concepts were the results and not the cause of the confl ict 
with Stalin.’  2   Thus, an exceptional regime emerged, both communist and 
heretical. Although the second characteristic did not negate the fi rst, the 
Western powers helped Tito survive.  3   

 Early 1951 was a time of tense Western fears regarding Soviet inten-
tions on Yugoslavia.  4   Thus, it became the fi rst Eastern European country 
to be examined in the developing process of intra-NATO political consul-
tation. Notably, before the NATO discussion, the US informed its allies 
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that there was ‘no prospect of Tito’s return to graces of Kremlin. All avail-
able evidence indicates that break is fi nal and irrevocable’. According to 
the Americans, the country commanded a strategic position, and Tito’s 
possible destruction would have adverse effects throughout Europe; thus, 
the Yugoslav regime should be aided. Although the Americans did not 
foresee a Soviet attack on Yugoslavia, they were not prepared to rule it 
out.  5   

 The discussion took place at the level of Council Deputies, namely the 
highest diplomatic representatives of the member states (in 1952 they 
would be replaced by the Permanent Representatives). The member states 
agreed that Yugoslavia’s breach with Moscow had become unbridgeable, 
and the rearming of the Soviet satellite states created the danger of mili-
tary pressure on Belgrade. Thus, the West should aid the Tito regime 
economically or even militarily, with the removal of barriers on export 
of arms and strategic raw materials.  6   These assessments were parts of the 
wider evolution of Western policy towards the provision of military aid to 
Belgrade. Indeed, the State Department went out of its way to stress that 
a NATO recommendation for aid to Yugoslavia would also assist efforts to 
secure Congressional acquiescence to such assistance.  7   By summer 1951, 
the Americans even suggested informal discussions with the British, the 
French and the Italians, regarding possible NATO responses to a Soviet 
invasion of Yugoslavia.  8   Early in 1952, in the fi rst comprehensive NATO 
document on Soviet foreign policy, submitted to the Lisbon NAC, Tito’s 
overthrow (though not necessarily through an invasion) was regarded as 
one of the prime Soviet aims.  9   

 NATO’s examination of the ‘trends of Soviet policy’ became more 
elaborate after 1953, when the relevant reports became biannual and were 
drafted by an expert working group consisting of diplomats of the mem-
ber states. Yet, at this stage, Eastern Europe took a very minor part of the 
reports. After Stalin’s death, the focus was on the evolution of the Soviet 
regime, its ‘peace offensive’ and the efforts to impede German rearma-
ment. The Eastern European countries were seen as securely under Soviet 
control, with little prospect for dissent. Yugoslavia was rarely mentioned: 
NATO experts were content to note that the Soviet bloc was unlikely to 
attempt an invasion of the country. By 1954–5, the analysts detected a 
Soviet tendency to improve relations with Belgrade, but expressed little 
discomfort about it.  10   This initial confi dence of the NATO experts was 
based on Yugoslav dependence on Western aid, and on the Yugoslav–
Greek–Turkish rapprochement, which led to the 1953–4 tripartite Balkan 
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Pacts.  11   Yugoslavia was seen as coming, even indirectly, very close to the 
NATO structure, and there was even talk, mostly by Greece but also by 
Turkey, of its possible entry into the alliance itself.  12   This, of course, was 
an exaggeration (the Italians were bound to react because of the Trieste 
dispute), but it also served as an additional indication that Tito would not 
succumb to Moscow’s pressures or offers. During the same period, NATO 
military planners were interested in Yugoslavia’s defence of the Ljubljana 
Gap, commanding access to the northern Italian plains.  13   

 Thus, NATO experts assumed that Yugoslavia had little choice but to 
remain linked (or dependent), one way or another, to the West. However, 
Tito remained a communist, eager to play a more revolutionary role in 
world affairs but also to respond to probes by Moscow. These were neces-
sary to boost his legitimacy, to prevent one-sided dependence on the West 
and to avert the danger of a Soviet invasion. By underrating these struc-
tural needs of the exceptional Belgrade regime, NATO analysts proved 
unable to foresee Tito’s readiness to approach Moscow, which culminated 
in Nikita Khrushchev’s impressive visit to Belgrade in May 1955.  14   

 The Khrushchev visit was noted in NATO with interest but not with 
alarm: it was stressed that the Soviet leaders had ‘failed’ to bring Yugoslavia 
‘back into the Soviet fold’, although their readiness to visit Belgrade was 
a sign of confi dence regarding their control of satellite states; the idea of 
‘many roads to socialism’ could also affect the satellites as well as China. 
Rapprochement with Yugoslavia was also seen as a tactic facilitating popu-
lar fronts in Western Europe, and promoting the picture of Soviet toler-
ance, which could help the Kremlin project its own vision of European 
security. It should be noted that once more, the experts focused on Soviet, 
rather than Yugoslav motives.  15   However, in autumn 1955, Tito’s assur-
ances to Paul, the Greek king, and to the US Secretary of State, John 
Foster Dulles, that Yugoslavia would retain its independent position, 
seemed to confi rm this initial moderate assessment.  16   

 Soon, however, NATO experts started expressing reservations about 
Yugoslav policy. In the aftermath of the Khrushchev visit, Yugoslavia 
appeared eager to ‘freeze’ the military functions of the Balkan Pacts 
(which also received a serious blow by the start of the Greco-Turkish dis-
pute over Cyprus), concluded economic agreements with Moscow, argued 
that NATO should change its character in an era of reduced tensions, 
and also largely sided with Soviet views on disarmament.  17   Moreover, the 
twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) 
turned the attention of NATO analysts to a different front. The turmoil in 

92 E. HATZIVASSILIOU



Poland and in Hungary opened new prospects in a part of Eastern Europe 
which was seen as more important than the Balkans. 

 By September 1956, in a long document about ‘the thaw in Eastern 
Europe’, Yugoslavia was described as ‘now more or less back in the 
Communist camp’. Evidently, Tito’s visit to Moscow in June, and his 
new meetings with Khrushchev in September had a very unsettling effect 
on the NATO analysts. Although the reconciliation of the Kremlin with 
Tito was seen as a factor which had aided the rehabilitation of Wladislaw 
Gomulka in Poland, experts noted that Tito ‘is not a liberal democrat’, 
and reminded governments that prior to his split with Stalin he had been 
‘one of the most violent “leftists” among the satellite leaders’; Tito could 
not lure Eastern Europe towards greater independence from Moscow.  18   
Ironically, the NATO experts thought that Tito was returning to the 
Soviet fold, exactly when, as we now know, he was actively resisting Soviet 
pressures to do so.  19   Following the Soviet invasion of Hungary, the rel-
evant NATO report noted the alarm of the Yugoslavs, as well as Tito’s 
speech in Pula and Belgrade’s insistence on ‘equality among socialist 
countries’, a concept inherently unacceptable to the Kremlin. However, 
they stressed that both sides appeared careful not to revert to a 1948-like 
quarrel.  20   Interestingly, at the same time, US attitudes towards Yugoslavia 
were signifi cantly different: Washington took the view that Tito was eager 
to export his ‘heresy’ to Eastern Europe, and actively tried to help him.  21    

   DISTRUSTING YUGOSLAVIA, 1957–64 
 In 1957, a reorganization of NATO civilian machinery took place, mark-
ing an expansion of intra-alliance political consultation. The newly formed 
Committee of Political Advisers, consisting of diplomats from national 
delegations, undertook the drafting of separate regular reports on Eastern 
Europe. These included a section on Yugoslavia. However, analysis on 
Yugoslavia left much to be desired. The country was seen strictly in its 
Eastern European geographical context; NATO analysts underrated 
Yugoslav ambition, evident since the mid-1950s, to assume a leading 
role in a neutralist international group.  22   Thus, the Political Advisers 
monitored, in their regular sessions, Tito’s 1958–9 tour of Third World 
countries,  23   but continued to deal with Yugoslavia as a strictly Eastern 
European actor in their biannual reports. Moreover, NATO analysis largely 
neglected the need of the regime to maintain a ‘middle’ position between 
the two worlds: any perceived Yugoslav ‘pro-Soviet’ moves were instinc-
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tively met with suspicions that Belgrade was reverting to the Soviet fold. 
Even in the Eastern European context, in 1957–9 the hopes of the alli-
ance experts focused mostly on Poland, which, under Gomulka, was seen 
as the regional state with the greatest anti-Soviet potential: the experts 
even suggested that Poland had acquired a ‘semi-independent’ position, 
a remark indicative of Western wishful thinking on the matter.  24   It is clear 
that, once prospects appeared, even distantly, for a Polish move towards 
greater independence, Yugoslavia immediately became less important in 
NATO estimations. 

 After 1957, NATO analysis of Yugoslavia became, to a large extent, 
contradictory. During these years of constant fl uctuations in Soviet–
Yugoslav relations, the Political Advisers seemed unable to reach a clear 
view on the latter country. In April 1957, they noted that Moscow could 
not give in to Tito, as this ‘would undermine the whole fabric of the Soviet 
bloc’. However, Tito’s meeting with Khrushchev in Bucharest in August 
1957 and Yugoslavia’s recognition of East Germany (‘a striking evidence 
of Tito’s closer alignment with Moscow’) caused grave concern among 
the NATO experts.  25   In January 1958, the Dutch delegation pointed to 
the Yugoslav recognition of East Germany, the ‘virtual cessation of ideo-
logical polemics and of bloc attacks on Yugoslavia’, the agreement for 
the resumption of Soviet economic credits and the ‘active Yugoslav sup-
port for Soviet foreign policies in certain instances’, and called for a re- 
examination of NATO policy, including the delivery of arms to Belgrade.  26   

 Yet, this pessimistic view of Belgrade went too far, and met with objec-
tions from other member states. The Americans stepped in to note that 
Yugoslavia continued its independent course: ‘Current situation [in]
Yugoslavia does not in our view appear [to] justify signifi cant change [in] 
NATO member attitudes toward Yugoslavia particularly on trade or arms 
sales’. Although the US had expressed to Belgrade its discomfort about 
the rapprochement with Moscow, the State Department understood that 
Belgrade had to support certain Soviet international policies. The most 
important element was Yugoslavia’s rejection of the concept of Soviet 
primacy: ‘[p]ersistence [of] such heresies indicate[s] Yugoslavia remains 
[a] disruptive force in [the] world Communist movement’. As for Soviet 
credits, the Americans continued, these were stretched out over a period 
of many years and it was not certain that they would be given in the 
end; Yugoslavia needed access to Western arms exactly to avoid depen-
dence on the Soviet bloc in this sensitive fi eld.  27   The British Permanent 
Representative, Sir Frank Roberts, also dismissed the Dutch reservations: 
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‘if the Council were to re-examine NATO policy towards Yugoslavia every 
time that the Yugoslav Government made a gesture in favour of either 
East or West we should probably have occasion to do so every six weeks 
or so.’  28   During the relevant NAC discussion, the British, Italians, French, 
Canadians, Greeks and the Americans rejected the harsh line of the Dutch 
and agreed to monitor closely Yugoslav policy.  29   

 This monitoring, however, remained inconclusive. The NATO Political 
Advisers pointed to an important contradiction: ideological differences 
with Moscow remained, but Yugoslavia was taking pro-Soviet positions 
on major international issues. In 1958–9, the experts repeatedly expressed 
their discomfort, since they considered that in many issues, such as the 
German question and disarmament, the Yugoslavs were ‘in line with’ or 
‘close to’ Soviet policies.  30   Based on their terms of reference, the NATO 
experts looked for ‘clear’ positions in the Cold War. But this was exactly 
what they would not get from Tito, who was both a Communist and the 
leader of a heresy, and who needed to play a game of delicate balances. In 
other words, Tito needed to be—and to  appear  as being—independent of 
the West. 

 The second Soviet–Yugoslav dispute in 1958 also left the NATO 
experts uncertain. Yugoslav refusal to accede to the 1957 Moscow dec-
laration of the Twelve Parties (which confi rmed Soviet preponderance), 
a renewed Soviet campaign against ‘revisionism’ since autumn 1957, and 
an open quarrel between Moscow and Belgrade over the 1958 Yugoslav 
Party programme (which insisted on ‘equality’ among socialist countries) 
indicated a continuing rift between Belgrade and the Soviet bloc.  31   NATO 
experts noted that following the publication of the Yugoslav party pro-
gramme, Bulgaria again expressed its disagreements with Belgrade over 
the Macedonian issue, and Albania raised the issue of Albanian minorities 
in Yugoslavia; Khrushchev failed to invite the Yugoslav Communists to 
the twenty-fi rst CSPU Congress; and early in 1959, a Yugoslav request 
for observer status in COMECON (also known as CMEA) was rejected. 
Moreover, the Kremlin now cancelled credits for a Yugoslav aluminium 
industry, a decision that could even damage its image in developing coun-
tries, as it undermined Soviet claims that Moscow provided aid ‘without 
political strings’. According to the experts, ‘[t]he fact that Khrushchev 
was willing to face this calculated risk shows his preoccupation with Tito’s 
heresy’. By December 1958, after the execution of Imre Nagy, which was 
interpreted as a ‘challenge to the Yugoslavs and a sharp warning to any 
potential dissident elements in the bloc’, the Political Advisers described 
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Yugoslavia as ‘a Communist power but not a Satellite’. By late 1959, the 
NATO reports pointed to an uneasy stabilization of Soviet–Yugoslav rela-
tions. It is also telling that the turning point in the NATO analysts’ disil-
lusionment with Gomulka came in spring 1959, when the Polish leader 
defi nitely sided with Moscow and condemned Yugoslav ‘revisionism’: this 
showed that, after all, attitudes towards Tito were the real indicators of 
dissent from Soviet policy.  32   This was recognized, although indirectly, in 
a US note to the Committee of Political Advisers in 1961, stressing that 
Moscow’s acceptance of the ‘many roads to socialism’ had aided Eastern 
European turmoil in 1955–6, while the ‘second Yugoslav apostasy’ of 
1958 had limited Khrushchev’s tolerance in Eastern Europe.  33   However, 
referring to a ‘second apostasy’ (not merely to a second  dispute ) also pre-
supposed that Belgrade had come close to returning to the fold prior to 
1958—which was a very debatable thesis. 

 It is possible to suggest an interpretation of the intra-NATO disagree-
ments over Yugoslavia in the late 1950s. Despite their own unease about 
Tito’s policies, the British and the Americans repeatedly cautioned their 
allies that Yugoslavia had retained its independence, and pointed out that 
a Yugoslav alignment with Moscow could only come at a price which Tito 
would not be willing to pay.  34   The available bibliography points to the 
‘surprising[ly] broad-minded’ US attitude towards Tito in these years.  35   
Moreover, from 1956 the Greeks had formed a ‘special’, though infor-
mal, relationship with Yugoslavia and repeatedly urged that the West show 
understanding for its position. As Athens pointed out to the Turks in July 
1959, ‘Yugoslav tightrope walking is the result not of a lack of sincer-
ity, but of an effort to balance between confl icting pressures.’  36   For their 
part, the Yugoslavs evidently placed much value on their relationship with 
Greece: while the rapprochement with another Balkan country (a NATO 
member) provided Belgrade with an indirect connection with Western 
defence, it did not undermine in principle a neutralist discourse of ‘pro-
tecting’ the Balkans from superpower interdictions. Thus, reservations 
about Yugoslavia were mostly expressed by the NATO members which 
lacked a strong presence in the Balkans, such as the Dutch or the Germans 
who had suffered from Belgrade’s recognition of the East German pol-
ity. However, things were interpreted differently by the larger powers or 
the countries of the south fl ank, which evidently had closer contact with 
Belgrade. 

 During the fi rst half of the 1960s, NATO experts continued to be puz-
zled by Yugoslavia’s ‘pro-Soviet’ foreign policy. The only heartening ele-
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ment, the experts noted, was its differences with Moscow on the issue of a 
separate peace treaty with East Germany. They were critical of Yugoslavia’s 
rather pro-Soviet posture during the 1961 Belgrade Conference which 
founded the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), and often expressed the 
view that Tito’s policies in the Third World, notably during the Congo cri-
sis, were essentially anti-Western. At the same time, however, they realized 
that Tito’s role in the NAM made him reluctant ‘to return to the Socialist 
camp under conditions which would deprive him of most of his inter-
national audience’. Reservations towards Belgrade were evident in the 
1961 intra-NATO discussion on East–West relations: despite their desire 
to develop commercial relations with the West, their links with Greece 
and an evident fear of an East–West deal being made over their heads, the 
Yugoslavs’ criticism of the West on colonial issues was regarded as very 
embarrassing; the majority of NATO members agreed that contacts with 
Belgrade should be maintained, but ‘combined with the admonition of not 
going too far’. The Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of 
the USSR, Leonid Brezhnev, visited Belgrade in 1962, and Tito returned 
the visit in the following year. These were interpreted as an attempt by the 
Kremlin to utilize the NAM for its own ends, not least to curb Chinese 
infl uence in the Third World, but also as an indication that ‘ideological 
diffi culties have been sidestepped rather than resolved’.  37   The picture of a 
 sui generis  but essentially pro-Soviet Yugoslav policy, which did not easily 
fi t traditional Cold War cleavages, persisted in the fi rst half of the 1960s. 

 In a military alliance, this had further consequences. In the 1963 long- 
term threat assessment, NATO military authorities assumed that Belgrade 
might side with Moscow in case of a third world war. This estimation 
was refuted immediately by the Greeks (supported also by the French), 
who stressed that the Yugoslavs tended to side with the Kremlin in some 
major issues in peacetime, but would not do so in case of war.  38   This is 
another indication that the Greeks, enjoying a ‘special relationship’ with 
the Yugoslavs, often tended to speak on their behalf in the NATO bod-
ies.  39   More importantly, however, and despite Congressional discomfort 
over aid to Yugoslavia, the US kept insisting in NATO that nonalignment 
precluded Tito from returning to the Soviet bloc.  40   The US attitude once 
more held the balance with the more reserved views of other member 
states.  
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   WELCOMING THE ‘YUGOSLAV EXPERIMENT’, 1965–72 
 In the mid-1960s, new patterns appeared in NATO analysis. The experts 
begun to detect serious economic problems in the Soviet Union, as well 
as a notable trend towards ‘national roads to socialism’ in Eastern Europe, 
facilitated by the ongoing Sino-Soviet quarrel.  41   In this context, NATO’s 
attitudes towards Yugoslavia evolved signifi cantly. This was not due to 
any change in Yugoslav foreign policy, but to the far-reaching economic 
reforms of 1965.  42   The radicalism of these reforms convinced NATO 
experts that a major change was taking place in Yugoslav affairs. 

 In 1966, the nature of the Yugoslav ‘economic experiment’ was debated 
at the Sub-Committee on Soviet Economic Policy (under the Committee 
of Economic Advisers). The relevant report noted that Yugoslavia, ‘one 
of the least developed countries in Europe and comparable in this respect 
to Bulgaria and Romania’, had achieved rapid growth rates in the sec-
ond half of the 1950s, at the same time showing boldness in the search 
for a ‘new road to socialism, different from that of the Soviet Union’, 
including procedures of workers’ self-management. However, by the early 
1960s severe diffi culties had emerged in the Yugoslav economy, due to 
bad harvests, unrealistic price fi xing (a perennial problem of the com-
munist economies) and unrealistic raising of wages by workers’ councils. 
In July 1965, Belgrade embarked on a fresh reform, ‘which, in view of 
its scope and effects, has been considered by some as a revolution’. It 
involved the abolition of ‘political’ price fi xing for raw materials, a larger 
role for the banks in distributing investment, a revision of the tax system, 
and a devaluation of the dinar. The cost of living spiralled upwards and 
unemployment rose, but ‘[i]t is in the interest of the West that the eco-
nomic reforms now implemented in Yugoslavia should be successful’. The 
Yugoslav ‘experiment in “industrial democracy”’ could encourage Eastern 
European countries to move in the same direction.  43   NATO experts did 
not suggest that Belgrade was on a sound economic path or on the road to 
political liberalization. They noted that the West had to support this effort 
to build ‘a new brand of communism which contrasts with the bureau-
cratic type’.  44   In other words, Tito was now doing something which made 
sense in the NATO experts’ world of the European Cold War. 

 This fundamental observation coloured assessments of Yugoslav inter-
national policy. The experts kept insisting that Belgrade was closer to the 
Soviets on many international issues, but now stressed that Tito was retain-
ing his ‘balanced’ position between East and West. The Political Advisers 
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noted Belgrade’s alarm that there might be an ‘unprincipled compromise’ 
between Moscow and Beijing following Khrushchev’s fall. Yet, the NATO 
analysts did not appear alarmed at indications of a smoother relationship 
between Tito and the new leadership in the Kremlin. They stressed that 
this presented advantages to both sides. Belgrade was acquiring increased 
legitimization from Moscow’s acceptance of its communist identity and 
was benefi tting from economic dealings with the Soviet bloc; at the same 
time, Moscow needed Yugoslav support against the Chinese, not only in 
Eastern Europe but also in the Third World. Yugoslavia became associated 
with the COMECON in 1964, was invited for the fi rst time since 1948 to 
the twenty-third CPSU Congress, and admonished US policy in Vietnam. 
At the same time, it was also developing its trade with the West and joined 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). The Political 
Advisers noted the fall of Aleksandar Rancović in 1966 and the eruption 
of Serb–Croat differences, but they appeared anxious to stress that the 
country retained ‘a more demonstrably non-aligned attitude’, and was on 
a path acceptable to the West.  45   Sceptics still existed: in January 1966, 
the Atlantic Policy Advisory Group even posed the question whether ‘the 
point had passed at which Yugoslavia was of more use to the West than to 
the East’.  46   However, this was not the dominant view. 

 Following the invasion of Czechoslovakia and the proclamation of the 
Brezhnev Doctrine, NATO experts appeared anxious regarding Soviet 
intentions towards Belgrade, ‘the most serious source of contamination’.  47   
They were also worried as the Soviets denounced Yugoslav ‘economic revi-
sionism’, while Bulgaria and Yugoslavia again engaged in a strong polemic 
over the Macedonian problem (the revival of this Sofi a–Belgrade dispute 
always accompanied the rise of tensions in Yugoslav–Soviet relations).  48   As 
part of NATO contingency planning, in autumn 1968 and spring 1969, 
the Economic Advisers studied the vulnerability of Yugoslavia in case of 
sanctions by the Soviet bloc. The relevant reports noted that the coun-
try was facing the problems of a developing economy which was trying 
to correct the rigidities of previous years. Moreover, Yugoslav industrial 
machinery mostly came from the Soviet bloc, and a large part of its trade 
was directed to the COMECON countries. Thus, Soviet bloc economic 
sanctions could bring Belgrade to a diffi cult position, and in this case the 
West should respond by providing aid, including credits, irrespective of 
the country’s already heavy indebtedness. If that were done, Soviet eco-
nomic sanctions would again, as in 1948, fail to bring the Yugoslavs to 
heel.  49   
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 Contingency studies about a possible Soviet invasion or political/
military pressure reached a climax in late March 1969, when the Senior 
Political Committee presented a document covering all countries, from the 
Mediterranean to Finland, including Yugoslavia. The Political Committee 
insisted that the Brezhnev Doctrine had severely complicated the strate-
gic landscape, since the notion of a ‘socialist state’ (the defence of which 
could legitimize invasion) was vague. Yet, Yugoslavia was a diffi cult tar-
get. Although it was seen by the Kremlin as a renegade socialist country, 
Soviet pressures in the past had proved ineffective, and ‘[b]y identifying 
himself with the non-aligned world, Tito has greatly increased the politi-
cal price the Soviets would pay for any action against him’. Furthermore, 
the conquest of the mountainous Yugoslav interior would be a diffi cult 
operation, and the reaction of the West would be strong, precisely because 
a Soviet operation would have serious repercussions on the Mediterranean 
and NATO’s southern fl ank. Thus, the Political Committee envisaged a 
strong deterrent role for the West in the Yugoslav case. However, only 
‘timely and appropriate preventive diplomacy’ was envisaged.  50   Supporting 
Yugoslavia’s international position was also laid down in spring 1969 as 
one of the guidelines for NATO members on the road to détente.  51   In 
September 1969, the Soviet Foreign Minister, Andrei Gromyko, visited 
Belgrade, and the two countries reaffi rmed the principles of the 1955 
Belgrade declaration, including non-interference in domestic affairs. This, 
according to the NATO experts, strengthened Tito’s international stature, 
but was an ‘uneasy truce’ rather than a ‘genuine rapprochement’.  52   

 In the following years, NATO experts repeatedly stressed that 
Yugoslavia was safely out of the Soviet orbit. Its leading role in the Non- 
Aligned Movement, Nixon’s 1970 visit to Yugoslavia, and the Bulgarian–
Yugoslav dispute over the Macedonian issue, which again refl ected the 
uncertainty in Yugoslav–Soviet relations, were noted as evidence that 
Belgrade was maintaining its distance from Moscow. Brezhnev’s unoffi cial 
visit to Belgrade in September 1971 was not noted with much concern. 
In mid-1973, it was expressly noted that Yugoslav economic dealings with 
the Kremlin did not entail a turn towards Moscow.  53   

 Instead, attention now focused on new areas of uncertainty: the 
economy, Tito’s succession, and the internal Yugoslav institutional bal-
ances. The prospect of Tito’s succession was raised in the November 
1970 report. The experts foresaw a reorganization of the Yugoslav gov-
ernmental system towards a collective structure, and noted that this was 
important to prevent a succession struggle, which might give the Soviets a 
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pretext to invoke the Brezhnev Doctrine and invade the country. Indeed, 
the constitutional reforms of summer 1971 were interpreted as an attempt 
to prepare the road for collective leadership in the post-Tito era: power, 
including economic power, was transferred from the Federation to the 
Republics. The NATO experts noted that collective leadership would 
become the ‘dominant force in policy formation’, but time was needed 
to reach a new balance between the Federation and the Republics. The 
1971 constitutional reform strengthened the federative republics, which 
resulted in an ‘aggravation of particularist tendencies’, at a time when 
economic problems had not been solved (the dinar was devalued twice in 
that year). The experts remained strongly sceptical about prospects for the 
country. The Eastern European reports of 1971–2 pointed to Tito’s purge 
of the Croatian and the Serb parties, noting that this was an attempt to 
check particularism, and to allow the Communist Party to emerge as the 
main unifying force in the country. However, the experts also noted the 
contradiction between a decentralized institutional system and centralized 
Party control. In early 1974, NATO experts noted that Tito’s succession 
would probably be smooth, and that his successors would try to preserve 
their uncommitted position between East and West: ‘their ability to do so 
should be viewed with caution but not pessimism’.  54    

     CONCLUSIONS 
 This chapter tells the story of a ‘sideshow’, which was how Yugoslavia was 
viewed by NATO analysts, who tended to focus on the major subjects of 
the Soviet economy, society and policies. The alliance civilian machinery 
did not produce special reports on Yugoslavia: the country was mentioned 
only in relation to other themes. 

 NATO analysis on Yugoslavia remained largely problematic. It should 
be noted that at that time, NATO reports were agreed between the dip-
lomats of many states. This meant that these documents expressed the 
lowest common denominator of their authors, and were unlikely to lead 
to an intellectual breakthrough. At the same time, some of the NATO 
countries, for example the US, Britain, France or those of the south fl ank, 
dealt closely with Yugoslavia and understood its peculiar needs better 
than other members, who sometimes failed to appreciate the pressures 
exercised on Belgrade. Still, the main problem was that NATO analysis 
attempted to understand a heretical country using ‘orthodox’ perceptions 
of the Cold War. Tito had quarrelled with Moscow, but remained a com-
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munist, constantly in need of proving the revolutionary character of his 
regime. The NATO experts always suspected that this communist leader 
would have an instinctive tendency to return to the fold. They also often 
failed to appreciate that Yugoslavia did not share their own ‘orthodox’ 
perceptions of the Cold War as a confl ict between two rigid world views. 
Indeed, Yugoslavia claimed exactly the opposite, namely, that there was 
such a thing as a ‘third road’. On many occasions Tito was seen as unable 
or unwilling to ‘deliver’. This, however, was not confi ned to the Yugoslav 
case. By its very terms of reference, NATO analyses tended to follow, 
or even reproduce, the dominant, mainstream Cold War cleavages. They 
were relatively successful when analysing the Soviet Union or the Soviet 
bloc. However, when assessing actors such as the Third World or the Non-
Aligned, who challenged these Cold War cleavages, they tended to inter-
pret them through a Cold War ‘lens’.  55   To a great extent, the Third World 
or the Yugoslav perspectives did not appear on NATO analysts’ ‘radar’. 
This defi cit of NATO analysis must be seen in relation to two additional 
interrelated levels. 

 First, NATO experts monitored Yugoslavia as a regional,  Eastern 
European power , and included it in their  Eastern European reports . Thus, 
they tended to neglect the Yugoslav ambition to be a leader of the 
Non-Aligned Movement, a crucial aspect of the revolutionary identity 
and thus the legitimization of the Titoist heresy, especially after 1955. 
Recent research has shown that the Soviet–Yugoslav reconciliation helped 
Belgrade pursue a neutralist policy.  56   Yet, NATO analysts were uncomfort-
able with both concepts. They believed that Belgrade had an infl ated view 
of its own international standing. It was not until the mid- 1960s that they 
developed an understanding for Yugoslav neutralist/global ambitions and 
this happened only after the Yugoslavs had ‘delivered’; that is only after 
the ‘tangible’ Cold War reality of Yugoslav economic reform, something 
of importance within the Eastern European context into which Yugoslavia 
had been placed by NATO analysts. 

 The second point involves the NATO experts’ perceptions of Eastern 
Europe. There was an instinctive tendency to downplay the importance 
of South-Eastern Europe, compared to the more ‘important’ Central 
European part of the Soviet bloc. Of course, the experts were correct in 
pointing out the anti-Soviet potential of Poland, evident in the long run, 
or the relative economic backwardness of the Balkan states. Even a lead-
ing expert such as Zbigniew Brzezinski (although much more balanced 
towards Yugoslavia compared to the NATO analysts) referred to a notion 
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which he called ‘Gomulkaism’, revealing both his hopes regarding Poland, 
but also the extent to which the much more relevant notion of Titoism 
shaped Western expectations. Western experts continually hoped to fi nd 
 a Tito  in the ‘more important’ space of East- Central Europe.  57   At the 
same time, there was always a barely concealed demeaning description of 
the communist Balkan societies, which were regarded as much less able 
to engineer change. Yugoslavia was a clear indication that this was not 
entirely true. However, it remained a ‘secondary’ topic in NATO analysis, 
and probably in Western Cold War perceptions in general.  
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    CHAPTER 5   

 Between Global and Regional Cold Wars: 
Turkey’s Search to Harmonize Its Security 

Engagements in the 1950s                     

     Ayşegül     Sever    

      In December 1956, the NATO Council approved the Report of the 
‘Three Wise Men’ on the restructuring of the alliance, which made a bold 
observation:

  NATO should not forget that the infl uence and interests of its members are 
not confi ned to the area covered by the Treaty and that common interests of 
the Atlantic community can be seriously affected by developments outside 
the Treaty area. Therefore, while striving to improve their relations with 
each other and to strengthen and deepen their own unity, they should also be 
concerned with harmonizing their policies in relation to other areas, taking 
into account the broader interests of the whole international community.  1   

   Even before this general statement, ‘concern for harmonizing relations’ 
even beyond the NATO area had already become the motto articulating 
security perceptions of the Menderes governments (1950–60) in Turkey. 

        A.   Sever      ( ) 
  Marmara University ,   Istanbul ,  Turkey    



Since its accession to NATO, intra-alliance relations regarding regions 
beyond NATO territory have been Turkey’s major concern. Not long 
after the Second World War, Turkey’s geographical location placed it at 
the nexus of the multiple defence arenas of the West vis-à-vis the Soviet 
Union, the Balkans, the Eastern Mediterranean and the Middle East. 
Turkey’s regional defence involvement in the Balkans and the Middle East 
came as an extension of its alignment with NATO in 1952. 

 Following its accession to NATO, Ankara perceived a strong connection 
between its role in the southern fl ank of NATO and its regional defence 
roles in the Balkans and the Middle East. Several works have examined 
various aspects of Turkey’s role in the regional pacts. This chapter con-
fi nes itself to elaborating on Turkey’s experience of interplay between the 
regional pacts and NATO as far as intra-alliance relations were concerned. 
Turkey was not the only NATO member of the respective pacts or the 
only NATO power that regarded the link between regional and global as 
crucial. However, in both cases Ankara was perhaps the most persistent 
defender of such a linkage and also shouldered serious challenges regard-
ing the coordination of its role as an ally in NATO’s general strategies with 
its regional security role in the Balkans and the Middle East. The priorities 
and perceptions of NATO’s allies were not monolithic in any region. In 
view of this, Turkey’s regional initiatives in the Balkans and Ankara’s very 
early reactions to NATO’s ‘out of area’ problems in the Middle East could 
serve as examples to shed light on the challenges involved in the interac-
tion between regional and global security engagements. Being the only 
NATO member with a long border with the Middle East, Ankara espe-
cially embarked on a mission of persistently bringing Middle East defence 
issues to the NATO Council, and consistently defended the close liaison 
between NATO and the Baghdad Pact. 

   EARLY COLD WAR REGIONALISM AND TURKEY’S 
SECURITY AGENDA 

 In the 1950s, Turkey’s security agenda was preoccupied with the classical 
Cold War concerns of having a strong defence mechanism in place against 
the Soviets under NATO, as well as the need to fullfi l its overextended 
regional security role in the neighbouring areas and to manage intra-allied 
tensions over Cyprus. This created a complex web of relations and priori-
ties which is worth examining. Turkey’s regional roles and its NATO role 
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were interwoven and therefore extensively complementary. The regional 
roles were largely voluntary, but Turkey’s NATO allies, the US in particu-
lar, strongly encouraged them. Ankara’s alignment with NATO put it at 
the centre of Cold War polarization in its neighbourhood. In this respect, 
Ankara even took the risk of overlooking its own regional problems—
even the one with Greece over Cyprus—for the sake of general alliance 
interests. 

 In Cold War politics, the balance of power between the East and West 
blocs dominated the regional security environment and constrained 
regional powers. This was most evident early in the Cold War. Even though 
regional powers are currently accepted as pivotal actors in their respective 
regions and ‘occupy a certain hierarchic position in global power distri-
bution’, the balance between global and regional power hierarchies in 
the 1950s was signifi cantly unfavourable towards regional powers.  2   All 
regional organizations were considered as an extension of the then exist-
ing power struggle between the two blocs.  3   In view of this, Turkey’s fi rst 
priority was to become integrated into the Cold War security system via 
NATO and then to serve the regional security needs of the alliance. 

 In the face of a number of Soviet demands, including the cession of 
bases in the Turkish Straits and some territories in Eastern Anatolia to 
the Soviets, as well as a revision of the Montreux Convention on the 
Turkish Straits, all Turkish governments after 1949 campaigned hard to 
be accepted by NATO. Ankara’s desire to be part of the alliance carried 
ideational and strategic concerns. The Turks regarded ‘NATO as an exten-
sion of the US’ and considered their NATO membership as a protective 
shield against security challenges posed by the Soviet Union. Besides, they 
considered it as an opportunity to cooperate with the US on a larger scale 
through the ‘institutionalization of the alliance’.  4   This expectation was 
eventually fulfi lled with Turkey’s accession to NATO in 1952. In May 
1951, the US Joint Chiefs of Staff had already clearly recognized the criti-
cal role Turkey could undertake in safeguarding the West’s southern fl ank 
in Europe by diverting large numbers of Soviet troops and by improv-
ing the defence of the Mediterranean and the Middle East.  5   In addition 
to seeking military security, the Turks believed that their acceptance by 
the Atlantic alliance was a recognition of Turkey’s Western identity and 
its becoming an equal partner of Europe. As Aybet describes, ‘this was 
essentially a western identity which rested upon the legitimacy of collec-
tive defence and was constructed within a framework of military security’.  6   
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 By 1952, the strengthening of Turkish national self-esteem due to 
NATO membership, over-enthusiasm on the part of the Menderes gov-
ernments towards an active foreign policy and encouragement from its 
Western allies made Ankara a very infl uential actor in the politics of regional 
security schemes. Instead of making a regional pact a stepping-stone to 
integration with the Western alliance, Turkey’s membership of NATO 
brought about serious regional engagements. These expected multiple 
security roles in the surrounding regions resulted in signifi cant coopera-
tion over a vast area, but also served as sources of disagreements between 
Turkey, its Western allies and countries in the region. Irrespective of the 
area in which Turkey became involved, the regional powers and Turkey 
itself took its NATO identity very seriously. Ankara consistently sought a 
close link between NATO and the pacts because it considered them com-
plementary. Therefore, when Italy expressed its opposition to the Balkan 
Pact due to the Trieste problem with Yugoslavia, and Anglo-US differ-
ences over Suez negatively affected the Baghdad Pact, Ankara became 
most alarmed about the effects of all these on the security of the West. 

 During the post-war period, Turkey’s attitude towards the Middle East 
or the Balkans exhibited typical characteristics of Cold War regionalism. 
The balance of power between the superpowers dominated questions of 
regional security. Regional powers like Turkey enjoyed much less liberty 
in regional politics. Regional cooperation focused particularly on military 
security considerations and was put into effect in security initiatives such 
as the Middle East Command, the Balkan Pact, and the Baghdad Pact. 
‘Realist state-based matters of high politics’ were then the driving force 
behind Ankara’s participation in any regional cooperation efforts, rather 
than self-initiated or regional actor-driven regionalism. 

 Concurrently, Ankara’s interest in the region, either by promoting 
the Balkan Pact or the Baghdad Pact did not carry exclusively nationally 
defi ned ideational load, but it also involved strategic expectations from the 
West, particularly from the US in terms of military and economic assis-
tance. It was Ankara’s security-based perceptions of the post-war world, 
rather than its regional identity, that led it to undertake such regional 
initiatives for the fi rst time since the beginning of the Republican era. 
After its entry to the Atlantic alliance, Turkey considered the Balkans and 
the Middle East as regions that sooner or later would become Cold War 
battlegrounds. In view of this, Turkey was ready to be part of Cold War 
regionalism, provided its NATO alignment would continue. 
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 Consequently, Ankara took active roles in the promotion of the Balkan 
Pact and the Baghdad Pact. In both cases, Ankara favoured imminent and 
very close organic ties between NATO and the regional pact signatories. 
This was not a radical expectation, but sometimes caused concern and dis-
agreement among NATO allies. Ankara also regarded the pacts as a pro-
spective strong link between NATO and Turkey, and expected these pacts 
to create an extra bond between regional allies of NATO in the Balkans 
(Turkey and Greece) and the Middle East (Turkey, Britain, and the US).  

   THE FIRST TEST FOR HARMONIZING TURKEY’S SECURITY 
COMMITMENTS 

 In the early 1950s, Ankara became alarmed by Soviet expansion in the 
Balkans. However, this region was not at the centre of Turkish foreign 
policy considerations. The last time Ankara took an interest in a Balkan 
cooperation was in 1934, when Yugoslavia, Greece, Turkey and Romania 
became signatories to the Balkan Entente against the revisionist powers of 
that period. 

 Unlike Greece and Yugoslavia, Turkey did not experience wartime 
occupation or regime change. In that sense, Turkey was an outsider to 
the area due to its non-belligerent status during the Second World War. 
Moreover, it faced no dispute over its small territory, Eastern Thrace, in 
the Balkans. Therefore, its early interest in Yugoslavia’s break from the 
Soviets was not a result of its own immediate security considerations, but 
rather a general concern about bordering a region in which Soviet infl u-
ence prevailed. After Yugoslavia was expelled from the Cominform on 28 
June 1948, Ankara, along with its allies, especially the US, perceived the 
rift between Belgrade and Moscow as a good opportunity to weaken the 
monolithic character of the Communist bloc and thus weaken the Soviet 
camp.  7   Until the Korean War, Turkey’s possible contribution to the West’s 
defence was generally appreciated in relation to the Middle East and the 
Eastern Mediterranean, rather than South-Eastern Europe. This changed 
when Turkey became involved in the defence of Europe as a member of 
NATO’s Allied Forces in South-Eastern European Command. 

 Concurrently, Turkey’s serious efforts to incorporate Yugoslavia into 
the West began in earnest after its entry into NATO.  As two Balkan 
member states of NATO, Greece and Turkey held talks in an attempt 
to coordinate their defence plans and enhance their military position in 
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the Balkans. The US, Britain and France had already demonstrated their 
support for the Tito regime by providing economic and military aid in 
1949. In late 1949, the Americans concluded that Tito’s political inde-
pendence represented an important asset for the West. It was believed 
that the Soviets’ success in overthrowing Tito would threaten to overturn 
the balance of power in the region, endangering the position of Greece 
and Italy. Ideally, Athens and Ankara hoped for the conclusion of a tri-
partite Greek–Turkish–Yugoslav defence pact, which would also associate 
Yugoslavia with NATO’s southern fl ank. In considering the incorpora-
tion of Yugoslavia into the alliance, Bulgaria was a crucial concern. Due 
to its geographical position, Bulgaria could threaten all three countries. 
Moreover, it was the most reliable Soviet ally and had ‘the better equipped 
and probably the better trained’ army in the region.  8   Greece, Turkey and 
Yugoslavia all border Bulgaria. Each country assigned a sizeable part of its 
forces to guarding its borders, and each wanted to know how the other 
would act in a time of emergency.  9   

 Compared to Greece and Yugoslavia, the threats Turkey faced from 
illegal border crossings and border violations were negligible, but they 
had started increasing steadily. Unexpectedly, the most serious post-war 
Balkan challenge to Turkey came not in the form of a Bulgarian military 
threat, but rather from Bulgaria’s provocative use of the Turkish minority 
issue. In August 1950, the Bulgarians announced their decision to deport 
large numbers of Turks in Bulgaria to Turkey. The Bulgarian government 
sent a memo to the Turkish Embassy in Sofi a demanding that Turkey 
admit 250,000 members of the Turkish minority in Bulgaria within three 
months.  10   This demand put the then newly elected Menderes govern-
ment in a diffi cult position. The refugee crisis was eventually resolved in 
December 1950, but Turkey still had to accept 51,951 Bulgarian Turks.  11   
This development was the fi rst incident that drew Turkey’s attention to 
possible risks originating from Bulgaria. 

 The growing ties between Yugoslavia and NATO allies also motivated 
Turkey to develop a closer relationship with that country. The rapid 
improvements in Greek–Yugoslav relations also affected Ankara. This shift 
prompted Turkey to further develop relations with Yugoslavia, given that 
Greece, which had been having serious territorial and ethnic disputes with 
Yugoslavia, was ready to cooperate with Belgrade. 

 Greece and Turkey’s cooperation in drawing Yugoslavia into the 
Western camp was an important indicator of the Cold War partnership 
between these two regional members of NATO. Following the Venizelos–
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Ataturk period, Greek–Turkish relations reached their best state for the 
second time in the early 1950s. After the war, Turkey and Greece were 
incorporated into US assistance programs under the Truman Doctrine 
and the Marshall Plan. The pro-Western governments of Adnan Menderes 
in Turkey and Marshal Alexandros Papagos in Greece (1952–5) advanced 
bilateral relations and further improved cooperation with the West. Against 
this backdrop, both sides were ready to initiate a campaign for partner-
ship with Yugoslavia for the sake of Balkan security. In January 1953, the 
Turkish Foreign Minister, Fuat Köprülü, stated that the time had come 
to admit Yugoslavia to NATO ,  preferably by direct entry .  He also stated 
that ‘if direct entry into NATO is not possible, an alternative solution 
should be sought through creation of a separate three power alliance 
such as EDC [European Defense Community] with reciprocal guarantees 
with NATO.’  12   On this issue, the Foreign Minister asked for direct guid-
ance from the Americans about Yugoslavia before his visit to Belgrade. In 
December 1952, the State Department instructed its Ambassador to tell 
the Turks that

  we are not able at this time to give any defi nitive views either upon the ques-
tion of Yugoslavia’s adherence to NATO or the creation of a complemen-
tary tripartite or quadripartite defence arrangement linked with NATO. We 
believe that for the time being there should be no commitment of forces 
or political commitments which might be inconsistent with Greece’s and 
Turkey’s present responsibilities to NATO. Nevertheless, we look with con-
siderable favour upon continuation of talks between the Turks and Yugoslavs 
on the basis of contingent military planning.  13   

   This was not the reply Ankara had hoped for. Köprülü subsequently 
complained that one of his principal diffi culties with the West had been its 
‘desultory’ approach to Yugoslavia.  14   

 It was clear that Turkey was anxious to move on to a military pact with 
Yugoslavia. However, the three countries initially failed to go ahead with 
a binding military agreement in the absence of full US or NATO backing. 
They had to be more patient in getting their allies’ full approval. It was 
clear to the US government that Turkey and Greece hoped for more posi-
tive military collaboration with Yugoslavia, which was vital to their own 
security. ‘Close political association between these countries, all relatively 
isolated from Western Europe and with less possibility for receiving assis-
tance in the event of war, would provide Greece and Turkey [an] addi-
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tional element of security to that which NATO provides.’  15   Nevertheless, 
the US was not interested in a military pact because it did not want NATO 
to be obliged to participate in a war over Yugoslavia, given the member-
ship status of Greece and Turkey.  16   Moreover, the US did not want to 
discomfort Italy over Trieste. Consequently, the two Balkan states’ search 
for a binding security pact was not immediately supported. To overcome 
US reservations, the Turkish Foreign Minister suggested the informal cre-
ation of what he termed the Southeast Europe Defence Organization, 
which included Greece, Turkey, and Yugoslavia, as well as the US, the 
UK, France and Italy. Meanwhile both Greece and Turkey were ready to 
overlook their emerging Cyprus crisis for the time being. At this juncture, 
the intra-allied dispute was overlooked and NATO functioned as a deter-
ring factor in this respect.  17   Meanwhile, an important obstacle to proceed-
ing with the pact was the Italian opposition. Turkey established a very 
close relationship with Italy to infl uence it favourably towards the Balkan 
Pact. Ankara became quite attentive to Italian concerns over Trieste and 
made serious efforts towards resolving the problem. During talks over 
the Balkan Pact, Turkey never neglected Italy’s concerns. Important visits 
were exchanged with the Italians. Foreign Minister Köprülü visited Rome 
in December 1952, but none of Turkey’s efforts came to fruition. Ankara 
sometimes expressed its frustration with the Italians’ attitude, arguing that 
the Italian opposition to the Balkan Pact ‘is basically [a] bargaining posi-
tion to assure Italy [of a] favourable solution to [the] Trieste problem.’  18   

 A friendship treaty with Yugoslavia was the most Turkey and Greece 
could achieve for the time being. On 28 January 1953, during his visit 
to Tito, Köprülü proposed a tripartite Greek–Turkish–Yugoslav treaty 
of friendship. In his speech at the Turkish Grand National Assembly, 
Köprülü emphasized the two sides’ equal enthusiasm about the launch 
of the treaty.  19   However, the US and the other leading Western allies had 
already made it clear that contingent military planning should continue 
on a tripartite basis as a matter separate and distinct from the projected 
Friendship Pact. Accordingly, a Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation (the 
Ankara Treaty) was signed between Turkey, Yugoslavia and Greece on 28 
February 1953 in Ankara. 

 Soon after the treaty was signed, attempts to turn it into a military 
alliance gained momentum. On 20 April 1954, during a visit by Tito to 
Turkey, the two sides agreed on the launch of a military alliance. As a 
last-minute attempt, Turkey approached Italy about joining them, but 
no progress was achieved. At this time, American restraint became evi-
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dent in Article 10 of the Treaty of Military Alliance, the so-called Bled 
Treaty or the Balkan Pact, which was signed on 9 August 1954. Article 
10 stated that ‘the provisions of the present Treaty do not affect and shall 
not be interpreted as affecting in any way the rights and obligations of 
Greece and Turkey resulting from the North Atlantic Treaty of 4 April 
1949’.  20   The three Balkan states eventually agreed that any armed aggres-
sion against one or more of them in any part of their territories would be 
considered an act of aggression against all of them. This was the mutual 
military undertaking that Turkey had been seeking. Just before the pact 
was signed, the Turkish delegation to NATO had made it clear that ‘the 
Pact is identical with those of NATO, the form adopted has been mod-
elled as closely as possible on that of the North Atlantic Treaty … Turkey 
and Greece … have achieved a task implicitly laid on them by the NATO 
Council.’  21   Accordingly, it was NATO’s turn to harmonize the two pacts. 
The Turkish delegation’s communication also pointed out that ‘armed 
aggression against a country of the NATO area, from which it is diffi cult 
logically to exclude Yugoslavia, could not remain localised’, so NATO and 
the prospective Balkan Alliance were  ipso facto , complementary.  22   

 This harmonization turned out to be wishful thinking because of 
the unexpectedly fast rapprochement between Yugoslavia and the 
USSR.  Whereas Yugoslavia had urged for a military alliance after the 
Friendship Treaty, the post-Stalin Soviet peace démarche had already pro-
gressed. Just prior to the signing of the military pact among the three 
states, Khrushchev had sent a secret letter to Tito in July 1954. When 
Tito responded on 11 August 1954, the fi rst exchange between Belgrade 
and Moscow since the disintegration of relations in 1948 was complete. 
The exchange of letters laid the foundation for Khrushchev’s historic visit 
to Belgrade in May 1955. In light of this dialogue, the Balkan Pact was 
destined to fail.  23   Along with this, the rise of the Cyprus problem between 
Greece and Turkey in 1955 also made the pact obsolete. The pact was 
short-lived but remained ‘the only formal military alliance between ideo-
logical foes’.  24   It was also signifi cant in displaying the diffi culties involved 
in the coordination of policies among the NATO allies, even when they 
had agreed on the fundamentals of Cold War politics. The regional powers 
were able to set up a regional pact, despite the slowness of forthcoming 
NATO support. On the other hand, they were also responsible for the 
demise of the pact by their choice of individual actions.  
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   EFFORTS TO COORDINATE NATO RESPONSIBILITIES 
WITH MIDDLE EAST SECURITY: ‘OUT OF AREA’ 

CHALLENGES 
 Harmonizing Middle Eastern security issues with NATO’s agenda was 
one of Turkey’s leading priorities during its involvement in the Baghdad 
Pact. This was perceived as crucial because Turkey is the only NATO 
state bordering the Middle East. However, it was a diffi cult endeavour, 
since the Middle East was formally outside the ‘NATO area’ and thus 
was part of the heated intra-alliance debates regarding ‘out-of-area’ com-
mitments. In promoting the Baghdad Pact, Ankara reminded its NATO 
allies of the difi culties involved in Middle East defence. These reminders 
increased towards the late 1950s because the pact faced diffi culties during 
the 1956 Suez Crisis and the 1958 Iraq coup. Turkey’s position over Suez 
gave the fi rst serious signal of Ankara’s perception of a more extended 
role for NATO in the Middle East. The 1956 Suez war and the ensuing 
regional crises, the 1957 Syria crisis and the 1958 Iraqi coup, also accel-
erated Ankara’s desire to see a concrete liasion between NATO and the 
Baghdad Pact. The Turkish government increasingly brought the issue to 
NATO meetings. 

 Having participated in the British-led MEC (Middle East Command) 
and the MEDO (Middle East Defence Organisation) early on, Turkey’s real 
commitment to the defence of the Middle East came into existence in the 
pursuit of a new American defence initiative, the so-called Northern Tier 
concept. The concept was formalized after the tour of the US Secretary of 
State, John Foster Dulles, in the Middle East in May 1953. It was based 
on the premise that countries such as Pakistan, Iran, Iraq and Turkey were 
more vulnerable to the Soviet threat than other states in the Middle East; 
therefore, they should constitute the core of any prospective defence pact 
for the region. During Dulles’ short visit to Ankara between 25 and 27 
May 1953, Menderes told the US Secretary of State that his country must 
be ‘the backbone’ of defence in the Middle East, and expressed his support 
for any American initiative promoting regional defence.  25   Both Menderes 
and President Celal Bayar argued that Turkey’s social and political stabil-
ity, its military superiority and, above all, its  determination to fi ght Soviet 
expansionism could draw regional support for the new Western initiatives 
in the region. 

 The Menderes administration immediately launched a full-scale diplo-
matic initiative to ensure Arab support for the pact. However, countries 
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such as Egypt and Syria were far from ready to join in. Consequently, 
it was decided that the Northern Tier states should not wait indefi -
nitely for countries such as Egypt to join the treaty but should concen-
trate their efforts on Iraq and obtain a fi rm response from that country. 
Subsequently, ensuring Iraq’s participation became the main aim. In his 
diplomacy towards Baghdad, Menderes relied on his personal closeness 
with Iraq’s pro-Western Prime Minister, Nuri Said, forthcoming military 
and economic assistance from the US, and several last-minute promises 
given to the Iraqis regarding the Palestinian question. All of these worked 
out and led to the so-called Baghdad Pact on 24 February 1955. The 
Americans and the British expressed their delight with this early success. 
Turkey thus became instrumental in ensuring Iraq’s pivotal participation 
in this crucial Western venture in the Middle East.  26   From then on, Ankara 
conducted a diplomatic offensive in the Middle East, especially towards 
Iraq, something which had never been seen in the Republican period 
before. The offensive brought about the Baghdad Pact, which became the 
fi rst and the most signifi cant example of the execution of the Northern 
Tier strategy. Although Turkey and its Western allies were delighted with 
the pact, the Egyptian government responded to the Turkish–Iraqi agree-
ment very unfavourably. The Egyptian President, Gamal Abdul Nasser, 
regarded it as a betrayal and accused Iraq of breaking solidarity in the Arab 
world to enter into defence relations with countries outside the Middle 
East. The pact with Iraq had a negative effect on Turkey’s relations with 
most Arab states, since Ankara was accused of being a Western ‘puppet’ 
and of destroying Arab unity. On the other hand, the pact delighted some 
of Iraq’s NATO allies. Britain viewed the proposed Turkish–Iraqi treaty 
as a fi rst step in launching a Western defence system in the Middle East. 
The British regarded the pact as an opportunity to renew the Anglo-Iraqi 
Treaty of 1930 (which was due to expire in 1957) under the umbrella 
of a Turkish–Iraqi pact. In January 1954, J. M. Troutbeck, the British 
Ambassador to Baghdad, suggested that a direct Turkish–Iraqi exchange 
of views on the defence question could help ‘to show the Iraqis that a 
neighbouring Asiatic country could accept a close military alliance with 
the West and the presence of Western service personnel on its soil without 
any derogation of their national sovereignty and dignity’.  27   

 According to Article 1 of the pact, the contracting parties declared 
their intention to cooperate for their security and defence under Article 
51 of the UN Charter. Article 5 made it clear that the pact would be open 
for accession to any member states of the Arab League or any other state 
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concerned with the security of the Middle East. In this article, it was also 
stated that, ‘any acceding State Party to the present Pact may conclude 
special agreements in accordance with Article 1, with one or more states 
parties to the present Pact’. With the inclusion of this provision, the British 
were entitled to sign a special agreement with Iraq as soon as they joined 
the pact. After the signature of the pact with Baghdad, the new Turkish 
Foreign Minister, Fatin Rüştü Zorlu, informed the NATO Council that

  the pact between Turkey and Iraq had consequences which went far beyond 
the Middle East, and should be considered from the point of view of world 
strategy rather than of Middle East strategy … He asked NATO to believe 
that if a coordinated effort were made, the stability of the whole Middle East 
area might in the near future be vastly increased.  28   

   Between 1955 and 1959, the Menderes government’s primary goal in the 
Middle East remained the promotion and strengthening of the Baghdad 
Pact. The government believed that successful operation of the pact would 
improve the country’s overall profi le as a NATO ally, and open up the pos-
sibility of receiving more economic and military assistance from the West, 
especially the US. However, soon after the Baghdad Pact was signed, an 
anti-pact bloc under Nasser’s leadership began to emerge as Egypt and 
Syria announced that they were going to sign an alternative ‘agreement’. 
Turkey viewed this as a hostile act and reacted strongly. Ankara went so 
far as to threaten Syria, stating that if the Syrians insisted on this anti-pact 
policy, Turkey would consider breaking off relations with Damascus.  29   
Predictably, the Turkish government’s pressure caused protests across the 
Arab world, which alarmed the West. American and British missions in 
the Arab countries also warned their respective governments about the 
possible negative consequences of Turkey’s tough approach towards the 
Arabs. In other words, Turkey was now suffering adverse regional conse-
quences because of its pro-Western policy. These warnings were echoed in 
messages from Arab governments, including that of Iraq. Towards the end 
of March 1955, both the British and American governments simultane-
ously came to the conclusion that the Menderes administration’s attempts 
to reduce Egyptian and Syrian opposition to the pact had, in fact, been 
counterproductive and appeared to be causing serious anti-Turkish as well 
as anti-Western sentiments in Ankara. Accordingly, the Turks were warned 
against hastily attempting to draw the Arabs into the pact. Dulles advised 
his Ambassador in Ankara that, ‘we fear Turkish methods if continued will 
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arouse in [the] minds of Arabs including Iraq apprehensions regarding 
Turkish intentions and fear of domination by Turkey with consequent 
threat to attainment [of] area objectives we [are] both seeking.’  30   The 
Anglo-American suggestion was met with a frosty response in Ankara. The 
Secretary-General of the Turkish Foreign Ministry, Nuri Birgi, expressed 
his government’s surprise about the British and American misgivings con-
cerning Turkey’s attitude and asked bluntly what else they wanted his 
country to do.  31   Despite warnings from its allies, and despite its own dis-
appointment at the US attitude, Turkey continued with its vigorous cam-
paign to secure further Arab support for the pact. 

 Notwithstanding Turkey’s frustration with the Syrian–Egyptian oppo-
sition, the subsequent accessions of Britain, Pakistan and Iran raised 
Turkey’s hopes about the pact’s success. Both the Americans and British 
paid tribute to the Turkish leaders’ ability to sell the pact in the region, to 
the Iranians, for instance.  32   Nonetheless, the Turks’ uneasiness about the 
pact’s future increased when their Western allies made overtures towards 
the Egyptian leader in order not to lose him to the Soviets altogether. 

 Ankara was disappointed by what it perceived as the guarded reac-
tion of its NATO allies, Britain and the US, to the 1955 Egyptian–Czech 
arms deal. The government believed that the deal was a clear indication 
of Egypt’s integration into the Soviet bloc. Turkey therefore urged its 
allies to concentrate their efforts on attracting additional Arab states to 
the Baghdad Pact to isolate Nasser.  33   However, Britain and the US did not 
think that it was an appropriate time to alienate Egypt. It was only after 
Nasser’s decision to nationalize the Suez Canal in summer 1956, that the 
British position changed radically and the crisis brought about new chal-
lenges for the three NATO allies with special interests in the defence of the 
Middle East—the US, Britain and Turkey. 

 With the support of its two NATO allies, Turkey continued its active 
role in the Middle East. Turkey’s occasional differences with the US 
over the latter’s lack of membership of the Baghdad Pact or differences 
between the two countries on the methods to attract regional countries 
to the pact had occasionally strained relations. However, the Suez affair 
affected Turkey’s relations with its two NATO allies rather differently: 
the Menderes government found itself in a very uncomfortable position 
because of Anglo-American responses to Nasser’s nationalization of the 
Canal. Although both major Western powers condemned the national-
ization, they took different positions on the substance and thus forced 
Ankara to make a choice between the two. Ankara also found it diffi cult 
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to coordinate its regional security preferences and general NATO poli-
cies over an ‘out-of-area’ dispute. Being a NATO ally with multi-regional 
roles, Turkey was bound to get involved in this debate. 

 French and British attempts to draw their allies into their global politics 
was met with disfavour in most NATO states and angered the Americans. 
The military campaign against Egypt led Dulles to make a strict delinea-
tion between the NATO area and the rest of the world:

  Now there has been some difference in our approach to this problem of 
the Suez Canal. This is not an area where we are bound together by treaty. 
Certain areas we are treaty bound to protect, such as the North Atlantic 
Treaty area, and there we stand together, and I hope and believe always will 
stand absolutely together.  34   

   This US–British–French disagreement led to a serious crisis in the 
Western bloc. After the UN Security Council failed to end the problem 
because of the French and British vetoes, the US took its ceasefi re reso-
lution to the General Assembly. The Menderes government reluctantly 
supported the American resolution at the General Assembly, but this was 
far from being a fi rm indication of Turkey’s distaste for the Anglo-French 
military intervention in the Suez Canal. While the Western Alliance 
was in disarray over Suez, Ankara did not like being forced to choose 
between two allies—Britain and the USA. It seemed that the Turks did 
not resent Britain’s military campaign against Egypt as much as that of the 
US. Thus, when the US proposed to use the General Assembly instead 
of the Security Council as a discussion forum due to British and French 
vetoes, the Turkish delegate at the UN abstained. Ankara might have liked 
to see Nasser being given a harsh lesson over his nationalization of the 
Canal .  Before the crisis, Menderes had already clarifi ed his government’s 
stand on the issue by stating that he did not regard the Canal dispute as a 
bilateral problem between the UK and Egypt, but one which concerned 
the whole of NATO strategy. Supporting the British standing, Menderes 
had argued that

  the Egyptians could not properly maintain today that the nature of the British 
position in the Canal Zone is one of imperialism or of merely  maintaining 
British interests. Turkey is convinced that the UK is acting as guardian of an 
outpost of one of the key positions of the free world.  35   
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   This was identical to Turkey’s reaction to the French presence in Algeria. 
Turkey didn’t differentiate between some NATO allies’ colonial interests 
and the general interests of the alliance. Strained relations with Nasser 
also made Ankara a reluctant partner of the US over Suez. The leaders of 
Turkey and Egypt had been pursuing policies in the region which were 
incompatible. While Nasser was trying to reduce his country’s dependence 
on the West, Menderes was keen on strengthening its ties with the same 
countries. Moreover, Ankara was backing Iraq in its historic leadership 
contest between Iraq and Egypt. Finally, the Menderes administration 
was uncomfortable with the improvement recorded in Egyptian–Greek 
relations. Due to Turkish misgivings about Egypt, the government pre-
ferred to see fi rm American backing of the British over Suez. However, 
this didn’t happen. Turkey eventually felt compelled to side with the US 
over Suez. This half-hearted support was also clear during NATO discus-
sions. During the ministerial session of the NATO Council in December 
1956, Menderes stated that, ‘although NATO defence planning is limited 
to the defence of the NATO area, it is necessary to take account of dan-
gers which might arise for NATO because of developments outside that 
area’.  36   He added that NATO and the Baghdad Pact were ‘complemen-
tary’ and liaison between the two defensive systems was essential. Turkey 
and Britain were full members of the pact and the US was participating in 
certain activities of the pact, so for the defence of NATO’s southern fl ank 
‘the state of defence of the Baghdad Pact’ was essential.  37   

 By the late 1950s, discussions on the Middle East situation and the 
possibility of a liason between NATO and the Baghdad Pact became a 
regular item on the agenda of NATO ministerial meetings. As Turkey 
became alarmed about the rise of communist infl uence in Syria in 1957, 
it emphasized the dire consequences of such a development for the whole 
of NATO. During the NATO summit of December 1957, Zorlu warned 
that ‘NATO countries should realise that the menace is general and real.’ 
He asked for the support of not only the UK and the US, but also the 
whole of NATO.  He stressed that, ‘it is not the intention to demand 
any extension of NATO responsibilities to the defence of the Baghdad 
Pact countries but NATO countries can on the other hand lend strength 
and support to stem the tide of Soviet subversion.’  38   From then on, the 
Council members were equally divided as to the intimacy of the links that 
should be established between NATO and the Baghdad Pact. 

 The 1958 coup in Iraq heated this debate even further because the 
future of the pact was at stake. As the US and Britain deployed forces in 
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Lebanon and Jordan respectively to protect the regimes there from the fate 
of Nuri Said in Iraq, NATO states verbally supported these decisions. The 
Menderes government went further than the others. The US was allowed 
to use the Iṅcirlik base in southern Turkey.  39   The opposition criticized the 
Menderes government for letting the Americans use Iṅcirlik without any 
NATO involvement. Foreign Minister Zorlu accepted the fact that the 
base was used outside NATO, but described the opposition’s criticism as 
pointless by declaring that using Iṅcirlik ‘was nothing more than assisting 
forces going to defend [a] small friendly country at [the] request [of] that 
country’.  40   It was evident that Turkey was not particularly concerned with 
the dilemmas of out-of-area involvements. 

 In 1959, in an attempt to safeguard the Baghdad Pact following the 
1958 Iraq takeover, NATO talks concerning the strengthening of mili-
tary ties between the alliance and the Baghdad Pact organisations contin-
ued, and Turkey, as always, strongly defended these fi rm links. Because of 
strong opposition from countries such as Norway and Canada, no binding 
agreements were made, but closer consultation on military issues and the 
possibility of further assistance from NATO countries to the region were 
agreed.  41   All the way along, the Turkish delegations or Turkish statesmen 
advocated closer liason between NATO and the Baghdad Pact. Actually, 
this was too much to ask in view of the consistently declining popularity of 
the pact in the late 1950s, and consequently, the advocacy of the Turkish 
statemen was to no avail.  

     CONCLUSIONS 
 Alignment with NATO put Turkey at the centre of Cold War polariza-
tion in various regions. Ankara regarded this situation as unavoidable and 
therefore accepted to engage in the regional challenges of the Cold War. 
The Menderes governments hardly made any distinction between region-
specifi c challenges. Any anti-Western development originating from the 
Balkans, the Middle East or somewhere else was considered as a variation 
of the same Soviet menace. Any nationalist movement or any anti-Western 
act was easily condemned as a global challenge to the Atlantic alliance and 
the global interests of the West. Due to its multi-regional character in geo-
graphical and cultural terms, Ankara, perhaps more than any other NATO 
ally, was very attentive to the idea of setting up interalignments between 
pro-Western regional security initiatives and NATO. This was also closely 
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related to Ankara’s desire to draw attention to its prospective roles in the 
regions which were vital for its own national security. 

 However, commitments on a global scale against the Soviet Union did 
not bring about an easy understanding between NATO allies in regional 
politics. Hard-pushed regional pacts generally failed to strengthen NATO 
or secure unanimity in its ranks. Turkey’s desire to connect all the regional 
defence schemes with NATO one way or the other was closely related to 
the nature of the international order, which then side-lined regional roles 
for regional security. 

 The feeling of interdependence in the Alliance had some moderating 
effect on some regional issues, but not necessarily in regional politics. 
Therefore, Turkey’s NATO identity provided a degree of coherence for 
intra-NATO relations regarding regional politics, but fell short of improv-
ing the regional security environment or contributing to a well- functioning 
interdependence between NATO and the aforementioned pacts to which 
Turkey dearly committed itself. In essence, Cold War NATO failed to 
solve the confl ict between its ‘area’ and ‘out-of-area’ roles, which however 
was a constant challenge for Turkish policies.  
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CHAPTER 6

The Warsaw Pact in the Balkans: 
The Bulgarian Perspective

Jordan Baev

Introduction

Radical political transformation in Eastern Europe since the early 1990s has 
been responsible for a large-scale declassification process of the formerly 
top secret Warsaw Pact archives. Between 2010 and 2013, the Bulgarian 
military and military intelligence records for the whole Cold War era up to 
the 1990s were also made available. During the previous two decades, the 
author of this chapter had a chance to reveal and publish a huge amount 
of new archival documents1 and to analyze some important issues on the 
role of Bulgaria in the Warsaw Pact, particularly about the doctrinal and 
organizational development of the East European bloc and the Bulgarian 
attitude toward the major global and regional postwar conflicts.2

This study contributes some new viewpoints on the Warsaw Pact policy 
on NATO’s southern flank from a Bulgarian perspective, by discussing in 
particular, the ‘distribution of roles and goals’ among the member states, 
the dilemma of the nuclear/missiles proliferation, and the reconnaissance 
of NATO war planes and joint military exercises in the region. Special 
attention is devoted also to belated attempts for the reform of the Warsaw 
Pact at the end of the 1980s, just before its inevitable dissolution follow-
ing the collapse of the Communist regimes in Eastern Europe.
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The way the Soviet political model was imposed on Eastern Europe 
implicitly indicated that the creation of the Warsaw Pact in May 1955 
actually marked not the beginning, but the end of an initial stage of politi-
cal and military integration in the Soviet bloc. In the late 1940s the system 
of bilateral agreements had already been completed. Unlike the treaty of 
collective defense which later led to the establishment of the Warsaw Pact, 
these first bilateral agreements for mutual assistance had such obscure 
definitions of the casus foederis that it was difficult to predict when and 
under what exact circumstances the Soviet and East European armies 
would begin military operations. The initial period of multilateral military 
cooperation was marked by a secret summit held at Stalin’s initiative in 
Moscow on 9–12 January 1951. All East European political and military 
leaders supported indisputably the idea of establishing a ‘Coordination 
Committee for the build-up of the Armed forces in the countries of peo-
ple’s democracy’.3 Within a couple of years after that meeting, the East 
European Armed Forces were intensively rearmed and reorganized fol-
lowing the Soviet pattern.

The Formation of the Warsaw Pact

The original idea for the build-up of an East European collective defense 
system was declared in a general way at the Moscow Conference of the 
Soviet bloc leaders (29 November–2 December 1954). On the basis of 
the documents available, one can assume that until mid-March 1955 the 
Soviets’ East European partners had no idea of either the nature of the 
proposed alliance or the approximate date of its establishment. An order 
by the Bulgarian Defense Minister, Gen. Petar Panchevski, on 8 March 
1955 stated that an Air Defense Forces staff exercise was to take place 
from 9 to 13 May under his command.4

It becomes clear that at the time it was not known yet that an inter-
national conference was to be held during that very same period. On 19 
March, however, Gen. Panchevski left urgently for Moscow. Three days 
later, the Soviet Foreign Ministry gave official information about the con-
sultations that took place among the delegations of Albania, Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, the GDR, Hungary, Poland, Romania, and the USSR, 
regarding the decisions of the Moscow Conference. Only on 1 April 
1955, at a Soviet leadership meeting, was the Minister of Defense Marshal 
Georgy Zhukov assigned the task of preparing a draft of the joint mili-
tary structure of the future alliance. Thus, the opening of the Warsaw 
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Conference was postponed from 25 April to mid-May 1955. Only on 2 
May were the East European leaders informed that the constitutive meet-
ing would take place from 11 to 14 May 1955 in Warsaw.5

In preliminary consultations, just before the opening of the meet-
ing, the Defense and Foreign ministers agreed on the final contents of 
the draft documents. The Bulgarian Defense Minister, Gen. Panchevski, 
accompanied by the Head of the General Staff’s Operations Department, 
Col. Atanas Semerdzhiev, left for Warsaw as early as 6 May 1955 and 
remained there for another three days following the end of the meeting.6 
In his memoirs Gen. Semerdzhiev7 stated: ‘In the course of the next few 
days because of the total lack of information regarding my duties I felt 
extremely uneasy … Especially, since the instructions given to me in Sofia 
were rather scanty.’8 During the third session on 12 May 1955 Bulgarian 
Prime Minister Vulko Chervenkov discussed the situation in the Balkans, 
stressing especially the US military bases in Turkey and Greece. The lead-
ers of all invited delegations adopted unanimously the draft treaty which 
was introduced in the fourth session of 13 May 1955 which lasted pre-
cisely twenty-five minutes. According to the provisions of the Treaty, the 
supreme leading body of the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) was the 
Political Consultative Committee (PCC). In a separate confidential ses-
sion, a special decision to create a Joint Armed Forces (JAF) and Unified 
Command of the Armed Forces was also adopted.9

As early as the time of the Korean War the Balkans had lost its strategic 
priority compared to the time of the Truman Doctrine. During the life-
time of the Warsaw Pact, Central and Western Europe formed the so-called 
‘forward echelon’ in the global confrontation between the two blocs. The 
strategic direction of the Balkans occupied a secondary place in Soviet 
war plans. For this reason, the Albanian estrangement and the Romanian 
‘dissidence’ evoked neither forceful nor indeed any counteractions by the 
Kremlin (unlike in Hungary and Czechoslovakia), especially since they 
both followed a staunch Communist and anti-capitalist orientation.

At the very moment of its creation the organization assigned specific 
observation and analytical tasks to each of its member states on the basis 
of the fighting capacity and military power of their neighboring countries 
that were members of NATO. Thus Bulgaria and Romania were assigned 
the examination of NATO’s intentions and actions in the Balkans, the 
Mediterranean, and the Middle East region.

The practice of holding bilateral and multilateral Soviet bloc meet-
ings started, where the tasks and goals for each country at the time of 
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the establishment of the Warsaw Pact in 1955 were discussed. The first 
such multilateral intelligence services meeting was held in Moscow in 
March 1955, with the participation of eight East European delegations. 
The Soviet representatives raised the question of intelligence informa-
tion exchange and joint operative measures directed against the ‘main 
adversary’—the United States of America—and Great Britain. Taking the 
NATO joint bureau as an example, they insisted that the Soviet bloc intel-
ligence activity be oriented in three main directions: (1) Infiltration and 
recruiting agents within the NATO ruling circles with the principal aim 
of obtaining information regarding NATO secret agreements and resolu-
tions; (2) Obtaining information on joint military exercises, war plans, 
and rearmament of the NATO armies; (3) Obtaining new information 
concerning disagreements between NATO member countries. Bulgaria, 
Romania, and Albania took up common intelligence measures against 
Turkey and Greece.10

Soon after the first multilateral intelligence meeting of the Soviet bloc in 
March 1955, the Bulgarian communist leadership approved the proposals 
in accordance with the meeting’s recommendations: ‘The main direction 
in the work of Intelligence services was determined—Turkey and Greece, 
where the American and British imperialists are building their military 
bases, are organizing intelligence centers and schools, and are convert-
ing these countries into a springboard for aggression against Bulgaria and 
other socialist countries.’ A specific Bulgarian national peculiarity was the 
use of the term ‘main adversary’ for Turkey, while in common Warsaw 
Pact terminology the same term was used for NATO and the USA. The 
basic tasks of Bulgarian intelligence agencies in this direction were speci-
fied as followed:

A. Intelligence on US and British military plans for using Turkey and Greece; 
B. Reconnaissance of the military and secret agreements for creation of new 
US and British military bases on Turkish and Greek territory as well as the 
arrangements under multilateral NATO agreements; C. Obtaining informa-
tion about the military potential, mobilization readiness, rearmament (in 
particular regarding the nuclear weapons), and defense industry of Turkey 
and Greece; their Air Force and Naval bases, and the use of the fortification 
installations at the Black Sea Straits, Izmir, and Cyprus; obtaining informa-
tion on the use of atomic energy for military purposes, about the radar 
installations, chemistry, bacteriology, and geology; D. Revealing the inter-
nal contradictions between the ruling circles in Turkey and Greece as well 
as the existing contradictions of these countries with the USA and Great 
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Britain; E. Infiltration inside the intelligence centers and schools of the USA, 
Great Britain and other capitalist countries on Turkish and Greek territory 
aiming to learn and counteract their aggressive intentions; F.  Infiltration 
within the enemy immigration organizations aiming to spoil the plans of 
US, British, Turkish, Greek and other capitalist intelligence agencies to use 
the emigration against Bulgaria; G. Our intelligence residents in Israel and 
Egypt to orient their activity for availing the opportunities of intelligence 
work in Turkey, Greece, and Cyprus.11

Rearmament of the Bulgarian Army

The first decision ever for the eventual deployment of medium-range 
ballistic missiles on Bulgarian territory was discussed even before the 
establishment of the Warsaw Pact. Special Soviet military teams made 
reconnaissance trips between 1953 and 1955 to Romania, Bulgaria, and 
the GDR to gather information on potential deployment locations of 
R-1 (SS-1) and R-2 (SS-2) missiles. The initial decision was against such 
a deployment because of the ‘limited effectiveness’ of those weapons. 
However, on 26 March 1955 the Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev signed 
a joint top secret decree No. 584-365ss, formulated by the CPSU Central 
Committee and Council of Ministers of the USSR regarding the station-
ing of strategic ballistic missiles units in four different regions.12 According 
to this document, the 72nd Engineering Brigade had to be transferred to 
the Soviet Forces Group in the German Democratic Republic; the 73rd 
Brigade to Bulgaria; the 90th Brigade to the Trans-Caucasian Military 
Zone; and the 85th Brigade to the Far East Military Zone. The Kremlin’s 
decision envisaged the deployment of the newest intermediate range bal-
listic missiles R-5M (SS-3) with a codename ‘8K51’.

There is no available information why the decision of 26 March 1955 
never applied to Bulgaria. The main reason was probably the unstable 
political situation within the Warsaw Pact after the twentieth CPSU 
Congress of February 1956 and the new Soviet bloc initiatives of 1957 for 
the establishment of nuclear-free zones in Central Europe and the Balkans. 
Actually, the 73rd Brigade with R-5M missiles was stationed at the end of 
1956 in Volgograd region and in 1960 it was transferred to Kolomiya in 
Ukraine. Interesting evidence that has become available in the last few 
years confirms the strategic importance of Bulgaria for Soviet war plans. 
On 3 August 1958, Nikita Khrushchev had intensive talks with his Chinese 
host Mao Zedong in Beijing, in the presence of Soviet Defense Minister 
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Marshal Rodion Malinovski. When the discussion turned to nuclear pro-
liferation issues, Chairman Mao mentioned Turkey, where the USA had 
established many military bases. In return, Khrushchev commented that 
the US bases in Turkey ‘are all in our sights’, and went further:

They’re planning to build bases in Greece, but that’s even easier. Throw a 
rock down from the Bulgarian mountains and they’ll be gone. Even America 
is under the gun now. We must thank our scientists for the creation of inter-
continental missiles.13

In 1958–60 a new military doctrine was formulated in the USSR. Although 
previous regulation and normative documents since the early 1950s had 
also included as a primary task the preparedness of the Armed Forces to 
fight in terms of a nuclear strike, the new military doctrine determined 
the inevitability of a general ‘missile/nuclear war’. The views of the Soviet 
leaders were well manifested during a top secret Warsaw Pact Unified 
Military Command meeting in October 1960  in Moscow. The Soviet 
Chief of Staff, Gen. Alexei Antonov, underlined in his basic report the 
perspectives for battle actions with the use of nuclear and missile weapons. 
The Supreme Commander of Warsaw Pact Armed Forces, Marshall Andrei 
Grechko, argued in his own report that future wars would begin by using 
missiles and/or nuclear weapons within the entire enemy’s territory—not 
only against selected tactical targets. Of great importance was also the 
statement of the Soviet Defense Minister Marshall Rodion Malinovski:

Saying that we cannot strike first does not mean that we shall wait to be 
struck first. This means exactly that our work should be maintained in such 
a way that if we receive immediate information about enemy’s intentions to 
deliver a blow against us we shall be ready at that very moment to get ahead 
of them, and our rocket-nuclear strikes shall immediately find the enemy’s 
targets.

Further on, Marshall Malinovski assured East European partners: ‘In case 
of emergency you will receive the necessary missile-nuclear weapons and 
you will use them as you wish. Hence, you have to be trained to use 
such nuclear weapons.’14 Following those instructions, the local military 
commanders planned adequate measures. A directive by the Bulgarian 
Minister of Defense described the ability to locate enemy missile sites and 
to be prepared for a surprise nuclear attack by NATO countries.15
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The possibility of deploying Soviet nuclear weapons was carefully exam-
ined in many US military and intelligence estimates in the early 1960s. 
A CIA National Intelligence Estimate (NIA) of 2 February 1960 noted: 
‘The Soviets would almost certainly be unwilling to provide them [East 
European states] with nuclear weapons.’ In annual United States Army, 
European Command (USAREUR) intelligence estimates for 1960, 
1961 and 1962 there were included data about the construction of SA-2 
surface-to-air missile sites in Albania and Bulgaria as well as the increase of 
Soviet submarines located in an Albanian Mediterranean base. However, 
all reports concluded that most probably Soviet nuclear weapons had not 
been delivered to Albania, Bulgaria, and Romania. The USAREUR intel-
ligence estimate of 1965 drew a general conclusion: ‘There is no firm 
evidence that the Soviets have moved nuclear warheads into the satellites, 
with a sole exception—East Germany.’16

Actually, the Warsaw Pact Political Consultative Committee summit, 
held in March 1961 in Moscow, approved a secret decision for rearma-
ment of East European armies with modern missile weapons. According to 
a Soviet government resolution No. 546-229 of 8 June 1961, R-11М mis-
siles should be delivered to the smaller allied armies without nuclear war-
heads. Through the implementation of a Warsaw Pact decision, between 
1961 and 1966 Bulgarian armed forces first received Soviet tactical mis-
siles R-11 (8К11), known by the West as Scud-A, followed by missiles 
Luna (9К714), known as Frog-4. In those years, three missile brigades 
were formed in Bulgaria—the 56th brigade of the Second Army (location 
Karlovo); the 66th brigade of the Third Army (location Yambol); and 
the 46th brigade of the First Army (location Samokov). Another unit, 
the 76th missile regiment, was subordinated to the General Staff strate-
gic reserve troops in Telish, Pleven region. The former commander of 
Bulgarian Missile Troops Lt.-Gen. Dimitar Todorov, confirmed categori-
cally the archival evidence showing that until the end of the Cold War 
Bulgaria did not receive nuclear warheads on its territory. Secret bilateral 
agreements between Sofia and Moscow provided that ‘the approved num-
ber of nuclear warheads with fixed KT should be kept on Soviet territory’, 
more specifically in Ukraine, and would be delivered to Bulgarian armed 
forces only upon a decision of the Warsaw Pact leadership.17

At the peak of the Berlin crisis in summer/autumn 1961, Bulgarian 
military intelligence prepared a number of analyses and information 
reports on the correlation between the intensification of global military 
and political tensions and the increased activity of NATO ships in the 
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vicinity of the Black Sea. According to a report of 5 August 1961, the 
US government had requested Turkey to close the Black Sea straits if the 
USSR did not accept a compromise on the Berlin issue. According to 
another information file from the same service, dated 1 September 1961, 
the commandment of the Egerli Black Sea naval base was put on advanced 
alert and was ordered to present daily reports on the Black Sea coast situ-
ation to the Turkish navy staff in Ankara.18

On 8–9 September 1961, a separate meeting of the Warsaw Pact defense 
ministers was held for the first time in Warsaw. The Supreme Commander 
of the JAF, Marshal Andrei Grechko, delivered a report and ‘practical mat-
ters related to the improvement of the combat readiness of the troops 
comprising the Joint Armed Forces’ were discussed. Immediately after 
the delegation returned from Moscow, the Bulgarian Minister of Defense, 
Gen. Ivan Mihailov, addressed a report to the Communist leadership of 
the country on 15 September 1961, suggesting a number of measures for 
‘improving the combat readiness of the Bulgarian People’s Army’. At a 
meeting held on 20 September, the Central Committee of the Bulgarian 
Communist Party (BCP) Politburo adopted a special resolution No. 230, 
‘On the consolidation of the defense capabilities of the country’.19 This was 
a typical example of the decision-making process on military issues in East 
European countries: the Soviet military ‘recommendations’ were adopted 
immediately by the political leadership of each country and were forwarded 
further as directives or resolutions to the local armed forces commanders.

The Cuban missile crisis also had an indirect influence on the Balkans 
and the Mediterranean area. Just before the crisis started, from 15 to 
19 October 1962, an operational and tactical Warsaw Pact exercise took 
place in Romania and Bulgaria and their contiguous Black Sea territo-
rial waters. Marshal Grechko, Supreme Commander of the Warsaw Pact 
Joint Armed Forces, gave special emphasis to NATO Forces in the Balkans 
and the Mediterranean thus underlining the importance of the straits in 
NATO geostrategic planning as they lay at the crossroads of three con-
tinents, very close to the most important lines of communication in the 
Mediterranean.20

Nuclear Proliferation and War Scenarios

The issue of nuclear proliferation in Europe influenced directly the mili-
tary planning and strategic thinking of the two Cold War blocs. This was 
clearly reflected in doctrinal concepts and war scenarios that for many years 
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took for granted the inevitability of a general nuclear war. The joint Soviet, 
Romanian, and Bulgarian armed forces exercise of June 1959 projected 
an initial NATO attack through Yambol and Burgas to Russe in the first 
two days of the war. The principal task of Bulgarian and Romanian forces 
was to organize an ‘active defense’ for holding back NATO forces until 
the deployment of the main Soviet forces.21 At the end of another joint 
exercise on Bulgarian territory in June 1961, the Warsaw Pact Supreme 
Commander Marshal Andrei Grechko underlined the importance of battle 
readiness for ‘actions within the situation of radiation contamination of 
the region and the atmosphere’.22 In a discussion following that exercise, 
Marshal Ivan Bagramyan noted that, in case of massive nuclear war ‘the 
medical losses within the first four days of the war in the Balkan war the-
ater would exceed 12 per cent of the combat forces’.23

The war scenario of the Warsaw Pact Soyuz-63 exercise considered 
more specifically all possibilities for ‘allied Air-Defense response to the 
massive enemy air and missile attacks’. According to Warsaw Pact military 
experts, NATO operations would be carried out by two initial air strikes 
with the use of 14 tactical ballistic missiles, 12 cruise missiles, and 1044 
aircraft. The ‘Northern’ (Warsaw Pact) forces would respond with massive 
blows against ‘the troops, airfields, means of communication, naval bases, 
administrative and industrial centers’ of the ‘enemy’ in order to bring out 
Turkey and Greece from the war.24 In most Warsaw Pact scenarios—as was 
the case of the largest joint exercise on Bulgarian territory, Shield-82—
the principal task was ‘the destruction of the missile and nuclear weapons 
of the enemy’. The Warsaw Pact Allied Command suggested that in the 
‘Balkans strategic direction’ the Bulgarian armed forces should keep the 
enemy outside their territory for 3–12  hours until the Soviet air force 
could respond.

The framework and main dimensions of the Warsaw Pact multilateral 
coordination regarding reconnaissance and evaluation of NATO large-
scale exercises is perfectly presented in the operational plan for ‘interac-
tion’ regarding the then forthcoming wintex-75 exercise, signed during 
the Information & Radio Technical Intelligence departments’ session in 
Sofia in January 1975. Bulgaria was assigned the task of reconnaissance of 
Greek and Turkish armed forces; Hungary of the Italian’s; Czechoslovakia 
and the GDR of NATO armed forces in the Central European War Theater; 
Poland of NATO armed forces in Central and Northern European War 
Theaters; while the USSR was tasked to observe NATO Allied Commands 
in European, Atlantic, and English Channel (La Manche) War Theaters. 
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Major NATO communication centers were objects of electronic sur-
veillance by the various East European military intelligence services: 
Bulgaria—transmitters in Izmir (Turkey) and Kato Souli (Greece); 
Hungary—Andrews Air Force Base in America; the German Democratic 
Republic (GDR)—the US base at Pirmasens in the Federal Republic of 
Germany (FRG); Poland—Karup Air base (Denmark); Czechoslovakia—
Brunssum (the Netherlands) and Casteau (Supreme Headquarters Allied 
Powers Europe in Belgium); and the USSR—Torrejón Air Base (Spain) 
and Siebelbach Air Force Communication Station (Germany).25

The Bulgarian and Hungarian military intelligence services focused on 
the regional South European and Mediterranean exercises, a substantial 
part of the autumn forge series, like dawn patrol (first started in 1969, 
renamed in 1981 to distant hammer); deep furrow (started in 1969); dis-
play determination (a joint air force exercise, started in 1977); deterrent 
force (a joint naval exercise), and active edge (a joint air defense exercise, 
started in 1977). The pattern of monitoring activities was presented in 
an analytical report about the activity of Bulgarian military intelligence 
electronic units on reconnaissance at the wintex/cimex-79 strategic com-
mand and staff exercises (6–23 March 1979).26 Thirty new electronic sta-
tions were deployed by a special Radio Technical Intelligence brigade for 
the monitoring of NATO winter exercises and 46 stations more by the 
three land forces Radio Technical Intelligence detachments and one Naval 
Radio Technical Intelligence unit. Thus, the number of the stations for 
radio and radar position finding was increased twice for that particular 
electronic reconnaissance operation.

During the wintex/cimex-79 exercises, 117 sources of NATO elec-
tronic communications were monitored, 80 of them newly recognized. 
In general, 946 messages were recorded, 515 of them from NATO and 
US command sources, the rest from Turkish and Greek military sta-
tions. About 150 of the recorded messages were sent in open texts, while 
some used ciphered messages and symbols, signals, and commands that 
had been deciphered in previous wintex exercises. The intelligence data 
acquired before and during the first phase of wintex-79 (a transition from 
peacetime to war with changes from military vigilance to reinforcement 
alert) enabled an understanding of the disposition of some NATO war-
time control facilities in Southern Europe in messages sent by communi-
cations centers in Naples, Vicenza, Izmir, and Padua. In the second phase 
of the exercises (first defensive and then counteroffensive operations in the 
initial war period with/without use of tactical nuclear weapons), extensive 
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and various data were collected about the participating troops and staffs, 
areas of disposition, command points, control communications systems, 
and so on.

The first meeting of the PCC of the Warsaw Pact after Mikhail 
Gorbachev’s rise to power took place on 22–3 October 1985 in Sofia. It 
was a regular session, planned originally to be held on 15–16 January of 
that year,27 but it had been postponed because of the illness and death of 
Gorbachev’s predecessor, Konstantin Chernenko. Echoing the spirit of 
previous years, Gorbachev and the other East European leaders repeated 
the call for an ‘offensive’ against the ‘aggressive imperialistic circles’, for 
the neutralization of the US ‘Strategic Defense Initiative’ and the pre-
vention of the ‘disruption of the military parity’ between the two blocs. 
However, a new orientation was given through talks for the improvement 
of the PCC’s structure and operation. The organization adopted a gen-
eral resolution for the establishment of a Multilateral Group for Current 
Mutual Information (MGCMI). Further proposals were introduced in the 
minutes with regard to a more active attitude toward ‘human rights’ issues 
and ‘the new international economic order’.28

In 1987 a latent confrontation regarding an ethnic issue emerged 
between two Warsaw Pact member states. At the fourteenth session of the 
Committee of Ministers of Foreign Affairs (CMFA), held in Moscow on 
24–5 March, Hungary sought for the first time to put forward at a mul-
tilateral meeting the issue of its ethnic minority in Transylvania, but the 
other participants refused to recognize any cultural differences between 
Romanians and Hungarians in the country. However, for the first time in 
the history of the Warsaw Pact, a bilateral conflict between member coun-
tries was made public. During the Vienna Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) in April 1987 Hungary raised the issue 
again, this time seeking also indirect support from the West.29 Similarly to 
the Hungarian case, Bulgaria found no support from her East European 
allies, except from the USSR, when she raised a similar ethnic dispute with 
a NATO country, namely Turkey, about the Turkish minority in Bulgaria 
which the Bulgarian authorities presented as part of the ‘imperialistic 
attack against Socialism’.

The Bulgarian government tried several times to win the support of 
her Warsaw Pact allies. The official Bulgarian position was also presented 
at regular multilateral meetings with Warsaw Pact ambassadors in Sofia. 
However, with the exception of Moscow and East Berlin, the other East 
European allies were unwilling to become part of an international dispute 
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regarding Bulgarian Turks. The BCP Central Committee for the party and 
state leadership of 10 June 1988 came to an important conclusion:

Up to now in various international institutions only the Soviet delegations 
(USSR, Belarus, and Ukraine) supported Bulgaria, usually to counteract the 
USA interference in favor of Turkey. Despite our efforts at different levels, 
the other socialist countries do not manifest any wish to support our cause 
at the international forums. The attitude toward the ‘revival process’ varied 
and depends on the state of the relations of each one country with Turkey.30

In June 1987, the Bulgarian leadership adopted a resolution on the new 
Warsaw Pact defense doctrine, which introduced the principle of ‘reason-
able sufficiency’.31 Several months later, Todor Zhivkov insisted at a meet-
ing with Gorbachev in the Kremlin on 16 October 1987 that, in view of 
the position of Turkey, the defense doctrine should be revised regarding 
NATO’s southern flank, especially the strategic position of the Balkans. 
This position reflected the argumentation presented in special reports of the 
Bulgarian Foreign and Defense Ministries on 15 September 1987: Bulgaria’s 
interests required that the whole territory of Turkey should be included in 
the zone, whose boundaries were subject to negotiations for the reduction 
of armed forces and conventional arms.32 A report by the Foreign Minister 
Petar Mladenov on 2 February 1989 favored the Bulgarian position:

Our specific responsibilities for the WTO Southern flank determine in our 
approach an accounting for the considerable exclusions of the Turkish 
territories and forces, the non-participation of the SFR [Socialist Federal 
Republic] of Yugoslavia in the negotiations and the eventual reductions, 
the inclination of the SR [Socialist Republic] of Romania towards quick 
and unilateral reductions as well as the consideration of the circumstance 
that on the Balkans the dynamics of the military effort depends not only 
on the East-West relations but also on the armament race between Greece 
and Turkey. At the same time our economic interests do not permit us to let 
the Balkans lag behind in the general processes and eventual limitations and 
reduction of Armed forces, weapons and defense expenses.33

Despite repeated diplomatic efforts, Bulgaria found no support among 
her East European partners, except for the USSR. Until the conclusion 
of the Vienna talks, all steps taken were the result of regular consultations 
and agreement between the Headquarters and the Ministries of Defense 
and Foreign Affairs of Bulgaria and the Soviet Union.
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The Dissolution of the Warsaw Pact

In the dramatic year 1989 two contradictory tendencies divided the mem-
bers of the Pact, obvious as early as April at the eighteenth CMFA con-
ference in Berlin. Romania and the GDR attacked Moscow and the rest 
more and more openly for ‘concessions to the West’ and for producing 
an inner crisis in the ‘socialistic system’.34 In contrast to that, Hungary 
and Poland insisted on a non-confrontational and ‘non-bloc’ approach 
as well as for radical reform of the political system, including the adop-
tion of a pluralistic parliamentary democracy, something unthinkable until 
that time. Zhivkov, the doyen of the East European communist rulers, 
positioned himself in a manner that was reminiscent, to a certain extent, 
of his behavior during the Czech and Polish crises (in 1968 and 1980–1, 
respectively).35 Officially, he appeared rather moderate, publicly praising 
Perestroika and Glasnost policies, but privately he criticized the ‘unaccept-
able concessions’ and ‘power surrender’. In view of the ever growing dif-
ferences between the WTO member states, Mikhail Gorbachev insisted to 
both West as well as East European leaders that the ‘Brezhnev Doctrine’ 
was irreversibly rejected, a position he also repeated to Zhivkov on 23 
June 1989 in Moscow during his last meeting with the Bulgarian leader.36

On 22 August 1989 Zhivkov prepared a special secret memo for the 
Politburo with the title ‘Considerations on the situation in Poland’. Polish 
communists were criticized several times for ‘losing power’ although they 
held in their hands the presidency, the armed forces, and the police. At the 
end of his memo Zhivkov summarized as follows:

The Polish phenomenon, if it can be called so, has national as well as inter-
national dimensions. Its reverberation is extremely strong in all ends of the 
Globe. The resonance is of particular significance in the world of social-
ism. Depending on the outcome of the situation in Poland—that obviously 
should be a concern and a responsibility of all brotherly parties. 37

The radical changes that took place in East Germany, Bulgaria, and 
Czechoslovakia three months later and the bloody strike in Romania 
ultimately transformed the political map of Eastern Europe putting most 
sharply in question the future of the ex-communist military and political 
alliance. On the eve of the regular PCC meeting in Moscow in June 1990 
the Czechoslovak delegation presented several radical proposals: the ter-
mination of the expert group activities; the re-naming of the Committee 
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of Defense Ministers into ‘Military Committee’; and the reorganization 
of the Allied Armed Forces Headquarters in the sense that ‘the obliga-
tions toward the Alliance are fulfilled exclusively through the defense of 
one’s own national territory’. At the last stages of the Vienna negotiations 
on arms reduction in Europe (July–November 1990) visible differences 
between Central European and Balkan allies emerged. They mostly con-
cerned the extent of the envisaged reduction in numbers and national 
proportions. For the first time in the Warsaw Pact history, this matter 
produced differences between Soviet and Bulgarian positions.38

The PCC meeting in Moscow adopted an important resolution 
for the establishment of a ‘Temporary Governmental Plenipotentiary 
Representatives Commission for the Reconsideration of all aspects 
of the Warsaw Pact activities’. The first session of the new ‘Temporary 
Commission’ took place in Czechoslovakia on 15–17 July 1990. Most 
delegations agreed that military functions should be gradually integrated 
into a future all-European security system. Only the Hungarian position 
suggested more radical measures, including the termination of the Warsaw 
Pact itself in the near future. Delegations from the USSR, Bulgaria, 
and Romania, however, insisted on transforming the organization into 
a ‘treaty of sovereign states with equal rights’ while Poland proposed a 
‘treaty of a collective system with purely consultative functions’. At the 
next Group session on 18–19 September 1990 in Sofia the position of the 
three Central European countries was transformed into a final proposal for 
the overall liquidation of the military structures of the Pact. 39

In late September 1990 the Hungarian government suggested that an 
extraordinary PCC meeting should take place on 4 November for the 
purpose of transforming the WTO into a strictly political organization. 
During the talks between Mikhail Gorbachev and the Hungarian Prime 
Minister Jozsef Antall in late November 1990 in Paris, the PCC meeting 
was finally scheduled for the end of February 1991. Later, Gorbachev 
informed Bulgarian President Zhelyu Zhelev of an agreement among the 
allies to draw up a resolution in that month ‘for the dissolution of the 
military structures of the Pact by the 1st of April 1991’.

On 25 February 1991 a ‘Protocol for the termination of the defense 
agreements concluded within the Warsaw Pact and liquidation of its mil-
itary bodies and structures’ was agreed in Budapest. According to the 
resolution, on 31 March 1991 the activities of the Committee of Defense 
Ministers would be terminated just like those of the Unified Command of 
the Joint Armed Forces, the WTO Military Council, the Headquarters of 
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the Technical Committee, and the Unified System of the Air Defense. The 
military treaties of 14 May 1955, 17 March 1969, and 18 March 1980 
were canceled. 40

On 17 May 1991 the Czech President Václav Havel addressed an official 
invitation to his East European colleagues to carry out the Czech proposal 
of February, namely to hold a concluding PCC meeting on 1 July 1991 in 
Prague with the purpose of signing a joint protocol for the termination of 
the activities of the Warsaw Treaty Organization. Indeed, on the agreed 
date, 1st July 1991, after 36 years of existence, the East European mili-
tary–political alliance was terminated. In their official speeches addressing 
this last PCC session, the leaders of the six member countries of the Pact 
did not miss the opportunity to judge the alliance in the light of history, 
each one offering his own evaluation. The Bulgarian President Zhelyu 
Zhelev spoke first, pointing out that

The non-democratic model of unequal mutual relations on which the 
Alliance was founded, its predominant military orientation, and accumulat-
ing for decades burdens as a result of unlawful and regretful actions, brought 
about the present and logical natural end.

The Hungarian Prime Minister Jozhef Antall exclaimed: ‘Gone is the Cold 
War legacy which brings back sad memories’ and added that with the 
dissolution of the Pact the aims of the ‘Hungarian Revolution of 1956’ 
were fulfilled. After him the Romanian President Ion Iliescu stated with 
emotion: ‘In 1968 we were against coming here but now we are pleased 
to arrive’. The Soviet Vice-President, Georgii Yanaev, who 50 days later 
became a key figure in the unsuccessful coup that brought about the dis-
integration of the USSR itself, was the only one who gave a different 
appraisal of the WTO activities and decisions: ‘The Warsaw Pact was a 
child of its Era, it served to guarantee the security of the member states, 
playing the part of an instrument for the maintaining of the “military and 
strategic balance”. The years in which the Warsaw Pact existed were years 
of peace in Europe.’ At the end of the discussion the participants of the 
WTO’s last meeting agreed with the words of the Bulgarian President Dr. 
Zhelev: ‘Let us leave the History to make its impartial evaluation’.41

The establishment of the Warsaw Treaty Organization was not ‘an 
immediate response to the creation of NATO’, as it was often declared 
by the Warsaw Pact propaganda announcements. It was, rather, used to 
subordinate the smaller East European countries to the Kremlin’s aims 
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and policies in the post-Stalin era. However, the bi-polar confrontation 
between the Warsaw Pact and NATO determined for many years the frag-
ile Cold War model of the balance of terror. The arms race that culminated 
between the two global military blocs in the last three Cold War decades 
contributed in some way to the breakup of the East European economies, 
which resulted in the collapse of the communist regimes.
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CHAPTER 7

The Balkan Challenge to the Warsaw Pact, 
1960–64

Laurien Crump

Stigmatized as a ‘cardboard castle’ on its foundation in May 1955 the 
Warsaw Pact (WP) suddenly came to life in early 1961.1 In the shadow of 
the incipient Sino-Soviet split the Albanian leader Enver Hoxha was the 
first to explore the scope for manoeuvre within an alliance under pres-
sure. His attempts to stretch the limits of the WP created an example for 
Romanian dissidence. They also paved the way for the multilateralization 
of an alliance that has conventionally been considered a Soviet ‘transmis-
sion belt’ with ‘little sense of mutual interest’.2 Despite a growing aware-
ness among scholars that ‘NATO as a multilateral forum offered small 
member states the opportunity to make their influence felt in a signifi-
cant way that put to test the alliance’s major powers’ during its crisis in 
the 1960s,3 the multilateralization of the WP tends to be overlooked in 
historiography.

This chapter addresses this hiatus by using a wealth of recently declas-
sified material from the archives in Bucharest and Berlin to examine the 
effect of Albanian and Romanian dissent on the WP’s development from a 
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cardboard castle to an increasingly multilateral alliance.4 During the early 
1960s intra-bloc dynamics began to undermine Soviet initiatives. This 
culminated in a meeting of deputy foreign ministers in December 1964, 
convened by the Non-Soviet Warsaw Pact (NSWP) members, in which 
multilateral dynamics eclipsed the appearance of unity. An analysis of the 
Balkan challenge to the WP in the first half of the 1960s thus contributes 
to a new understanding of Cold War history, and, consequently, of the 
Cold War at large.5

The Alliance as an Empty Shell

The first five years of the WP’s existence seem to vindicate its cursory treat-
ment in historiography. Founded in May 1955 as a reaction to the FRG’s 
accession to NATO, the WP was indeed a Soviet brainchild. Conceived 
at a time of peaceful coexistence, the alliance did not primarily serve the 
usual purpose of heightening the security of its allies. Soviet leader Nikita 
Khrushchev intended to trade it instead for the dissolution of NATO and 
to replace the two with a European Security System under Soviet tute-
lage.6 The Warsaw Treaty was hastily modelled after the North Atlantic 
Treaty, with ‘friendship’ substituted for ‘equality’, but otherwise almost 
identical.7 The alliance’s only official organ was the Political Consultative 
Committee (PCC), which generally consisted of the party leaders, the 
prime ministers, the ministers of foreign affairs and of defence. Unlike 
NATO, the WP had neither a secretary-general, nor a secretariat, thus 
lacking a solid infrastructure.

Failing to dissolve NATO, Khrushchev quickly lost interest in the WP, 
which was only convened three times in five years to rubber-stamp Soviet 
directives. It played no role as an institution in such important events in 
the Soviet bloc as the Hungarian revolution in 1956. Khrushchev bilat-
erally consulted several Eastern European leaders just before the second 
Soviet invasion on 4 November 1956, but he did not use the multilateral 
framework of the Warsaw Pact. Nor did Hungary’s withdrawal from the 
WP trigger the second invasion, as is often assumed.8 The declaration of 
neutrality by the Hungarian communist leader Imre Nagy constituted, 
instead, a desperate attempt to gain support from the United Nations 
when he realized that Soviet troops were entering Hungary again.9

The fact that the WP was initially an empty shell provided the smaller 
allies with unforeseen opportunities to define the alliance according to 
their own interests. The most geopolitically insecure countries within the 
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WP, Albania and the GDR, were the first to explore the possibilities of 
the WP to boost the status of their own country. Although the Albanian 
leader Enver Hoxha initially regarded the alliance as a safety-valve against 
potential Yugoslavian irredentism, the WP lost its appeal to the Albanians 
when Khrushchev succeeded in mending relations with the Yugoslav leader 
Josip Tito in June 1956.10 Regarding Khrushchev’s rapprochement with 
Yugoslavia a threat to its own existence, and considering de-Stalinization 
a threat to its personality cult, the Albanian leadership grew increasingly 
critical of its Soviet ally.11

The same applied to the Chinese leader Mao Zedong, whose radicaliza-
tion at home and abroad was at loggerheads with Khrushchev’s policy of 
peaceful coexistence with the United States.12 The Chinese leadership used 
the PCC meeting in February 1960 to openly criticize the ‘revisionism 
(…) in the present communist movement’, while Khrushchev compared 
Mao with ‘a worn-out rubber boot’ at the ensuing banquet in turn.13 
This Sino-Soviet antagonism intensified with the Chinese publication of 
the so-called ‘Lenin Polemics’ in April 1960, in which Mao challenged 
Khrushchev’s leadership of the communist movement, and Khrushchev’s 
open condemnation of Chinese policies during the Third Congress of the 
Romanian Workers Party in Bucharest in June 1960. The burgeoning 
Sino-Soviet split provided Hoxha with an alternative source of protection. 
The Albanian leadership accordingly decided to explicitly side with China 
during the Moscow conference of communist parties in November 1960, 
while suggesting a convention of the WP in bilateral talks with the Soviet 
leaders in order to solve a dispute about the Soviet naval base at Vlorë.14 
This was the only aspect that physically tied Albania to the alliance, since 
Albania did not share any borders with WP countries, and the Albanians 
used their complaints about the Soviet treatment of Albanian sailors at 
Vlorë as a pretext to question Soviet hegemony in general and to rally 
other WP members against the Kremlin.

Moreover, during his speech at the Moscow conference, Hoxha was 
the only NSWP leader to treat the WP as an instrument to undermine 
the Kremlin by arguing that the Soviet leaders had transgressed the provi-
sions of their own treaty by not convening the WP during the Hungarian 
Revolution in 1956, while consulting with the ‘traitor of Marxism 
Leninism’, Tito, instead.15 Albanian leaders were accordingly the first to 
suggest the convention of a PCC meeting, as well as criticizing the Soviet 
stance in the WP. As the communist movement was beginning to fall apart 
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due to the incipient Sino-Soviet split, the Albanians had subtly shifted the 
emphasis to the hitherto latent WP.

Despite profound disagreements, the Moscow conference resulted in 
a common declaration, later known as the ‘Moscow Declaration’, which 
fine-tuned the Declaration of communist parties from 1957, and repeat-
edly stressed the fact that all communist parties were ‘sovereign’ and 
‘independent’, and had ‘equal rights’.16 Although this declaration primar-
ily reflected a Chinese attempt to establish China as the equal of the Soviet 
Union (SU) and a Soviet attempt to mend matters with the Chinese, its 
contents would come to haunt the Kremlin in the future. Meanwhile, 
Hoxha would explore the scope for manoeuvre, which the Sino-Soviet 
disagreements had created, to the full.

The Albanian Challenge

The period after the Moscow conference marked a new course in Albanian 
foreign policy, which heralded a further deterioration in Soviet–Albanian 
relations. The Albanian leaders were actively engaging in talks with the 
Chinese Prime Minster Zhou Enlai in order to define their position vis-à-
vis the ‘revisionist’ Khrushchev. Zhou Enlai emphasized that Albania was 
a member of the WP, and that it therefore would be ‘inappropriate for us 
to interfere in this [military aid] matter’.17 The Albanian leaders neverthe-
less seemed quite ready to force a break with the Kremlin, and used their 
fourth party conference on 13 February 1961, to which they had invited 
all communist parties, to explicitly formulate their autonomous stance and 
undermine the Soviet leaders.

During this conference the Albanian leadership declared itself instead 
of the Kremlin ‘the vanguard’ of the communist movement, claimed that 
the Albanians and the Chinese had ‘determined and ensured the Marxist–
Leninist contents of the [Moscow] declaration’, and blamed Moscow for 
‘threatening’ the ‘independence and sovereignty of Albania’.18 Moreover, 
Hoxha announced a foiled (and fictitious) invasion by Yugoslavia, Greece 
and the American Sixth Fleet to consolidate his power by creating a ‘psy-
chosis of war’ in Albania, and to take control of Soviet warships in the WP 
naval base at Vlorë.19 The Albanian conference was accordingly a turning 
point in Albanian foreign policy, in which the Albanians sealed their break 
with the SU in favour of China and tried to use the WP naval base for 
their own purposes. The Albanians were, as such, the first public dissidents 
within the WP.
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A month after the Albanian party conference, in March 1961, a PCC 
meeting was convened in Moscow, which inter alia dealt with the Soviet–
Albanian dispute. This provided the Albanian party leadership with the 
opportunity to use the WP as a platform to further assert their auton-
omy vis-à-vis Moscow. The Soviet–Albanian split and the disintegration 
of the international communist movement thus spilled over into the WP 
at Albanian initiative. At this meeting the Albanians intended to use the 
WP as an instrument to undermine Soviet hegemony. In anticipation of 
a triumphant denouement of the PCC meeting, the Albanian leadership 
had invited the entire Diplomatic Corps and all foreign correspondents to 
a big press conference in Tirana before setting out to Moscow.20

The Albanian leaders had, however, miscalculated. Their self-proclaimed 
status as the vanguard of the communist movement during the party con-
ference had antagonized their allies, who considered the Albanian self-
glorification and Soviet-bashing exaggerated. During the PCC meeting, 
the other NSWP members did not turn against the Soviet leadership, but 
against the Albanian leaders, who had also failed to inform their allies of the 
alleged plot by Greece, Yugoslavia and the American Sixth Fleet. This was 
a violation of article 3 of the Warsaw Treaty, according to which all mem-
bers should keep one another informed of potential threats to their sover-
eignty. The Bulgarian leader, Todor Zhivkov, was particularly vexed about 
the Albanian move, which he considered ‘incompatible with the Warsaw 
Treaty’.21 Since Bulgaria also shared a border with Greece, a NATO coun-
try, the alleged plot would pose a serious threat to Bulgarian security. On 
Zhivkov’s initiative the other WP members unanimously decided to sanc-
tion the Albanian leadership by withdrawing the Soviet fleet from Vlorë, 
unless the Albanians improved the situation.22 The Warsaw Treaty, a mere 
effigy of its North Atlantic counterpart, suddenly acquired a power of its 
own and was used to discipline one of its members. The NSWP members 
would continue to explore the inadvertent power of the Warsaw Treaty in 
future. The treaty was, as such, no longer a Soviet transmission belt, but 
it evolved into an instrument that the NSWP members could use for their 
own benefit.

Meanwhile, the WP had provided the Albanian leadership with a plat-
form for its critique of Soviet hegemony. The Albanian leadership had, 
however, been so unsuccessful in rallying support from the other NSWP 
members that it kept its return to Tirana secret—in contrast to its depar-
ture. The Albanians chose to consolidate their relations with an ally outside 
the WP after their failed attempt to gain support against the SU within the 
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WP: the Albanian contacts with China tripled in the period directly after 
the PCC meeting.23 Although the ‘Albanian problem’, as it came to be 
called, was kept silent both in the Albanian press and in the communiqué 
that was issued after the meeting, it featured all the more in the correspon-
dence that the Albanian leadership initiated by complaining about the WP 
decision to withdraw the Soviet fleet from Vlorë.24

The Albanian Prime Minister Mehmet Shehu criticised WP members 
for assuming ‘that Albania had practically placed itself outside the Warsaw 
Pact through its politics’, and complained that ‘this attitude, unprece-
dented in the relation between sovereign states, represents an impermis-
sible interference in our internal affairs’, thus once again echoing the 
Moscow Declaration.25 However much his allies disagreed with Shehu’s 
complaints, the rhetoric concerning his stance in the WP would inspire the 
Romanian leadership a couple of years later. Moreover, the Albanian lead-
ers had antagonized their allies by suggesting that the sanction concerning 
Vlorë was a ‘unilateral decision of the Soviet Union’, which was refuted by 
all NSWP leaders, and regarded as ‘an insult’ by the Romanian leadership, 
who used it to assert their ‘independence’.26 By emphasizing that the sanc-
tion was not a Soviet decision, but a WP decision, the NSWP leaders made 
a clear distinction between the WP and the SU, which is often overlooked 
within historiography.27

Although it may be tempting to attribute the NSWP response to Soviet 
pressure instead, the empirical evidence points in another direction—
Soviet annoyance at the fact that the Hungarians were the first to reply 
to the Albanian letter, and internal memoranda between party leaders and 
their ministers about whether to reply to the Albanian letters or not sug-
gest that the Kremlin had no control over the correspondence.28 On the 
contrary: the correspondence inadvertently served to liberate the NSWP 
members from potential Soviet pressure.

The correspondence about the Albanian problem was the ideal vehicle 
for the NSWP members to formulate their own stance within the WP, and 
to underline their autonomy. Since it was an issue that directly concerned 
the alliance and the decision-making within it, NSWP leaders felt at liberty 
to define the scope for manoeuvre within a pact that, at least in theory, 
belonged to them as much as to the SU.  This theory now acquired a 
force of its own. By denying the Albanian charge of Soviet pressure, the 
NSWP members did not do the Kremlin an unambiguous favour, since 
they implicitly also denied Soviet hegemony. It was this correspondence, 
rather than the Albanian attitude at the meeting, that effectively served to 
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multilateralize the alliance, since there was no scope for Soviet unilateral-
ism in a dynamics that was beyond Soviet control. The Albanian leadership 
had inadvertently contributed to the effort of the other NSWP leaders to 
emancipate, instead of emancipating themselves. Moreover, by using the 
WP as a platform to determine the Soviet–Albanian clash, which mirrored 
the incipient Sino–Soviet split, the Albanians had imbued the alliance with 
new importance: it had now become the prime arena for the NSWP lead-
ers to explore their scope for manoeuvre vis-à-vis the Soviet leadership.

The Achilles Heel of the Socialist Camp

Hoxha continued his outright humiliation of the Warsaw Pact by refus-
ing to turn up at the meeting of WP first secretaries, which was convened 
from 3 to 5 August 1961 in Moscow for the endorsement of the closure of 
the inner Berlin borders—a euphemism for the construction of the Berlin 
Wall.29 Even the correspondence had been delegated to a junior secre-
tary, Hysni Kapo, who explained that Hoxha could not participate ‘due 
to health-related reasons’, but that the Albanian leadership would like to 
have materials to prepare for the meeting.30 This time the Albanians had 
gone too far in exploring the scope for manoeuvre: during the meeting 
the East German leader Walter Ulbricht proposed to exclude the Albanian 
delegation, since it had only sent a junior secretary.31 All other first secre-
taries supported this measure, and the Albanian delegates were asked to 
leave.32 The dispute between two NSWP members sealed the end of Soviet 
control. Instead of being disciplined by the Kremlin, the NSWP members 
increasingly disciplined one another.

The Chinese observers nevertheless strongly opposed Ulbricht’s 
motion, and thus the Sino—Soviet split once more spilled over into the 
WP.33 Albanian defiance was such that the Albanian delegation displayed 
‘not the slightest intention to leave’, stayed at the banquet ‘in order to 
continue the work against the general will’, and managed to postpone the 
discussion about the closing of the intra-Berlin borders until the next day, 
when the Kremlin’s security guards blocked its entrance.34 The fact that 
the Albanian leadership had already bought a return ticket scheduled for 
departure on 4 August—one day before the end of the meeting—indicates 
that the sabotage of the convention was premeditated.35 The Albanian 
leadership nevertheless retaliated by keeping both the meeting and the 
WP declaration about the closing of the inner Berlin borders secret, pub-
lishing their own declaration instead, much to East German chagrin.36
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Moreover, Hoxha complained to the Soviet leadership a month later 
that ‘[t]he organisers of this unprecedented measure, which should in 
fact place the Albanian People’s Republic outside the Warsaw Treaty, 
have put a great responsibility upon themselves as splitters of the unity of 
the Warsaw Treaty and of the socialist camp.’37 The Albanian complaint 
was to no avail, since Ulbricht’s proposal heralded a period in which the 
Albanians were not allowed to attend any PCC meetings unless they sent 
their party leader. The Albanian attempt to explore the room for manoeu-
vre within the WP resulted in being placed outside it. The Albanian leaders 
thus failed to reap the fruits of the burgeoning multilateralization of the 
alliance, to which they had contributed themselves.

The Albanian leadership had, nevertheless, reiterated the emphasis 
on sovereignty and non-interference in internal affairs from the Moscow 
Declaration within the WP, while formulating several issues that would 
come to haunt Soviet leadership in the future, such as the request for 
materials in preparation for the meeting, the invocation of the Warsaw 
Treaty in defence of its own stance, and the issuing of separate declarations 
in case of disagreements; all of these paved the way for the more successful 
emancipation of the Romanian leadership a couple of years later. By that 
time the Albanian ‘front had indeed spilled over to Romania’, as the Polish 
politburo member Zenon Kliszko perceptively remarked, turning Albania 
into ‘the Achilles heel of the socialist camp’.38

Sino-Romanian Rapprochement

The Romanian leaders still sided with other WP members in their condem-
nation of both the Chinese and the Albanian course throughout 1960 and 
1961. The Soviet attempt to create a kind of ‘common market’ with an 
international division of labour within the Council for Mutual Economic 
Assistance (COMECON), which would reduce Romania to the mere 
provider of raw materials, nevertheless impelled the Romanians to turn 
against the Kremlin during a COMECON meeting in December 1961.39 
The Romanian leader Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej therefore grew particu-
larly interested in repeated Chinese references to the Moscow Declaration 
and their emphasis on sovereignty, independence and non-interference in 
the voluminous Chinese correspondence with the Soviet leadership. The 
Soviet solo course during the Cuban Missile Crisis in October 1962 also 
united the Romanian and Chinese leaders in their severe condemnation of 
Soviet unilateralism.
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It is remarkable that the Romanian leaders only began to concentrate 
on the principles of ‘sovereignty and national independence’ enshrined 
in the Moscow Declaration, after the Chinese had repeatedly emphasized 
these. The Chinese attitude towards the Kremlin was, in fact, a still greater 
eye-opener to the Romanian leadership in their criticism of the Kremlin 
than the Cuban Missile Crisis.40 In a meeting with the Soviet politburo 
member Yurii Andropov in early April 1963 in Bucharest, the attitude of 
the Romanian leaders echoed the Chinese one. Referring to ‘the extraor-
dinarily important problem of sovereignty’ and to other parts from the 
Moscow Declaration, Gheorghiu-Dej justified Romanian disagreement 
with ‘the idea of a single planning organ’ within COMECON, and pro-
fessed his willingness to attempt to mend the Sino–Soviet split.41 The 
Chinese leadership was in turn so impressed with the Romanian defiance 
of the Kremlin that it took the initiative in improving Sino–Romanian 
relations at the end of April 1963.42 Mutual interest in sovereignty had 
begun to forge a bond between the Chinese and Romanian leaders.

Sino–Romanian rapprochement stimulated the Romanian leader-
ship to turn against the Kremlin within the context of the WP. Although 
Khrushchev asked his allies not to ‘disclose the divergences’, but to con-
centrate on the ‘friendship between Romania and the Soviet Union’, 
Gheorgiu-Dej told his Romanian comrades that ‘we are in a favourable 
situation (…), since the principal problem which gnaws at [Khrushchev] 
is the problem with the Chinese’.43 During a PCC meeting in July 1963, 
which Khrushchev had convened in order to discuss the potential acces-
sion of Mongolia, the Romanian delegation was the only one to openly 
disagree with the Soviet proposal, even though the Polish leader Wladyslaw 
Gomulka had also formulated objections beforehand.44 The Romanian 
leadership considered Mongolian admission inopportune, since the inclu-
sion of an Asian member in the WP would turn the alliance against China.45 
Khrushchev ultimately decided to shelve the issue, which the Romanian 
leadership would regularly use as evidence that it had single-handedly pre-
vented an escalation of the Sino–Soviet split.46 The newly forged Sino–
Romanian bond thus immediately paid off: by defending Chinese interests 
within the alliance, the Romanians had increased their own leverage over 
the SU by unprecedentedly using the WP to thwart a Soviet initiative. The 
meeting in July 1963 marked a reorientation in Romanian foreign policy, 
which also shows in the trade agreements that it concluded with inter alia 
Albania and China in the same year.47
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The Romanian Road to ‘Independence’
The Warsaw Pact, meanwhile, was accorded scant attention. It was there-
fore no surprise that the Romanian leaders undermined Khrushchev’s 
proposal for ‘more systematic consultations’ on foreign policy in January 
1964. They had considered this contrary to ‘each country’s indisputable 
sovereign right’ to establish its own foreign policy.48 They also undermined 
Ulbricht’s attempt to convene a PCC meeting on 19 March 1964 on dis-
armament, which they considered a further attempt at foreign policy coor-
dination.49 The Czechoslovak suggestion to put ‘the destructive activity 
of the PR China’ on the agenda might have antagonized the Romanians, 
too,50 and they told Khrushchev that April was not suitable, instead of 
replying to Ulbricht.51 Greatly offended, Ulbricht refused to comply with 
Khrushchev’s request to propose a different date,52 and waited for a per-
sonal response from Gheorgiu-Dej, who ultimately, at the end of March, 
replied that April was simply impossible.53 In April the Romanian leaders 
were far too busy with asserting their own independence, as we shall see 
below.

Meanwhile, the Romanian leaders used this opportunity to play the 
Kremlin and the East German leadership off against each other by writing 
Khrushchev that they only considered attending a PCC meeting if they 
could receive all the relevant materials beforehand to prepare for the meet-
ing, thus echoing the Albanian request three years earlier. Khrushchev 
duly replied that ‘[s]ince the initiative for the convention of this meeting 
arose not from the CC of the CPSU, it is self-evident that we have no 
obligation to prepare documents for this meeting’.54 The meeting, and its 
failure, had now become the sole responsibility of the East German leader-
ship. Ulbricht had been outwitted by the Romanians, who firmly opposed 
his attempt to use the WP as a transmission belt for his own foreign policy 
interests.55

Ignoring Ulbricht’s increasingly desperate letters, the Romanians con-
centrated on a voluminous correspondence with the Soviet and Chinese 
leaders instead, trying to mend matters in the increasingly aggressive 
Chinese polemics that further aggravated the Sino–Soviet split. In a letter 
on 20 February 1964, a week after the East German attempt to convene 
a PCC meeting, the Romanian leadership asked the Soviet leadership not 
to publicise its criticism of the Chinese, and the Chinese leadership to 
stop the open polemics. The Romanians also sent the letter to all WP 
leaders, which left the Kremlin with little alternative but to comply. The 
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Chinese leadership made its stance dependent on a visit of a Romanian 
delegation to China, which it subsequently used to incite the Romanian 
delegates against their Soviet allies. The Chinese delegation even com-
pelled the Romanians to practise self-criticism concerning their previous 
condemnation of Albania and China, and convinced them ‘that relations 
between socialist countries should be based on the principles of equal-
ity and non-interference in domestic affairs’, as consolidated in the 1960 
Moscow declaration.56 The Romanian visit to Beijing ironically increased 
Romanian–Soviet tensions instead of decreasing Sino–Soviet ones; the 
Chinese even intensified the polemics after the Romanian visit.57

The Kremlin, meanwhile, seemed to be under such pressure from the 
Sino–Soviet split that it was willing to interpret the Romanian strategy 
charitably. Although the Soviet diplomat Iljuchin considered ‘the chances 
of success for the Romanian move slim’, he emphasized in a conversa-
tion with the East German leadership that ‘the Romanian attempt to 
stop the dangerous development should be highly esteemed’.58 Soviet 
approval inspired the Romanians to take even more initiative, and in a 
letter to Khrushchev on 25 March 1964, when Ulbricht was still waiting 
impatiently for a Romanian reply, Gheorgiu-Dej even suggested that the 
Soviet, Chinese and Romanian communist parties ‘would direct a common 
appeal in order to cease the open polemics to all communist and worker 
parties’.59 Thus the Romanian leadership indirectly placed itself on a level 
with the Soviets and the Chinese, while clearly prioritizing the commu-
nist movement over the WP. By riddling the draft of the appeal with such 
principles as non-interference, independence and national sovereignty, the 
Romanian leadership used the Moscow declaration to emphasize its own 
stance within the communist bloc.60 The Kremlin again supported the 
Romanian suggestion, eager not to antagonize any of its WP allies during 
the Sino–Soviet split.

On a superficial level the Romanian endeavour had failed: their appeal 
for unity had been completely undermined by their counterproductive 
visit to Beijing. On a more important level the Romanians—who shared 
the Soviet view that the Chinese were never going to ‘capitulate’ any-
how—had nevertheless been very successful indeed:61 their attempts at 
mediation in the Sino–Soviet split had elevated them above their WP com-
rades, which had facilitated their opposition to Ulbricht’s attempts to con-
vene the alliance. Moreover, as the politburo member Vasilichi Gheorghe 
put it, ‘the most important result of this action from our party is that (…) 
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we have all become shrewder at the end of this action, so to speak, we 
know the matters much more than we knew them before’.62

In addition, the Romanian ‘mediation’ had given such a boost to Sino–
Romanian relations that the Romanian leadership discussed their WP 
stance on a regular basis with the Chinese ambassador in Bucharest, Liu 
Fan, thus using Chinese advice as a secret weapon against East German or 
Soviet attempts to further coordinate the alliance. Meanwhile, the Chinese 
premier Zhou Enlai invited the Romanian leaders several times to China 
and explicitly incited them and the other WP members against the Kremlin, 
by stating that ‘[i]f all [WP members] will rise against Khrushchev, then 
his adventure will be reined in’.63 The Chinese clearly realized the poten-
tial of the WP in general and Romania in particular to erode Khrushchev’s 
power, and made the Romanians aware of this, too.

Putting their newly gained self-consciousness into practice, the 
Romanian leaders convened an extraordinary plenum of the Romanian 
Workers Party’s Central Committee in April 1964, in which they used the 
draft appeal to all the communist parties as a basis for the formulation of 
their own stance, in a manifest that has later been called ‘the Declaration of 
Independence’, and has been considered ‘the turning-point of Romania’s 
public deviation in its foreign policy’.64 Mentioning the WP only once, this 
declaration ‘turned against any higher form of cooperation between the 
socialist countries’, while attempting to ‘reach a loosening of the coopera-
tion’, and to ‘increase the scope for manoeuvre’.65

The Romanian declaration served as an implicit protest against the WP, 
and as such explained Romanian reluctance to participate in another PCC 
meeting. In a tinge of irony the plenum took place on the very day on 
which Ulbricht had intended to convene the PCC. The declaration actu-
ally seemed directed against Ulbricht’s attempts at foreign policy coordina-
tion, too, and directly undermined some of his proposals. The Romanians 
were the second WP members to deviate, although their deviation was 
more subtle, and therefore more successful, than the Albanian one.

Two months later the East German diplomatic services even had 
access to ‘reliable sources’ which suggested that ‘[t]he RWP [Romanian 
Workers’ Party] did not agree with some decisions of the Warsaw Pact. It 
would accordingly no longer cooperate actively, but would merely observe 
the development in the Warsaw Pact.’66 This is ironically exactly the role 
his allies feared French president Charles de Gaulle would adopt within 
NATO.67 In the case of the WP it was the Sino–Soviet split which had 
once again facilitated this kind of emancipation from the Soviet grip, but 
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this time within the confines of the alliance. The Romanian challenge 
seemed more subtle than the Albanian one, and it had successfully called 
Khrushchev’s bluff. Having agreed with the Romanian appeal to com-
munist countries, he had indirectly sanctioned their independence, too.

The Dynamics of Dissent

Putting their independence into practice, the Romanian leadership vetoed 
another proposal by Ulbricht to convene the PCC to discuss develop-
ments within NATO on nuclear sharing through multilateral force (MLF) 
on 27–8 November 1964.68 At a cocktail party in Moscow, which served 
to celebrate Khrushchev’s ouster on 14 October, the Romanian Prime 
Minister Ion Gheorghe Maurer explained to Ulbricht that he objected 
to the method by which the meeting was convened, since the Romanians 
wanted to know the items on the agenda on time so as to be well prepared.69 
They nevertheless agreed to an unprecedented compromise, which the 
East German leadership had suggested in exasperation at Romanian obsti-
nacy, according to which the deputy foreign ministers would be convened 
on 10 December 1964, followed by a PCC meeting in January 1965.70

During this meeting the Romanians nevertheless used the Albanian 
question in order to underline their own emancipation from the Soviet 
grip: they suggested inviting the Albanians again to the PCC meeting in 
January, which met with little enthusiasm, but was approved after vehe-
ment discussion. Moreover, the Romanian deputy foreign minister vetoed 
both a common communiqué about the contents of the meeting in ques-
tion and the preparation of a communiqué that would be published after 
the PCC meeting in January 1965. The Romanian leaders explained to 
the Chinese ambassador Liu Fan after the meeting that ‘[a]ccepting a 
communiqué (…), would have blocked our freedom of action’.71 A meet-
ing without a communiqué was unprecedented, and testified to the way in 
which the WP had turned into much more than a rhetorical ploy. Soviet 
control had yielded to NSWP manoeuvrability.

Romanian obstinacy frustrated Ulbricht’s aims, but created room for 
genuine discussion within the alliance. The absence of a pre-concocted 
communiqué for the PCC meeting in January 1965 increased the scope 
for manoeuvre during that meeting not only for the Romanians, but also 
for their comrades. The de facto creation of an organ for the deputy for-
eign ministers, itself a product of dissent, further undermined unilateral-
ism, whether it be of a Soviet or East German kind, since it served to 
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prepare the PCC meetings in a multilateral platform. A new kind of alli-
ance grew into shape, in which dissent could prove a stimulus to new ideas 
rather than an obstacle.

Whereas the Romanian stance dominated the meeting of deputy for-
eign ministers, Ulbricht attempted to curb Romanian dissidence by writ-
ing a letter to the Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev on the same day in which 
he underlined the necessity for more cooperation within the WP.72 The 
next day the same topic came up in a private conversation between the 
East German deputy foreign minister Otto Winzer and his Soviet com-
rade Valerian Zorin, in which Winzer’s suggestion to activate the standing 
committee for foreign policy questions, which had been created on paper 
in January 1956, but had never materialized, was applauded by Zorin, 
who encouraged the GDR to present a proposal on WP reform at the 
PCC meeting in January 1965.73 The Romanians were extremely sceptical 
of the proposals on reforms, which they considered a way ‘to re-establish 
the hegemony of the CPSU over the socialist countries’ in another con-
versation with Liu Fan.74 Romanian opposition to the East German zeal 
for reforms would loom large in the WP during the next five years, which 
testifies to the increasing influence of the NSWP members on the dynam-
ics of the alliance.

The Warsaw Pact as Alliance by Default

Under pressure from the Sino–Soviet split the WP could no longer func-
tion as a mere Soviet transmission belt in the early 1960s. With Soviet 
hegemony challenged by Chinese ascendancy, the WP turned into a plat-
form on which the smaller allies could explore how far the Kremlin would 
be prepared or forced to go to keep the alliance together. The archival 
evidence therefore yields a conclusion that is very similar to the current 
approach towards NATO. Not only did the smaller allies began to explore 
and increase the room for manoeuvre in an alliance that was multilat-
eral in theory and became so in practice, but within the WP, too, the 
‘crisis’ started earlier than generally assumed, namely with Albanian defi-
ance in 1961, which proved an inspiration to the Romanian leadership.75 
Moreover, the dynamics within the alliance was not only determined by 
the NSWP members’ opposition to the Kremlin, as is often assumed, but 
also by the conflicting interests among the NSWP members themselves.

The Albanian dissent met with great indignity by the NSWP mem-
bers, but the correspondence that followed in its wake sealed the decrease 
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of Soviet control. The WP was no longer an overarching collection of 
bilateral ties; the correspondence between the NSWP members created a 
multilateral dynamic that had been unforeseen by the Soviet leadership. 
The fact that the Warsaw Treaty had been hastily modelled after its North 
Atlantic counterpart facilitated the use of the WP as a multilateral plat-
form. The right of veto undermined the possibility of the WP as a kind of 
mega-politburo, with the Soviet leaders in charge, which might have been 
what the Kremlin had envisaged. Without a secretariat and a secretary-
general, and with the PCC meetings as the only official organ, the NSWP 
members had a lot of room to shape the WP, which turned into an increas-
ingly multilateral alliance by default.

The Romanian leaders were particularly skilful in reaping the fruits 
of Albanian dissidence and the Sino–Soviet split. They intensified their 
contacts with the Chinese, but also remained within the confines of the 
alliance. Unlike the Albanians, they did not antagonize their allies, apart 
from the East German ones. They even did them a service, by prevent-
ing the alliance from turning into an East German transmission belt. 
They perceived particularly clearly that ‘[t]he prevailing principle in every 
communist party, according to which the minority has to submit to the 
majority, cannot be applied to the relations between communist and 
workers-parties’, as the Romanian leadership wrote to its Soviet comrades 
in January 1965.76 Democratic centralism did not apply to the WP, and 
the alliance confronted the Kremlin with an altogether different way of 
conducting politics.

The most concrete product of this process was the convention of 
the deputy foreign ministers, which created room for real debate. The 
unprecedented absence of a joint communiqué, because of vehement 
disagreement, underlines that the NSWP members prioritized their own 
emancipation over unity. The meeting itself constituted the de facto cre-
ation of a new organ, since it was the first WP meeting at this level, and 
heralded a period of much more intense consultation between both party 
leaders and (deputy) foreign ministers within the WP, while paving the 
way for its reforms. The attempt to reform the alliance would dominate 
the next five years of its existence, and only succeeded after vehement dis-
cussion and numerous compromises, which in itself proves that neither the 
Soviet leadership nor the GDR leaders could use the WP as their transmis-
sion belt. On the other hand, their zeal to activate the standing committee 
after nine years of slumber clearly proves that the alliance was no longer 
a mere rhetorical ploy to present a united front to the Western world. In 
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the first half of the 1960s it had turned into a platform for genuine discus-
sion, which is no mean achievement for an alliance that was created to be 
dissolved in the first place.

By January 1965 the worst fears had been allayed: Romanian participa-
tion in the meeting in December 1964 proved that its leadership wanted 
to avoid emancipating outside the confines of the WP. The fact that the 
party leader Gheorgiu-Dej announced his intention of attending the PCC 
meeting in January 1965, to the great relief and slight surprise of his allies, 
underlined that he had no desire to follow the Albanian Sonderkurs.77 
However fraught with tension the second half of the 1960s would prove 
to be—with perpetual discussions about non-proliferation and reforms, 
increasing Romanian dissent, and the invasion of Czechoslovakia by five 
WP members in 1968—the NSWP members had already begun to rein-
vent the WP in the first half. The Balkan challenge to the Warsaw Pact had 
decisively contributed to the multilateralization of the former monolith.
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    CHAPTER 8   

 ‘We Did Not Quarrel, We Did Not Curse’: 
The Price of Yugoslav Independence After 
the Soviet Intervention in Czechoslovakia                     

     Ivo     Banac    

      Soviet–Yugoslav relations went through various phases after the resump-
tion of relations in 1955, but it is fair to say that they underwent a pre-
cipitous decline after the Soviet occupation of Czechoslovakia in 1968. 
Yugoslav diplomat Veljko Mićunović, himself a veteran of various Yugoslav 
encounters with Moscow, has noted that with the coming of the Brezhnev 
regime all the accumulated dilemmas about the further development of 
the USSR were resolved. Mićunović did not elaborate, but in a passage 
that notes the innovative character of Khrushchev’s rule, the obvious con-
clusion is that the new trend was a throwback to earlier Soviet practices. 
Moreover, the USSR no longer required the Yugoslav  laissez-passer  for 
performance on the broad international stage.  1   

 The decline in relations was characterized by a series of incidents and 
confrontations, in which the Soviets regularly accused the Yugoslav side 
of stirring up anti-Soviet sentiments. For example, in September 1968, 
General A.  A. Yepishev, the chief of staff of the Soviet Army political 

        I.   Banac    () 
  Yale University ,   New Haven ,  CT ,  USA     



administration and former ambassador to Yugoslavia (1961–2), raged that 
the Yugoslavs were engaged in ‘a provocation, concoction, and disgrace. 
[…] All of this brings into question our previous relations and coopera-
tion. I do not know who among you initiated the anti-Soviet propaganda 
and war hysteria, but this has assumed proportions unknown in any other 
country.’  2   General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev, in a letter of 17 October 
1968 to the Yugoslav leadership, warned that positive relations between 
the two countries were ‘inconsistent with the anti-Soviet campaign that 
was being waged in SFRY [Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia]’.  3   

 In June 1970, Soviet premier Aleksei Kosygin lectured Mitja Ribicǐc,̌ 
his visiting Yugoslav counterpart, by pointedly reminding him that the 
Soviets, as in Czechoslovakia, would not permit the return of capitalism 
in Eastern Europe. He stressed that the Soviets expected solidarity ‘in the 
struggle for and the defense of the whole socialist system and  will not per-
mit anybody, including individuals, not excepting those inside the country, 
to argue against that ’.  4   

 Threats of this sort were accompanied by demands for military conces-
sions and the reactivation of the pro-Soviet Yugoslav émigrés in the USSR 
(the so-called Cominformists, after the Cominform Resolution of 1948). 
In the 1970–1 period, Yugoslavia delivered fi ve diplomatic démarches to 
the Soviet side over émigré activities and on similar breaches of diplo-
matic etiquette. For their part, the Soviets made some fi fty protests to the 
Yugoslavs, mainly over unfriendly articles in the Yugoslav press.  5   

 Faced with the steady decline of relations with Moscow, the Yugoslavs 
tried to fi nd support among the maverick Communist-ruled Balkan coun-
tries—Romania and Albania, which, too, felt Soviet pressures. But their 
preferred partner was the West. Here, the diplomatic activities of Richard 
M. Nixon were of particular help. Nixon’s talks with Yugoslavia’s presi-
dent Josip Broz Tito, on 30 September in Belgrade, two days after the 
death of the United Arab Republic (UAR) president Gamal Abdel Nasser, 
were centered on the Middle East. Tito took pains to reassure Nixon over 
Soviet intentions and stressed that the USSR was not interested in con-
fronting the United States in the Middle East region.  6   

 Nixon reciprocated by praising Tito’s moderation and recommended 
that the Yugoslavs talked to the new Egyptian leaders before the ‘radi-
cals’ got to them. There was no agreement over Indochina, where Nixon 
insisted that the United States could not accept defeat. Despite this initial 
positioning, the true value of the American card became evident during 
the same visit on a lesser level, in the encounter between Mirko Tepavac, 
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Yugoslavia’s state secretary for foreign affairs, and Henry Kissinger. 
Responding to Kissinger’s direct question whether the Soviets were imper-
iling Yugoslavia, Tepavac, quite unlike Tito, responded that the widening 
of the Middle East confl ict could lead to Soviet demands for military con-
cessions from Yugoslavia. Hence, anything that the Americans could do to 
help the cause of peace would be of help. There ensued the key moment in 
the articulation of US policy toward Yugoslavia. Tepavac asked Kissinger 
to interpret a statement, made by Secretary of State William P. Rogers a 
few months earlier, that the US believed the USSR would be more cau-
tious in the application of the Brezhnev doctrine to Yugoslavia. Tepavac 
noted that this suggested a far lesser degree of interest in Yugoslav security 
than was the earlier Washington norm. Specifi cally, he wanted to know if 
the Americans were making similar statements in direct contacts with the 
Russians:

  Kissinger states that it is well known how they [the Americans] would not 
observe with indifference any Soviet military moves against Yugoslavia. 

 I [Tepavac] ask him what does ‘would not observe with indifference’ 
mean. Does it mean that they would be ‘angry’ or that they would offer 
resistance? 

 Kissinger specifi es that they would offer ‘every possible help’ should we, 
too, fi ght. […] No matter how Rogers’s statement was formulated, the 
Russians ought to know that they should not entertain any designs against 
Yugoslavia without facing serious consequences. 

 I conclude that all should know that. […] 
 Kissinger stresses a claim that independent Yugoslavia is their [American] 

interest, and that they do not wish to change us even if they could. They 
do not imperil us, but will likely—he adds—have to let it be known that 
the others should not do the same. Nixon’s visit, he concludes, also has the 
aim of making that more clear. It would not be all the same to them should 
Yugoslavia, sacrifi cing its independence, get closer to the Soviet Union, 
although, they do not believe in that possibility.  7   

   Kissinger touched upon the key dilemma in Yugoslav–Soviet relations. 
The Americans most certainly had no ‘systemic’ designs on Yugoslavia, 
preferring to let the Tito government order its own ideological priorities as 
it pleased, under the assumption that ideological innovations would pro-
mote Yugoslavia’s independence from the Soviet Union. But Tito’s top-
most priority was the preservation of the regime, something that could be 
pursued by ideological innovation of various kinds. After all, Yugoslavia’s 

‘WE DID NOT QUARREL, WE DID NOT CURSE’: THE PRICE OF YUGOSLAV... 175



regime stability could be purchased by ideological concessions to the East, 
something that Tito practiced before 1948. It probably did not occur to 
Kissinger that political independence could also be promoted by sacrifi c-
ing ideological independence. 

 In fact, during the second half of the 1960s, Yugoslavia was in the 
throes of an ideological struggle between reformers and various conserva-
tives. One aspect of this confrontation concerned the venerable national 
question, which re-emerged on the political scene with particular ven-
geance after the purge in 1966 of Aleksandar Rankovic ́, the central fi g-
ure of the conservative camp and the most senior Serbian politician. His 
removal translated into a loosening of Belgrade centralism. Because of 
Serbia’s traditional resistance to decentralization, this also meant that 
the balance was upset in favor of Yugoslavia’s periphery, particularly the 
reform-minded northwest—Slovenia and Croatia—but also to the benefi t 
of all the prior targets of centralism—Bosnian non-Serbs, Albanians, and 
the other minorities. In Croatia especially, the new party leadership of 
Miko Tripalo and Savka Dabcěvić-Kucǎr was already on record against 
centralist Yugoslavism and in favor of maximum home rule. The stage was 
set for arbitration over the limit of republic autonomy, which also meant 
the limit of reform. Tito still hedged his bets. As for conservative and 
centralist Moscow, there was no dilemma over its preferences in the case. 

 Typically, according to Yugoslav sources, the outgoing Soviet ambas-
sador I. A. Benediktov took occasion to ask awkward questions during his 
farewell visits to Tito, Edvard Kardelj, Mitja Ribicǐc,̌ and other Yugoslav 
leaders. He inquired

  whether Yugoslavia would fall apart […], what are the relations between the 
republics and the federation, whether the current [reforms] in Yugoslavia 
would inspire nationalism […] in a conversation with the foreign secretary 
[Tepavac] at the farewell dinner given by the Soviet side […]. Benediktov 
said that he became convinced of the ‘true internationalism’ of Serbs and 
Montenegrins, something that, however, he could not say for the Croats 
and Slovenes […].  8   

   The Soviets were not the only party that sought to profi t from 
Yugoslavia’s internal diffi culties—political emigration also had its plans. On 
2 December 1970, Dragutin Haramija, president of Croatia’s Executive 
Council (government), sent a letter to federal Prime Minister Mitja Ribičič, 
in which he charged that the foreign ministry intelligence offi cers (notably 
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Ðuro Pintarić of the Yugoslav Military Mission at Berlin) were spreading 
a ‘major insinuation’ that the leadership of Croatia was in contact with 
Dr. Branko Jelić, a Croat nationalist émigré, resident in West Berlin, who 
supposedly had established contacts with Moscow. The outcome of these 
‘contacts’ would be an independent communist Croatia, from Trieste to 
the Drina River, integrated within the Soviet bloc and with the Soviet type 
of socialism. In exchange, the USSR would get military bases at Mostar and 
Rijeka. The source for these allegations was Jelić’s aide Velimir Tomulović, 
who was actually an agent of Yugoslav intelligence. Haramija demanded 
an inquiry and punishment for those responsible. The Soviets were very 
sensitive about these developments. On 9 December 1971, an employee 
of the Soviet embassy in Belgrade turned over a copy of Jelić’s newspaper 
 Hrvatska država  ( Croatian State ) to the Yugoslav foreign ministry, noting 
that the material was mailed from West Germany and that the Soviets were 
aware that this publication was forbidden, but that the Soviet side insisted 
‘that they inform us of this, so that the impression would not be created 
that the embassy subscribes to such publications’.  9   

 The émigré affair escalated during the period of inquiry. The mem-
bers of the federal commission could not agree on a conclusion. When 
the commission met at the Brioni Islands on 23 April 1971 the majority 
concluded that ‘the federal administrative organs, their services, and indi-
viduals employed in them did not participate in any kind of conspiracy or 
in the initiation and dissemination of political intrigues about the alleged 
connections between the hostile emigration and the political leadership of 
SR Croatia’.  10   The conclusion was not signed by a commission member 
Nikola Pavletić, himself from Croatia, and it was not accepted by two 
other Croat ministers, Mirjana Krstinić, and a Deputy Prime Minister 
Jakov Sirotković. 

 In order to resolve the matter the seventeenth session of the Presidency 
of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia (LCY) met on the Brioni 
Islands on 28–30 April 1971. The atmosphere was tense and soul- 
searching. First the Executive Committee of the Presidency met on 28 
April amid pleas from Edvard Kardelj (Slovenia) that the public must be 
soothed and also from Budislav Šoškić (Montenegro) that the matter ‘be 
left to the state organs’.  11   In line with the ambiguous attitudes to the 
‘affair’, the Presidency concluded that

  there occurred a strengthening of the external hostile subversive activity, 
which utilized our internal diffi culties and relied in its activities on the 
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enemies in our country. In connection with this hostile—anti-Yugoslav 
and antisocialist—activity, an action that aimed at disqualifying the political 
leadership of SR [Socialist Republic] Croatia was organized with the aim 
of provoking political instability, inter-republic confl icts and lack of con-
fi dence, to weaken the unity and make more diffi cult the continuation of 
self- managerial socialist development of our country. 

 The Presidency accepted the conclusion of the Federal Executive Council 
that the federal organs of administration, their services and individuals who 
work in them, did not participate in any conspiracies.  12   

   At the end of the Brioni meeting on 31 April 1971, just as the matter 
was swept under the carpet, Brezhnev telephoned Tito from a Politburo 
session in the Kremlin convened exclusively on the ‘account of Yugoslavia’. 
Tito reported on this conversation in the following way:

  Comrades, I used the pause to have a lunch. [Vladimir] Bakarić went with 
me. During lunch my secretary came and said that Brezhnev is calling me by 
phone. Since these conversations with Moscow are very rare, perhaps once 
every two years, I was surprised that he is calling me precisely now, when we 
are having this meeting. For a long time we could not get a good connec-
tion, so that anything could be heard. I heard some voice and that his secre-
tary Sergeyev wanted something, but we could not understand one another. 
Then I went to the open telephone, on which you cannot say everything. 
We greeted one another and I asked Brezhnev what is the matter. He says, 
Comrade Tito, all sorts of rumors are circulating. There is information that 
some of your troops are moving toward Belgrade, that the situation is criti-
cal, etc. […] I said: ‘Comrade Brezhnev, we discussed for three days, now 
we are close to fi nish. All of this information that you have heard is disinfor-
mation. It is not correct, it is a lie. No troops are moving, nor do we need 
any troops to use for internal matters. I wanted to say, nor for external mat-
ters, but we were on an open line. I said that our discussions are good, that 
we are working on strengthening our Party, because we have before us big 
questions that we must solve, and only the Party can do that. Correct (he 
said). I told him—be certain that we have enough strength to resolve all of 
that by ourselves, with no help from anybody.’ […] Now I want to say that it 
has come to pass what I have told you this morning at the beginning of the 
session, that this is not a trifl e, that big conspiracies are being weaved around 
us and that I do not exactly know where the knot is bound. We shall have 
to cut this knot one day, not too long in coming. We must make impos-
sible all of these conspiracies, intelligence centers, who are weaving a noose 
around our necks. That is why I warn you, comrades, that we shall have to 
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undertake certain fi rmer measures toward certain people abroad, whom you 
all know, for whom we already know, and we shall fi nd out, you see, those 
for whom we now do not know well, who are playing a certain game, even 
if it is only that of a pawn.  13   

   Five days later, on 5 May 1971 in West Berlin, Branko Jelić survived an 
assassination attempt despite the fact that he sustained more than a hun-
dred wounds from an improvised explosive device. While he convalesced 
in a hospital another attempt on his life was made on 7 May. He died a 
year later as a consequence of these injuries. This was only the beginning 
of a rough new course. 

 In early July 1971 there ensued a dramatic meeting, summoned at Tito’s 
request, with the Executive Committee of the League of Communists 
of Croatia (LCC) CC in Zagreb. Besides the members of the Executive 
Committee, the meeting was also attended by Savka Dabcěvić-Kucǎr, 
Vladimir Bakarić, Miko Tripalo, Jakov Blažević, and many other Croatian 
party functionaries. Tito was on the offensive from the start:

  This time I shall talk fi rst. You can see that I am very angry. That’s why I 
summoned you and the meeting will not last long. The situation in Croatia 
is not good. I am receiving information about that from various sources. 
Croatia has become the key problem in the country when it concerns the 
rampage of nationalism. Such things exist in all republics, but now it is the 
worst among you. A different type of struggle against nationalism is neces-
sary. It’s not enough to denounce it at the mass meetings.’  14   

   Calling for a ‘determined class struggle’, Tito commented on the wors-
ening state of Croat–Serb relations and demanded to know whether the 
leadership was aware that ‘others are watching this. Can’t you see that 
others will immediately present themselves should there be disorders? I 
will make order with our Army before allowing others to do that.’  15   He 
did not fail to mention his April conversation with Brezhnev:

  The petty-bourgeois spirit of the Belgrade  čaršija  [marketplace] is lively 
among you, too. All sorts of tales are told. Now they say here that I invented 
my conversation with Brezhnev, so as to frighten you and force you to unite. 
And the truth is that they held a meeting, that they already decided to go at 
Yugoslavia, but did not decide when.  16   

 The last sentence was edited out in the offi cial version of Tito’s remarks. 
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 Yugoslav developments increasingly troubled the Soviet leadership. In a 
letter of 6 July 1971 from the CPSU Politburo to the Yugoslavs, Brezhnev 
cautioned that various circumstances give cause for concern about the 
state of relations between the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia. He declared 
the stories about how the Soviets favored Cominformist exiles or Croat 
émigrés (‘Ustašas’) as base ‘concoctions’ and decried the activities of those 
Yugoslav journalists who promoted such inventions. He proclaimed as 
completely unfounded all stories about the ‘sharpening of any type of 
activities on the part of the Soviet Union against Yugoslavia’.  17   Brezhnev 
would soon be spared new Soviet–Yugoslav storms, which would take a 
back seat among Soviet concerns. 

 Richard Nixon’s TV speech made from Burbank, California, on 15 July 
1971, in which the American president disclosed the secret meetings of 
Henry Kissinger and Chinese premier Zhou Enlai and announced that 
he had accepted the invitation of the Chinese government to visit the 
People’s Republic of China (PRC) ‘before May 1972’, was the beginning 
of the most important diplomatic realignment in decades. Two weeks later 
the LCY Presidency at its nineteenth session was already commenting on 
the effects of this news. Stane Dolanc (Slovenia) summed up Brezhnev’s 
letter and the Soviet counteroffensive against Yugoslavia as something 
that is an expression of the ‘internal needs of the Soviet leadership and 
of broader foreign policy concerns, especially after the Chinese–American 
contacts’.  18   He noted that the forthcoming and much awaited visit of 
Leonid Brezhnev to Yugoslavia ‘must be viewed from the angle of new 
developments in Chinese–American relations’ and warned that the USSR 
would be increasingly interested in promoting its position in Europe. 
Dolanc anticipated a ‘sharp settling of accounts in the [Soviet] camp, par-
ticularly in relation to Romania’.  19   

 In response to Nixon’s opening toward China, the Soviet bloc leaders 
convened at Crimea on 2 August 1971. The next day, Paul Niculescu- 
Mizil, member of the standing presidium of the Romanian CP CC, sig-
naled to the Yugoslavs president Nicolae Ceauşescu’s request for a meeting 
with Tito. The Crimean consultation took place without the leaders of 
Romania and Yugoslavia. Niculescu noted that Kosygin was in Romania 
for a COMECON meeting three days earlier, ‘but there was not a word 
that such a meeting would take place at Crimea. Something is cooking, 
says Mizil.’ Tito was cautious. On the margin of the message he wrote: ‘I 
think that it would not be good to hold a meeting after the one at Crimea. 
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It is better to wait a bit and then hold a meeting in our country or on the 
border. T.’  20   

 Tito’s caution was soon rewarded. On 10 August 1971, at Yalta, morose 
Leonid Brezhnev received Yugoslav ambassador Veljko Mićunović, who 
brought Tito’s letter to the CPSU General Secretary. In a three-hour con-
versation Brezhnev commiserated over the continuity of bad relations with 
Yugoslavia and claimed that the Soviets were for the best relations with 
Yugoslavia and ‘he personally always held that line’. Brezhnev denounced 
the Yugoslav behavior over the ‘Raspopović Affair’, involving activities of 
a Cominformist exile in the USSR, and the Yugoslav protest that ensued:

  He categorically disassociated the CPSU, especially the leadership, from 
this, and everything that happened was really a trifl e not worth attention. 
Brezhnev said, still criticizing Yugoslavia’s behavior, that the USSR never 
supported these Ustašas (referring to the Cominformists in the USSR), at 
which point Ostrovidov, the recording secretary present at our talk, inter-
vened to explain who [was] who. Brezhnev demanded that I explain what 
happened. After my explanation and a reference to the fact that there [were] 
300 Cominformists in the USSR, Brezhnev waved his hand and said that 
this [had] no signifi cance; they [had] similar individuals in the CPSU, who 
[spoke] the worst of him, Podgorny, Kosygin, and others, all of it [meant] 
nothing.  21   

   Brezhnev denied that the USSR opposed Yugoslavia’s independence 
and nonalignment, and stressed that the Yugoslav press was a stumbling 
block in the relations, although he knew that the press was independent 
in Yugoslavia. He spoke negatively about China, which was, according 
to Brezhnev, a victim of nationalism and ‘great state’ ideology. Nixon’s 
trip to Beijing was not important, as only the USSR was a partner for the 
Americans. As for China, ‘properly speaking it is not a nuclear power, and 
will not be for a long time. Economically, [China] means nothing’. He 
avoided any comment on good Yugoslav–Chinese relations, according to 
Mićunovic ́, because the Russians ‘usually avoid speaking with us about 
matters that are very unpleasant when they conclude that they cannot 
change anything’.  22   

 Since Yugoslavia was a subject of discussion at the bloc summit at 
Crimea, Brezhnev explained that this was not at the Soviet initiative, but 
thanks to the Poles and the others ‘из содружества’ (‘from the common-
wealth’) who wanted to know how to appraise Yugoslavia’s policies:
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  Brezhnev assured me that all were agreed when he told them that Yugoslavia 
was a socialist country and that they should not pursue policies that would 
alienate Yugoslavia, regardless of differences that exist (the main theme of 
the Crimean meeting was China and the consequences of the American-
Chinese rapprochement), but precisely the opposite, they should strive to 
cooperate.  23   

 Moreover, although the intervention in Czechoslovakia was correct and 
took place only after all political means were exhausted, he denied the 
existence of the ‘Brezhnev doctrine’ and rejected all questions about the 
sovereignty of bloc countries. Unlike Khrushchev, who was constantly 
insulting the various bloc leaders, he treated them with ‘deep respect’.  24   

 Still, Brezhnev was not convinced that Yugoslavia was on the right path:

  Noting that these were our internal matters, Brezhnev commented on our 
situation in the way the Soviets did during the past winter and spring, the 
Brioni meeting, when our internal situation was appraised as grave and 
critical. Brezhnev, ‘speaking as a friend’, says that the Soviets for a long 
time were concerned about the events in Yugoslavia. All of these were our, 
Yugoslav, matters, but they, the Russians, as friends, must be interested. 
Brezhnev cited the following internal problems as proof: unemployment, 
the drain of our workers and specialists to the West, already half a million, or 
million, who knows, and, most important, public political confl icts among 
our republics, or nationalities. Brezhnev, like Kosygin three months ago, 
cited the USSR as an opposite example and asked: What would happen 
in the USSR if anything similar occurred here? Still disassociating himself 
by stating that he is expressing only his personal opinion Brezhnev stated 
that, no matter what we or they, the Russians, are saying, the fact remains 
that serious omissions, he will not say errors, were permitted in Yugoslavia, 
because, otherwise, all of this would not have happened.  25   

 He added that ‘it remains to see what the roots of this are. He mentioned 
the role of the Party, of the state, the necessity of monopoly in foreign 
trade, central planning, that is, the Soviet system as the model.’  26   It is 
signifi cant that Tito’s thinking increasingly was not at great variance from 
that of Brezhnev. 

 The next day (13 August) Mićunović wrote an additional note on the 
Yalta meeting with Brezhnev. He was convinced that the Soviet pressures 
in the fi rst half of 1971 stemmed from the fact that the ‘Russians overes-
timated our internal diffi culties and considered that Yugoslavia [was] so 
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internally weakened that it [would] not be capable of […] offering ener-
getic resistance to each Russian attempt of mixing into our internal mat-
ters.’ Further, Mićunović saw developments in the ‘great triangle’ and the 
‘announcement of Nixon’s visit to Peking’ as inducements for a revision 
of aggressive Soviet policy towards various partners, including Yugoslavia. 
Despite Brezhnev’s gruffness, Mićunović anticipated an improvement of 
relations with the USSR, perhaps during Brezhnev’s forthcoming visit, 
although he admitted that Brezhnev might not be the best representative 
of a more reasonable group in Moscow. He was banking on the ‘second, 
opposite side’ in Soviet establishment.  27   

 By the end of August, writing from Moscow, Mićunović sent a series 
of opinions and proposals in connection with Brezhnev’s planned visit. 
This exceptionally subtle diplomat suggested that the ‘party’ character of 
the visit best suited the Soviets, because it signaled the specialness of the 
moment (‘after our “internal crisis” and the sharpening of the relations 
USSR–China. The press in the [socialist] camp is already writing about a 
new anti-Soviet axis in the Balkans: Yugoslavia–Romania–Albania’). As a 
result, he proposed that the Yugoslav side must insist on the discussion of 
real problems, for example, the Cominformist emigration (he suggested 
the continuation of the hard line in regard to ‘these deserters and trai-
tors, but now mainly higher offi cers of the Soviet army and citizens of the 
USSR’).  28   

 Mićunovic ́ was especially insistent on a very suggestive thesis:

  We have regularly reported that our internal situation has by far the most 
direct and stronger infl uence on our relations with the USSR than with 
any other great power. Our internal diffi culties directly stimulate and incite 
the Russians to a policy of pressure toward Yugoslavia and mixing into our 
internal affairs, as was the case this spring.  29   

 He noted that the Soviets were ‘not particularly impressed’ by Yugoslavia’s 
proposed constitutional changes. Moscow, in fact, thought that these 
changes would lead ‘to a further weakening of Yugoslavia as a single 
state’.  30   These observations were falling on Tito’s ready ears. 

 In anticipation of Brezhnev’s visit, at the beginning of September, Tito 
was shoring up his fl ank. He was still unconvinced that Brezhnev’s visit 
would improve relations with Moscow. At the end of a conversation with 
the representatives of Dalmatian communes, partially under the infl uence 
of Mic ́unovic ́, Tito noted that Brezhnev had no intention of discussing 
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economic and other problems: ‘They want discussions along party line 
and, if we go only along the party line, we shall have an awful fi ght.’  31   
Tito’s larger task was to mollify all contesting sides in Yugoslavia, so as to 
present a united front before the visiting Soviet leader. 

 Proceeding cautiously, Tito’s Croatian tour, which started at Zagreb’s 
‘Prvomajska’ factory, started with an attempt to mobilize the workers 
against ‘inter-republic squabbles’ and the ‘atomization of our republics’.  32   
But as the tour proceeded, he was increasingly giving arguments against 
alleged ethnic confl icts in Croatia, while simultaneously calling for harsh 
measures against the ‘class enemy’. At Koprivnica, on 10 September, he 
said that tensions in Croatia were being ‘blown up’, although, in fact, it 
was individuals who caused trouble. These would have to face ‘undemo-
cratic measures’.  33   At Varaždin, he announced a need for purges of ‘alien 
elements’. As usual, he was attacking intellectuals and professors, who

  often go abroad, of course they are pro-Western in orientation, while abroad 
they hold several lectures and receive 10–15 thousands of dollars for a lec-
ture, and here his salary keeps fl owing. […] All is lovely here in this demo-
cratic system. But we shall polish [ ošlifovati , from German  schliefen ] this 
democratic system ever so slightly, in order to make it socialist.  34   

   Two aspects of Tito’s message—conciliation and threats of repres-
sion—were evident at the high point of his tour, during a televised toast 
to the political leadership of Croatia, in Zagreb’s Hotel Esplanade on 14 
September. After affi rming that it was absurd to claim that ‘great chauvin-
ism is blooming’ in Croatia, he nevertheless attacked the ‘dishonest intel-
ligentsia’ and noted that ‘everywhere in Yugoslavia there are those who 
look toward the West’. He vowed that ‘there can be no democracy for 
those who are against our system’.  35   It was clear that Tito was quite ready 
to parlay with Brezhnev. 

 During the visit of the Soviet party delegation, Tito and Brezhnev 
quickly established a relatively warm atmosphere at meetings that were 
held at Belgrade and the military resort of Karađorđevo (Vojvodina). There 
exist no minutes of the one-to-one meeting between Tito and Brezhnev 
of 22 September. Mićunović subsequently has claimed that the Yugoslav 
leaders were led to believe that Brezhnev used the opportunity to affi rm 
how the ‘Soviet Union does not have—nor did it ever have—the inten-
tion of using force against Yugoslavia’.  36   During the fi rst meeting of the 
delegations, on 23 September in Belgrade, in his introductory remarks 
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Brezhnev said: ‘First of all, an old friendship exists between us. We did not 
quarrel, we did not curse’, to which Tito added, ‘We did not beat each 
other’.  37   Although Brezhnev was at times abrasive (‘why do I speak this 
way, Broz?’),  38   he was very accommodating in his conclusion that, despite 
the differences, different paths in the construction of socialism, and differ-
ent methods and styles of thought, none of that ought to be an occasion 
for strife, particularly under conditions of ‘normal’ interstate relations. 
(‘This means that on the side of state relations nothing of signifi cance 
exists that could be an occasion of some strife or disagreements.’  39  ) 

 Brezhnev was, after his own fashion, an animated, even witty conversa-
tionalist. He claimed that he did not understand the disagreements with 
the Yugoslavs. He attributed these to certain forces who prefer to have bad 
relations. Such forces, too, ‘are actively working among us, but perhaps 
this [Yugoslavia] is a somewhat more advantageous environment’.  40   He 
was ironical about the Yugoslav ideology (‘Nobody denies that Yugoslavia 
selected some road of its own, how do I call it—I cannot remember—
self-management. We do not discuss this, we do not study it.’) He sug-
gested that obscure staff of theoretical journals occasionally took offense 
at Yugoslav innovations (‘surely this is not forbidden’), but no party func-
tionary, no member of the Politburo ever publicly criticized the Yugoslav 
ideology, ‘although I personally have certain observations’.  41   He denied 
any importance to the Cominformist exiles, all 300 of them,  42   and stuck to 
the Soviet story on the harmful nature of the Yugoslav press. Most espe-
cially, Brezhnev was very emotional about claims that the USSR wanted 
to attack Yugoslavia: ‘(bangs with his fi st on the table) I was never more 
excited than when I heard that in Yugoslavia they believe that the Soviet 
Union is thinking of attacking Yugoslavia.’  43   

 For his part, Tito admitted that there were ‘confl icts’ in Yugoslavia, but 
‘it is the greatest folly to speak of disintegration’. He allowed that the ‘var-
ious enemies of socialism have raised their heads and have taken national-
ism and chauvinism as the elementary basis for their attacks’, but that it 
was untrue that he alone kept the whole country together.  44   Generally, 
Tito was far more conciliatory to the Soviet side than most members of 
the Yugoslav delegation, especially Mirko Tepavac, who was the subject 
of at least two Soviet barbs. Tepavac insisted that the term ‘sovereignty’ 
be used in the joint declaration, since controversial issues were generally 
resolved according to Soviet wishes. In this he was only partially successful; 
the phrase ‘two sovereign states’, a reference to the USSR and Yugoslavia, 
was added to the text.  45   
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 As for Tito, the anti-Western and anti-American tone of his toast at 
Karađorđevo (‘the West, bourgeois states, Western states, all the time are 
attempting somehow to keep us at a distance’  46  ), as well as his positive 
appraisal of Brezhnev’s intentions, which Tito reported to the topmost 
LCY leadership on 3 October at Brioni (‘I have already mentioned that 
Brezhnev, as the fi rst order of business, put forth the question of the liq-
uidation of blocs. This is a huge matter. They never spoke of this until 
now’), Brezhnev’s attitude toward Yugoslavia (‘We were not the fi rst to 
put forth the question of sovereignty. […] True, later in the conversations 
there were many diffi cult discussions’), and his supposed change of heart 
toward nonalignment (‘This is the fi rst time that he [Brezhnev] expressed 
a certain recognition of Yugoslavia’s nonalignment, and, with Yugoslavia, 
to the nonaligned’),  47   testify to his conservative mood in the fall of 1971. 

 Speaking on 5 October at a reception in Dubovac (Croatia) to the lead-
ing members of the Association of Reserve Military Offi cers of Yugoslavia 
(URVSJ), during the military maneuver ‘Liberty 71’, which was held in 
the Slunj-Karlovac area of northwestern Croatia, Tito was enthusiastic 
about the results of the Brezhnev visit and the end of Soviet pressures. He 
said that Brezhnev was misled by various sources ‘from our cities, espe-
cially from Belgrade’, but has come to his senses. ‘While I have the army, 
I am afraid of nothing’, Tito said, and added:

  And now [Brezhnev] has come. And I must say that I am satisfi ed with 
the conversations that we had. Of course, everything that they wanted is 
not clear. But we are an independent country, we stand fi rmly on our posi-
tions, we stand fi rmly on our course of internal development of socialism, 
we fi rmly stand on the line of nonalignment. In one word, we do not deviate 
from this and that is what they had to recognize.  48   

 Tito concluded:

  This meeting and visit brought about a certain relaxation [ smirivanje ]. Not 
only in our country, where people, nevertheless, were a bit worried, because 
the foreign press was thundering about maneuvers over there [USSR]. I 
told Brezhnev, moreover in a toast at Karađorđevo, we do not spend much 
time thinking about your maneuvers, they do not bother me much, nor 
am I busy over what they mean. When you have an army, of course you 
will drill. I said, we’ll, too, have maneuvers now, and so that you would 
not be bothered, nor those Westerners, we placed the zone of maneuvers 
across Yugoslavia, so that nobody can complain. [Brezhnev] laughed. […] 
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Relaxation has come, and, by God, the comments abroad are not bad. Most 
of the comments are good. Foreign comments are good: Yugoslavia gave up 
nothing; to the contrary, the previous situation was recognized. In a word, 
Yugoslavia remains what she has been with its foreign and domestic policy.  49   

   Tito’s interpretation of the Brezhnev visit was repeated again and again 
during his numerous international meetings in the fall of 1971. On 18 
October, in a conversation with the Indian Prime Minister Indira Gandhi 
in New Delhi, Tito informed her about Brezhnev’s visit to Yugoslavia. He 
stressed that

  we cleared the question of sovereignty, so that […] in our relations with 
the Soviet Union we remain on the principles of the 1955 [Belgrade] 
Declaration. It was Brezhnev who proposed this formulation. We told 
Brezhnev that we are not worried about the maneuvers of the Warsaw Pact. 
We consider that normal. If you have an army, it must have maneuvers.  50   

 Similarly, on 20 October, at a Cairo meeting with Anwar El Sadat, Tito 
attributed Egyptian problems with the USSR to disagreements between 
the Soviet leaders. He said that individual members of the Soviet leader-
ship were infl exible, that Aleksei Kosygin was apparently particularly rigid, 
but that one could do business with Brezhnev.  51   

 This stance was also taken during Tito’s meetings with Richard Nixon 
at the White House (28 October). Nixon prompted an extensive discus-
sion on the situation in the subcontinent, where the West Pakistani army 
was fi ghting a war against Bengali insurgency. Tito’s concerns were dif-
ferent. He tried to signal that Yugoslavia’s relations with the USSR were 
improved and at one point ‘interjected that from his discussions with 
Brezhnev he had deduced that the Soviets also did not wish a war’. When 
he fi nally managed to turn the conversation to Brezhnev’s visit, he pointed 
out that

  there had been a great deal of speculation about Soviet intentions and 
threats as regards Yugoslavia. He had talked with Brezhnev alone and also 
with the two delegations present. He wished to point out that the draft 
declaration Brezhnev had brought with him—and the Yugoslavs had had no 
draft of their own—it had already clearly reaffi rmed Yugoslav independence 
and sovereignty and stated that the 1955 principles remained valid. The fi nal 
text as it emerged from the talks made clear that the USSR and Yugoslavia 
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were dealing with each other as two sovereign states and that Yugoslavia had 
the right to develop its own social system. 

 On Nixon’s question ‘if this applied only to Yugoslavia or went beyond 
it’, Tito responded that ‘the other East European countries were members 
of the Warsaw Pact. At the same time, he believed that the Soviets were 
changing their policies.’ Tito’s policy stressed that Brezhnev was now 
much stronger, that ‘he was now less restricted by the collective’. Whereas 
earlier ‘the Soviets would not have been at all happy about [Tito’s] going 
to the United States, now not only had they raised no objection, but 
Brezhnev had also asked that the Soviet wish for good relations with the 
U.S. be conveyed to [Nixon]’.  52   

 During the second meeting at the White House, on 30 October, Nixon 
stressed that

  there was no question in his mind that, because of its self-interest, the USSR 
would continue its efforts to bring its neighbors under increased infl uence. 
The independence of Yugoslavia and Romania, regardless of these two 
countries’ internal systems, was consistent with U.S. interests but was not 
consistent with Soviet interests.  53   

 Anticipating his visit to the USSR, scheduled for the spring of 1972, 
Nixon added that

  one of the major questions to be discussed in Moscow would be the U.S. 
attitude towards the Eastern bloc. Our position would not be that of libera-
tion; as Hungary has shown, liberation meant suicide. However, [Nixon] 
stressed, his position would be to avoid any kind of understanding with 
Moscow that would give the Soviets encouragement to fi sh in troubled 
waters in Yugoslavia or elsewhere. He felt that he did not have to say more 
than that. 

 He also reassured Tito that the US would not ‘make any arrangements 
with the Chinese or the Soviets at the expense of third countries’.  54   

 These comments were certainly good news for Tito. They enabled him 
to adopt a much more self-assured stance in meetings with the Canadian 
leaders in Ottawa on 4 November. Tito told Prime Minister Pierre Elliott 
Trudeau, who was somewhat patronizing toward Tito, and Secretary for 
External Affairs Mitchell Sharp that, despite NATO’s readiness to extend 
guarantees to Yugoslavia, ‘We do not wish to have anybody defend us. 
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Those who have come to our defense can also be dangerous.’  55   Moreover, 
on 8 November, during a London meeting with Prime Minister Edward 
Heath and Foreign Secretary Alec Douglas-Home, Tito went very far in 
praising the Soviets:

  Brezhnev this time showed a greater fl exibility than before. We conducted 
extensive conversations, with delegations and tête-à-tête. I must say that 
Brezhnev brought with him a draft proposal for a joint declaration in which 
many positive things were included. We were a bit surprised that in the 
draft and in his statements Brezhnev himself spoke that in our relations we 
must remain on the Belgrade and Moscow declarations of 1955/1956. Full 
sovereignty was confi rmed in the relations of the two sovereign countries. 
Brezhnev said that it is not true that the USSR was against the sovereignty 
of SFRY. He also recognized our right to develop our internal system as we 
see fi t. Likewise, he accepted nonalignment in our foreign policy as a posi-
tive thing.  56   

   Moreover, Tito painted a rosy picture of Soviet intentions. He believed 
that Soviet policy toward the satellite states was changing in favor of 
a ‘freer’ course and that the Berlin wall would be removed should the 
European Security Conference succeed as a project. He rejected the idea 
that the USSR ‘plundered’ the East Europeans: ‘The USSR gives them a 
lot and in that sense they are a burden [to Moscow].’  57   It is signifi cant that 
he was now openly skeptical about the prospects of reform:

  Dubcěk made many errors. They were hasty, and went too far, too quickly. 
They negated everything in the past. They allowed the press fi ercely to 
attack the USSR. And one should not forget that the ČSSR [Czechoslovak 
Socialist Republic] was in the Warsaw Pact, which, of course, does not 
change our principled stand in connection with that. During Brezhnev’s 
visit we did not at all discuss the ČSSR. If the people in the ČSSR are ready 
to accept the situation that they have, that’s their business. One must look 
at the situation realistically.  58   

   After his busy diplomatic autumn, Tito reported to the LCY Presidency 
and the government of Yugoslavia, on 19 November, in Belgrade. He 
pointed out that Nixon was ‘a bit surprised’ at Tito’s assessment that 
Brezhnev wanted better relations with the US.  59   Tito was irate that the 
Western statesmen, particularly Trudeau’s Canadians, did not understand 
Yugoslavia’s position:
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  I had to explain to them that we are not threatened by any imminent danger 
[from the USSR], that they are more or less dramatizing the situation more 
than is needed, etc., that we are suffi ciently strong to insure for ourselves an 
undisturbed development. But frequently various articles appear and all is 
taken as a done deal. I think that much of it comes from our country, from 
our press, based on which they reach their conclusions over there. We shall 
discuss that at another occasion.  60   

   Federal Secretary for Foreign Affairs Mirko Tepavac commented on 
Tito’s exposé by noting that his visits and meetings in 1971 highlighted ‘the 
period of signifi cantly new dimensions in Yugoslavia’s international bonds, 
and that is what essentially infl uences our position. We are defended nei-
ther by treaties nor guarantees; we are defended, really, by a high degree of 
our international connections.’  61   Tepavac was bold enough to suggest that 
good relations with the Soviet Union might weaken Yugoslavia’s position 
with the US.  62   But, like Tito, he felt that

  there were certain aspects of our internal situation that create diffi culties 
abroad. I would like to turn your attention to the fact that, after a certain 
pause, certain unpleasant commentaries on the situation in Yugoslavia have 
started again; this must be noted and must be taken into account as an 
incentive for our appropriate action.  63   

   Tito himself was ready for action. Having bolstered his position with East 
and West, he was very open about his plans with Nicolae Ceauşescu during 
a brief visit to Timişoara, Romania, on 23 November. In a meeting that 
passed without any anti-Soviet intonations, Tito was frequently sardonic 
and in a patronizing mood. He explained to Ceauşescu that ‘We certainly 
have more problems since we have six republics.’ The reason was that 
based on Yugoslav federalism some people had concluded that the party, 
too, must be federalized. Stane Dolanc completed Tito’s observation by 
stating that in a forthcoming party document it would be ‘precisely and 
clearly stated that the LCY was a unitary organization and that it was the 
most important integrative factor in our system and in our country.’ Tito 
added, ‘Cohesive force, democratic centralism’.  64   

 With this background in mind, it is clear that Tito was ready for a 
confrontation with the Croatian leaders, when, after the beginning of a 
student strike at the University of Zagreb, he summoned an emergency 
meeting at Karađorđevo for 1 December 1971. Backed by the army and 
the  conservatives, Tito prevailed. There ensued a major party purge, 
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which devastated Croatia’s reformist leadership and, by the fall of 1972, 
was extended to the Serbian party leadership and individual reformists in 
the other republics. The Soviets were pleased at this development. On 9 
December, at Karađorđevo, Tito received N. K. Baibakov, deputy chairman 
of the USSR Council of Ministers and the head of the Gosplan (State plan). 
Baibakov hailed Tito’s newest successes. In his response, Tito stressed that 
‘we cannot allow the enemy to rage in Yugoslavia’. Baibakov agreed. ‘The 
enemy never sleeps’, he said: ‘If one waits, he will develop his dirty busi-
ness. From time to time, actions must be undertaken against him.’  65   

 The cycle was completed. In 1968 the Yugoslavs denounced the Soviet 
invasion of Czechoslovakia in the most vitriolic terms. They sided with 
the Czechoslovak reforms, some of which were more advanced than 
their own, and defended the violated Czechoslovak independence. They 
resisted an array of Soviet pressures and threats, sought solace in various 
Balkan partnerships (including the most unlikely ones, with Albania, pro-
vided they were antagonistic to the Soviet Union), and won the support 
of the West, most especially that of Nixon’s White House. 

 The progress of the internal reform in Yugoslavia, especially the anti- 
center direction that it took in Croatia, encouraged the Soviet Union, 
and weakened Tito’s position. Already after the Brezhnev telephone call 
of 30 April Tito was set on disciplining the Croats, but that would have 
weakened his bargaining position with the Soviets. After the announce-
ment of Nixon’s visit to Peking the Soviets were on the defensive. Their 
suspension of the rough treatment, made during the Brezhnev visit to 
Yugoslavia in September, their encouragement of Tito’s mediation role 
with the Americans, improved Yugoslavia’s position with both superpow-
ers. The time had come to remove those obstacles that encouraged Soviet 
meddling. Political independence was defended by sacrifi cing the most 
offensive examples (to the Soviets and Tito) of ideological independence. 
Of course, there was a price to pay: cut to the bone, shorn of the illusions 
of hope, reform and internal home rule, the Yugoslav system became more 
brittle. Brittle systems easily break. 
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    CHAPTER 9   

 The US, the Balkans and Détente, 1963–73                     

     Effi e     G.  H.     Pedaliu    

      The consequences of Western tampering in the Soviet sphere, however 
nuanced, were felt not just within the target countries whose behaviour it 
sought to modify. Often, they were experienced in neighbouring Western 
countries as well. This chapter will examine how a confl uence of the poli-
cies of ‘differentiation’ and ‘détente’, as implemented by the Johnson 
and Nixon administrations, stirred up the Balkan states across the Cold 
War divide in ways that were to have destabilising repercussions for the 
whole peninsula. 

 Even before the end of the Second World War, the Balkans experienced 
the tensions of the looming global confl ict with such severity that the 
area projected a distorted image of the Cold War. Throughout the bipolar 
confl ict the distribution of power between East and West in the penin-
sula remained very similar to that envisaged by the British Prime Minister 
Winston S. Churchill and the Soviet leader Joseph Stalin in their ‘percent-
ages agreement’ of October 1944. However, this division along Cold War 
lines had been superimposed over an area where the Second World War 
had resuscitated and intensifi ed deep-seated, pre-existing ethnic rivalries 
and atavistic tendencies. The Balkan ‘powder-keg’ had to accommodate 
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itself to the Cold War, but even bipolarity could not arrest let alone extin-
guish the region’s propensity towards fragmentation.  

 The Cold War was experienced differently in the Balkans than the 
other regions of Europe where a stable equilibrium was predicated on 
states pledging their unreserved allegiance to the bloc to which they 
belonged.  1   The signifi cance of the Balkans for both superpowers was 
never likened to the Central Front where the divide was frozen and 
beyond challenge as shown by American reactions to the uprisings in 
East Germany in 1953 and Hungary in 1956. Within the wider edi-
fi ce of Cold War norms, loyalty in the Balkans was prone to condi-
tionality and disquiet on both sides of the Cold War divide emerged 
early on. In the Western camp, Greece and Turkey, both members of 
NATO since 1952, co-existed with their communist neighbours in the 
North in a state of armed preparedness, and yet only just avoided war 
with each other. Not even communism could suppress nationalism in 
the Balkan communist bloc which comprised countries that tolerated 
Soviet hegemony, seeing it as a necessary prerequisite for security and 
economic development and others that wished to see off Soviet domi-
nation and explore ‘national’ approaches to communist development. 
Yugoslavia’s bid for independence in 1948 was inextricably related to 
Soviet unwillingness to back Tito’s territorial and nationalist ambitions 
in Italy and the Balkans.  2   Gheorge Gheorghiu- Dej’s Romania began 
loosening its ties with the Warsaw Pact as early as 1958  3   and its bid 
for ‘independence from the USSR’ accelerated when the Council of 
Economic Mutual Assistance (CMEA) failed to assign the country the 
industrial future that it wished.  4   Enver Hoxha, the Albanian leader, 
expelled the Red Navy from Vlore in 1961 and ditched Soviet hege-
mony in favour China. His actions ensured that the Sino–Soviet split 
and China too, would also cast their long shadows over the region.  5   By 
the early 1960s, there was just one communist country in the Balkans 
that remained loyal to the USSR and Moscow’s trust in it assigned 
Bulgaria the role of a Soviet  locum tenens .  6   Such unruly behaviour 
became possible only because the USSR lacked the economic and mili-
tary resources to micromanage developments in what was a peripheral 
theatre of the Cold War. 

 After the suppression of the Hungarian uprising in 1956, the US 
needed to adjust its strategy towards Eastern Europe since ‘liberation’ 
had been exposed as being too risky. The new policy needed to be 
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less intrusive than intensive covert operations, but robust enough to 
achieve change behind the Iron Curtain, albeit more slowly, work-
ing through low-key economic and cultural infi ltration.  7   This strategy 
of differentiation would be extended from Yugoslavia and Poland to 
the whole of Eastern Europe. It was a fi nely nuanced policy that aimed 
to increase tensions subtly in the Soviet bloc by rewarding through 
marginal economic inducements, Eastern European countries that 
evinced signs of independence from the USSR and/or the Warsaw Pact 
or moves to internal liberalization.  8   As Hixson puts it, Washington 
came to see that ‘gradual cultural infi ltration could be a more effec-
tive weapon against the Soviet Empire than aggressive psychological 
warfare’.  9   

   JOHNSON’S DIFFERENTIATION AND ITS IMPACT ON GREECE 
AND TURKEY 

 Fickle loyalties in the Balkans offered the best circumstances for the 
US to ‘hone in’ on the better instruments of differentiation. Economic 
and technical aid were particularly well-suited means to a region like 
the Balkans where countries were trying to escape economic backward-
ness.  10   During Eisenhower’s last term and Kennedy’s short presidency, all 
efforts to unroll differentiation fully were disrupted by the frequent crises 
over Berlin, the adoption by West Germany of the Hallstein doctrine in 
1955 and by fate. By the time Lyndon Baines Johnson came to power, 
the Cuban Missile Crisis (CMC) and the proto-détente it stimulated, had 
created a more hospitable environment for differentiation. The timing 
of the CMC, only thirteen months after the offi cial establishment of the 
Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) in Belgrade in 1961, boosted Tito, as 
international statesman.  11   The Romanians, who fi rst heard of the CMC 
from the press, according to Garthoff, quite unexpectedly and hesitantly 
approached the US on 4 October 1963. The Romanian foreign minister 
Corneliu Mănescu tried to reassure Dean Rusk, the US secretary for state, 
of Bucharest’s disapproval of Soviet actions in Cuba and promised him 
that in a future crisis Romania would adopt a position of neutrality in 
exchange for the US not targeting Romania for nuclear retaliation. Rusk 
responded that the US would reserve its actions towards states that did not 
facilitate Soviet actions against it and its allies. In April 1964, the so-called 
‘Romanian declaration of independence’ was issued, a public statement 
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expressing dissatisfaction with the Warsaw Pact and economic integration 
through CMEA.  12   The Albanians, meanwhile, regarded Soviet responses 
over the CMC as feeble.  13   The crisis helped China deepen its toehold in 
Albania to cause discomfort to the USSR. Such manoeuvring by the com-
munist Balkan states could not disguise the fact that the regional security 
environment during the CMC had deteriorated perilously as Bulgaria put 
its armed forces on a very public state of armed preparedness and this cre-
ated profound fears not just in Belgrade, Bucharest and Tirana, but also in 
Athens and Ankara.  14   

 The CMC and proto-détente affected America’s Balkan partners deeply. 
Bulgarian bellicosity during the CMC led to palpable fear in Greece and 
Turkey that their nations could be in the front line of a side-show, a face- 
saving limited nuclear war aimed at preventing an all-out nuclear exchange. 
Both countries were also becoming introspective as they faced domestic 
volatility amplifi ed by thier problems over Cyprus that brought them close 
to war. Turkey was directly affected by the crisis since the eventual resolu-
tion of the CMC involved the withdrawal by the US of Jupiter missiles 
from Turkish territory. When Turkey had accepted hosting the ‘Jupiters’ it 
had made its own political and economic calculations. The invisible earn-
ings accrued from American military personnel associated with the Jupiter 
missiles would now stop fl owing into the Turkish economy, and economic 
growth would also be affected since foreign capital could interpret the 
missile withdrawal as an indication of a waning US interest in the country. 
Therefore feelings of ‘abandonment’ grew in Ankara and questions were 
asked over the reliability of the hegemon.  15   

 The year 1964 would prove crucial for US relations with Balkan states 
on both sides of the divide. Johnson decided that he needed to steady 
American relations with Eastern Europe and he wanted to co-opt Western 
Europe in this endeavour. On 23 May 1964 at Lexington, Virginia, he 
spoke about ‘building bridges across the Gulf (sic) which has divided us 
from Eastern Europe’. He indicated that the bridges he had in mind were 
‘bridges of increased trade, of ideas, of visitors and of humanitarian aid’.  16   
His troubles with Vietnam prompted a return to this theme again on 7 
October 1966. This time he tried to reassure the USSR by stressing that 
the American government did not wish to ‘overturn other governments’, 
but heal division through ‘peaceful engagement’ and in consultation with 
the USSR.  17   In reality, however, the US adopted a mixed approach with 
differentiation as the third and most potent ingredient in the mix. 

200 E.G.H. PEDALIU



 Johnson’s attempts to promote differentiation had a Balkan fl avour 
since Romania offered new opportunities and the US could use its own 
experience with Yugoslavia as a template to reward other ‘good Balkan 
 communists’. The channels of communication with Mănescu had been 
kept open and trade featured prominently in these exchanges.  18   Johnson 
could see clearly that Romania was moving towards what Larrabee 
described as ‘partial alignment’ and he decided to take his chances and 
unfold the full panoply of differentiation by making credit guarantees 
available to it in June 1964.  19   The Romanians used Vietnam as a means 
to expedite relations with the US by initiating well-timed approaches 
that presented Romania as an invaluable backchannel for communica-
tions between the United States and North Vietnam. These moves had 
started with Gheorghiu- Dej and gathered momentum under Ceauşescu. 
Unsurprisingly, their offers of help were always linked with Romanian 
wish lists for economic cooperation.  20   By 1965, there was a clear growth 
in Romanian trade with the US and Western Europe. By 1967, Ceauşescu 
had moved to establish diplomatic relations with West Germany, and 
Romania was to be the only Eastern European country not to sever rela-
tions with Israel after the Six Day War. Still, Johnson was careful not to 
pick favourites between Romania and Yugoslavia. 

 The apparent thawing of the Cold War and America’s efforts to reca-
librate its relations with Eastern Europe together with  the increasing 
American focus on South East Asia did not play well with its allies in the 
Northern Mediterranean and the Americans knew it. From Portugal  to 
Greece and Turkey, the launching of a détente process from a position 
of apparent weakness was perceived to be subtracting from Southern 
Europe’s worth to the Atlantic alliance.  21   Moreover, this perception was 
forming in a deteriorating security environment in the Mediterranean and 
Senator Mike Mansfi eld’s (US Senate majority leader) resolutions calling 
for reductions in American troop levels in Europe. It is hardly surprising 
then that NATO member states did not accept détente until assurances 
relating to Mediterranean security had been embedded in the shape of the 
Harmel report in 1967 and the Reykjavik NAC in 1968 that earmarked 
NATO’s southern fl ank for strengthening.  22  

Johnson had to take a strong line with Turkey to keep the peace in 
NATO’s southern fl ank. The ‘Johnson letter’ in 1964 turned Turkish 
ambivalence over détente into negativity. The almost explicit threat to 
Turkey that an invasion of Cyprus could invalidate NATO’s obligation to 
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protect it in the case of Soviet attack was seen by the government of Prime 
Minister Inonu and by its supporters as being directly linked with proto-
détente and as yet another sign of the diminishing reliability of the US.  23   
Moreover, when the letter was leaked, it disturbed delicate socio-political 
balances in Turkey and buttressed forces hostile towards NATO and the 
US. By 1968, matters had deteriorated to such a degree that the American 
Sixth Fleet was greeted by hostile crowds in Turkish ports.  24   

 Attempts at any type of détente proved to be equally destabilizing for 
Greece where they generated feelings of both ‘abandonment’ and ‘entrap-
ment’. Greece’s fears of abandonment had been present since the mid- 
1950s, and were exacerbated by the strains Cyprus caused in its relations 
with its allies. The early 1960s also raised fears of entrapment, when the 
crises over Berlin in 1961 and Cuba in 1962 fostered fears that the coun-
try could become a target of retaliation or even for the staging of a Soviet 
diversionary manoeuvre spearheaded by Bulgaria.  25   The early 1960s  in 
Greece had been years of domestic political transformation and the ‘open-
ing to the Centre’ was propelling the country towards a more represen-
tative and inclusive socio-political system. Ultra right-wing elements in 
Greece feared that proto-détente was promoting over-democratisation at 
home and thus, their political nullifi cation. Greek democracy was to prove 
too weak to thwart the conspiratorial activities of these circles. The dic-
tators of the 21 April 1967 coup proclaimed themselves to be loyal to 
NATO and the US. At a time of upheaval and rising Mediterranean insta-
bility underlined by the Six Day War, the Johnson administration adopted 
an equivocal approach towards the dictators that helped them consolidate 
their position.  26    

 Even more ominously for Johnson, ‘the winds of change blowing in 
Eastern Europe’  27   which he had evoked in his New York speech in 1966 
would have unforeseen results. The USSR proved to be less than forth-
coming to ‘bridges’ with Eastern Europe.  28   In August 1968, the crushing 
of the ‘Prague Spring’ by the Warsaw Pact, demonstrated clearly how far 
and where within its sphere of infl uence the Soviet Union would tolerate 
the effects of differentiation and domestic dissent. Johnson’s fears over the 
security situation in the Balkans persisted well into September 1968 when 
he revealed to congressional leaders that the Soviets ‘might want to clean 
up Yugoslavia, Romania and Czechoslovakia, at the same time’.  29   Rusk 
issued a clear caution to the Russians: ‘Soviet action against Yugoslavia 
would produce a far more formidable crisis than Czechoslovakia. We 
cannot look calmly at Soviet actions aimed at the Adriatic area.’  30   Soviet 
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action in Czechoslovakia failed to derail détente but it created a simmering 
apprehension of a sudden and unexpected Soviet overreaction.   

   SUPERPOWER DÉTENTE AND THE BALKANS 
 President Richard M. Nixon’s ‘era of negotiations’ had been launched in 
anticipation of achieving a conservative cure-all for America’s domestic 
and international problems.  31   Nixon and his National Security Assistant, 
Henry A. Kissinger, would apply detente in more audacious, encompass-
ing and often more imprudent ways than Eisenhower had. They exploited 
the process to manage  and strengthen the Cold War order and repair 
America’s self-confi dence, domestic consensus and international credibil-
ity, but their intention was that detente would be ephemeral.  32   The solidity 
of the Western bloc from internal challenge became a mandatory prereq-
uisite for its successful pursuit. The Nixon administration came to perceive 
the Mediterranean region as an area where the balance of power could 
turn against the West under the stresses of Soviet opportunism, deeply 
entrenched ethnic disputes, the French challenge and the expansion of the 
Cold War into the Third World. This made the stability of the region vital 
for the security of the NATO area and underscored Southern Europe’s 
important location at a critical fault-line in the North-South divide—a 
front line that had to remain impermeable to Soviet interests.  33   Nixon 
approached Mediterranean affairs with realism but cynicism too. For all 
the highbrow theorizing over its implementation, détente rested on some 
gross oversimplifi cations that led Washington to incline towards dictator-
ships over possibly unpredictable and fragile democracies.  34   The exclu-
sion of Southern Europe from the détente process was the inevitable 
result such reductive thinking.  35   Italy, the only democracy in the region, 
sounded the alarm. Aldo Moro, the Italian foreign minister, told Nixon 
that the stifl ing pressure on the region ought to lessen but his appeal went 
unheeded.  36   

 Mediterranean volatility and détente tested severely Yugoslav rela-
tions with the US, the USSR and the NAM. Tito’s ‘national commu-
nist experiment’ was based on getting Yugoslav independence from the 
USSR, and  at the same time obtaining security and economic bene-
fi ts from the West, though not to become part of it. Non-alignment 
offered him the best option, but by the 1970s the Cold War was mov-
ing into the Third World, spreading bipolarity worldwide and limit-
ing the viability of the movement. As  Kissinger put it, Tito’s ability 
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to act as a non-aligned leader was ‘in part a luxury that depend[ed] 
on American power’.  37   During the Six Day War, Tito allowed a Soviet 
airlift over Yugoslav airspace, despite his reservations about excessive 
Soviet activity in the Mediterranean which he found threatening. He 
needed, however,  to bolster Nasser  at this time, a supportive ally to 
Yugoslavia within the NAM.  38   In the meanwhile, China was building 
its Mediterranean presence through aid for Egypt, Morocco, Tunisia 
and Syria.  39   Such activity by China was also to infl uence Yugoslav deci-
sions during the Middle East war in 1967. By August 1968, any sense 
of ‘honeymoon’ between Belgrade and Moscow was long dead but this 
did not mean that Tito had become more pliant to Western imperatives 
nor that his headaches with the NAM were over. Détente also under-
cut Yugoslavia’s relevance to non-alignment because African and Asian 
members perceived the process in negative terms. For them it was a dis-
ingenuous policy that aimed to reduce tensions in Europe whilst crank-
ing them up in the Third World. In 1972, Tito endorsed the Tunisian 
and Algerian initiative for making the Mediterranean a ‘lake of peace’ in 
order to appease non-aligned states that were getting irate with his sup-
port for a European security conference. He had tried to link European 
and Mediterranean security issues, but this hurt the sensibilities of the 
US that saw the ‘lake of peace’ initiative as being likely to benefi t just 
the USSR.  40   

 When Nixon visited Europe in 1970, one of his aims was to let the 
USSR and the Arab world know that the US would not tolerate any shifts 
to the balance of power in the Mediterranean.  41   He made a point of vis-
iting Yugoslavia. Tito echoed to him his by now familiar position that 
Israel ought to withdraw from the occupied territories; he reiterated his 
support for the creation of a Palestinian state and he also registered his 
unhappiness over the US Sixth Fleet having such a strong presence in 
the Mediterranean. The only issue with which Nixon could derive some 
comfort was that Tito wanted the Arabs to recognize Israel.  42   The sul-
len attitude of Yugoslavia was directly related to its fears about how 
superpower détente was emboldening the Soviets and stirring up their 
interest in growing Yugoslav ethnic friction. Throughout the 1960s and 
1970s Yugoslavia’s domestic fault lines had become more evident. When 
Brezhnev visited Belgrade in September 1971, he sharply criticized his 
hosts for their economic and political model and their reluctance to 
embark on closer relations with the USSR.  43   How rattled Tito had been 
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by this visit became clear when he visited the US. Although, American 
support did not stop, it became apparent that the Nixon administration 
was more interested in Romania and in Yugoslavia’s political orientation 
after Tito’s death.  44   

 The Nixon Administration demoted differentiation to subservience in 
the process of superpower détente. Its intensity was toned down and its 
focus shifted from Yugoslavia to Romania. Any complications that dif-
ferentiation had brought about for America’s Balkan allies remained unat-
tended and this led to uncertainty and unpredictability in the region. This 
prompted Zbigniew Brzezinski to talk about ‘benign neglect’.  45   In this 
environment an upgraded role for Romania was to Yugoslavia’s detri-
ment.  46   This upset the delicate equilibrium that Johnson’s differentiation 
had established in the communist Balkans, an equitable differentiation 
without favourites. Yugoslav dissatisfaction with what Belgrade perceived 
to be American inattention welled up in May 1973 when articles appeared 
in the local press claiming that the Voice of America (VOA) news service 
‘gives its microphones over to Ustashi emigres’.  47   

 Romania’s elevation in America’s Balkan pecking order, however, 
was not just about differentiation. It came about because the US 
thought that Ceaus ̧escu could smooth US access to China—something 
that Yugoslavia could not offer so readily.  48   There was no disguising 
that the Romanians were better placed to play the role of the inter-
mediary.  49   Nixon had visited Romania in August 1969, almost a year 
before he visited Yugoslavia. The discussions between Nixon, Kissinger 
and Ceaus ̧escu focused on China. The Romanians were eager to do 
America’s bidding over China so long as this did not vex Moscow and 
was advantageous to them.  50   As Dragomir suggests, the main objec-
tive of Romanian foreign policy during détente was not to fi nd a new 
hegemon but to secure its national interests.  51   The Soviets monitored 
Ceaus ̧escu’s manoeuvres closely and they demonstrated their irrita-
tion over closer Sino–Romanian relations and Ceausescu’s visit to 
China by holding two major Warsaw Pact military exercises ‘South 71’ 
and ‘Opal 71’ alongside Romanian borders.  52   In turn, the Americans 
were  careful not to cause irrevocable damage to relations between 
the USSR and Romania, since this could unpick their efforts to effect 
détente.  53   Therefore, from early on the Nixon administration used the 
Kissinger–Dobrynin backchannel frequently to ensure that they did 
not push Soviet toleration to breaking point and, as well, to maintain 
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the ‘noughty agreement’, as Churchill referred to the percentages agree-
ment of 1944. Over time, how frequently Romania was mentioned dur-
ing Kissinger–Dobrynin discussions was to become a weathervane on 
the state of health of détente.  54    

   BALKAN FEARS AND ‘MICRO-DÉTENTE’ 
 For the Balkan states, superpower power détente raised the fear that their 
national interests would be compromised on the altar of superpower 
cooperation. Such insecurities led the Balkan countries to launch their 
own micro-détente process in order to break out from the asphyxiation of 
superpower détente. At the same time, a local détente held out a prospect 
of stimulating economic development, blunting Soviet intrigue and pre-
paring for the post-Tito era. Also, Chinese interest in the region offered 
new economic development opportunities.  

 By the mid-1970s, China had supported two fi ve-year development 
plans in Albania; it had given Albania an interest-free loan of 1.55 m yuan  55   
and it had furnished the country with chemical weapons.  56   What Albania 
had found attractive initially about China was its geographical remoteness, 
but after the events of 1968, Hoxha decided that with the Soviets aroused 
and the Greek dictators conspiring against him, China could not really 
protect his country.  57   The Albanians tried to block the roads that the Red 
Army could use to access their country by seeking improved relations 
with Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and Romania. At the same time they buried the 
hatchet with Greece. Hoxha’s fi rst step was to approach Tito. Yugoslavia 
and Albania succeeded in expanding their economic and cultural relations 
and by 1971 Hoxha had re-established diplomatic relations at ambassado-
rial level with both Yugoslavia and Romania and secured recognition of 
Albania by Greece.  58   

 Bulgaria also seemed willing to resume the limited rapprochement with 
its Balkan neighbours it had achieved with Greece and Romania in the 
early 1960s.  59   Zhivkov’s objectives were mixed since differentiation had 
had its impact in Bulgaria too. He needed access to development funds 
and technology from the West to modernize the Bulgarian economy. 
However, Zhivkov’s motives were an amalgam of national and Soviet 
objectives and this made his potential partners more wary. By promot-
ing multilateral cooperation in the Balkans he hoped to weaken NATO’s 
southern fl ank, sign up supporters for the long-standing Soviet aim of 
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convening a conference on the security of Europe and arrest pressures 
for further fragmentation within the Eastern bloc arising  from super-
power détente. He initiated diplomatic contacts with Turkey, Greece, 
Romania, Yugoslavia and Albania and  even courted Italy. Aldo Moro 
visited Sofi a in April 1970; Ivan Bashev, the Bulgarian Foreign Minister, 
visited Athens in May 1970; in September, Zhivkov met Ceaus ̧escu; in 
October, the Turkish Prime Minister Suleyman Demirel visited Sofi a; 
in November, the Albanian Foreign Minister Gogo Kozma did so too; 
and in late November, Zhivkov initiated an exchange of correspon-
dence with Tito to restore Yugoslav–Bulgarian relations to a tense, yet 
correct level.  60   These initiatives were accompanied by agreements for 
economic cooperation and Bulgarian promptings for achieving even ‘a 
greater improvement in the political climate in the Balkans’.  61   However, 
Bulgaria’s close relationship with the USSR always loomed large and 
tentative exploratory US–Bulgarian talks on expansion of trade foun-
dered on Bulgarian objections to the VOA transmitters sited in Greece. 
As well, the US National Security Council (NSC) thought that the State 
Department under William Rogers’ tutelage was taking unnecessary risks 
by overextending its generosity to Bulgaria. In the end, the NSC opin-
ion prevailed. The Zhivkov–Brezhnev relationship was just too strong to 
tamper with.  62   

 The Romanians were similarly active with diplomatic initiatives but 
their objectives were more opaque and complicated than the other Balkan 
countries. They too wished to frustrate marginalization by the superpow-
ers and to expand their trade with other Balkan countries. However, their 
initiatives were more ambitious than those of their neighbours. They 
wished to create a ‘Balkan bloc’ and aspired to a local détente that would 
be essentially multilateral in nature, similar to the Stoica plan for a ‘nuclear 
free Balkans’. What Romania was attempting was to pull away from the 
USSR and yet, at the same time, do its bidding by proposing multilateral 
cooperation in the region to undermine the southern fl ank by compromis-
ing Greek and Turkish miens in NATO.  63   

 Unlike the Romanians, Tito was determined that any cooperation in 
the area would have to be on a bilateral basis. With the USSR’s special 
relationship with Bulgaria, Yugoslavia’s complex ethnic make-up and the 
tensions between the two Balkan states over the Macedonian Question, 
any multilateral arrangement that included Bulgaria held the danger 
for Tito that the Soviets could exploit Yugoslav ethnic problems as a pre-
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text for intervention. At the same time, Yugoslavia had much to gain from 
‘Balkan détente’. Its economic experiment with self-management had run 
out of steam and Tito’s aim now was to reinvigorate the economy through 
Balkan trade and use regional cooperation to prevent his neighbours from 
exacerbating Yugoslav own problems.  64   

 Balkan détente was a subversive process essentially. Whilst its partici-
pants acquiesced fully to bipolarity, they tried to tamper with its rigidity. 
Paradoxically, the Greek junta emerged as an active promoter of Balkan 
cooperation, while Turkey remained aloof and its engagement with the 
process was confi ned to ensuring that it did not get isolated. Very sim-
ply, the Balkans did not feature highly in Turkish foreign policy priorities. 
Relations with the West and economic development were its main foreign 
policy aims and superpower détente had caused much disappointment in 
the country. Turkey remained thus, on the sidelines, brooding, but not 
entirely disengaged.  65   

 Stoicism and biding for the right time were not characteristics of the 
Greek junta’s foreign policy. It dived headlong into Balkan détente, 
a policy that had been elaborated in the Greek foreign ministry, but 
which the junta would pursue with typical clumsiness. The dictators 
approached Balkan détente with one very specifi c aim seeing it as a means 
of acquiring an international role that would not be circumscribed by 
their undemocratic credentials. With typical cunning, the regime wanted 
both international respectability and economic aid to help it achieve 
complete consolidation domestically, so it used the process to startle 
Greece’s traditional allies in the West into abandoning their perch sit-
ting. The dictators were quite open about their intentions. Stylianos 
Pattakos, the junta’s number two, put it thus to Sir Robert Hooper, the 
British ambassador in Athens—it was just ‘something for Greece to fall 
back on’.  66   

 The timings of the junta’s Balkan initiatives are of interest here. Its 
fi rst efforts to improve relations with its Balkan neighbours began just 
after it narrowly escaped censure by the UN in February 1968 and as the 
Council of Europe (CoE) was preparing for the hearing of the ‘Greek 
Case’ in May 1968. In the spring of 1968, the Greek Foreign Minister, 
Panagiotis Pipinelis, a very experienced diplomat and the architect of 
Greece’s rapprochement with Bulgaria in 1964, proposed the establish-
ment of a ‘Balkan code of good conduct’. Pipinelis was the ultimate real-
ist of Greek diplomacy. His original proposal had fallen on deaf ears, but 
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after the events in Czechoslovakia it encountered more fertile ground 
in Yugoslavia, Romania and Bulgaria. Then, in 1969, as moves against 
Greece in the CoE gathered pace, the junta became more deeply involved 
in secret, exploratory diplomacy with its northern neighbours. In early 
1970, Greece signed trade agreements with Bulgaria and Romania. 
Pipinelis could not hold back his glee just after the signing of the Bulgarian 
trade agreement in March 1970, when pointedly, he said in an interview 
that ‘the Bulgarian press is more correct in its attitude toward Greece than 
is Sweden.’  67   Pipinelis’ death in June 1970 paved the way for the dicta-
tors to open up diplomatic relations with Albania in 1971, a country with 
which Greece had been in a technical state of war since 1945.  68   During 
the seven years of dictatorship, Greek trade with the Eastern bloc almost 
doubled in value.  69   

 The junta’s deliberate ‘cat and mouse’ game with Greece’s Western 
allies created fears that it might well decide to side with Balkan countries 
in ways that could undermine the unity of NATO.  70   On the one hand, 
in 1971 Christos Xanthopoulos-Palamas, the Alternate Greek Foreign 
Minister, resisted signing up to a common position with Bulgaria on 
the Middle East and Vietnam and also with Romania on a ‘Balkan 
nuclear free zone’.  71   On the other hand, by June 1971, he would use 
Balkan détente as a means to threaten his NATO allies by half implying 
that Greece had other options if ‘the malevolence’ shown towards  it 
continued.  72   Those games worried London suffi ciently enough to 
prompt a discussion between the deputy under-secretary of state in the 
Foreign and Commonwealth Offi ce (FCO), Sir Thomas Brimelow, and 
Xanthopoulos-Palamas, on Greece’s stand over multilateral coopera-
tion in the Balkans.  73   When Brimelow pressed Xanthopoulos-Palamas 
on whether Greece was willing to agree to the convening of a Balkan 
conference, he obfuscated along the lines that ‘things must be allowed 
to mature’ before any multilateral steps were taken.  74   Xanthopoulos-
Palamas was prepared to exert maximum pressure on Greece’s NATO 
allies but also careful not to be drawn into challenging the major global 
policy objectives of the US.  The FCO concluded that no man of his 
impeccable Western credentials—he was a former ambassador to the 
United States and an ex-permanent representative to NATO—would 
engineer the ‘de-alignment’ of Greece. It also interpreted Greece’s 
Balkan policy as a ‘bluff ’ aimed at soothing its feelings wounded by ‘the 
perceived coolness of the Western European countries’.  75   
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 The Americans too, were not sure exactly how to interpret the jun-
ta’s haste to strike up relations with communist countries both near and 
far away. The Nixon administration was not worried about the possibil-
ity of ‘de-alignment’—this is why it had given the regime its strongest 
verbal and material support. However, Balkan détente and the growth 
of Chinese international activity combined with improved Sino–American 
relations created a mix that was too unstable for the US to control effec-
tively.  76   Greece’s actions, in particular, had increased Soviet uncertainty. 
Moscow worried that an anti-Soviet bloc could be established in the 
Balkans and Soviet suspicions were not exactly unmerited since China’s 
policy towards the Balkans was indeed aimed at establishing such a group-
ing.  77   The Eastern  bloc media, thus, were employed to issue warnings 
to Yugoslavia and Romania against any attempts to revive the pre-war 
multilateral arrangements of the ‘Balkan entente’ of 1933 by sending the 
message that any such efforts were to the detriment of ‘socialist unity’.  78   

 The involvement of Greece also raised Soviet doubts about the role of the 
US in all this scheming because of the close relationship between the Nixon 
administration and the junta.  79   But, the US needed to steer clear of Sino–
Balkan intrigues and avoid giving an opportunity to the Soviets to exploit 
détente in order to undermine Romania and Yugoslavia.  80   The Americans 
became anxious that any ineptitude on the part of Greece in the Balkans 
could lead to a further Soviet encroachment into the Eastern Mediterranean 
and undermine superpower détente. In this context, the US found Greek 
posturing irksome as Nixon and Kissinger were well aware of Soviet sensitiv-
ity in the Balkans. The ‘China card’ had been intended to make Russia pli-
able and perhaps even paranoid, but not desperate and dangerous.  81   

 Despite the opacity and the complexity of the key participants’ motives, 
the Balkan detente seemed to have a chance to blossom. Albania, Bulgaria, 
Greece, Romania, Turkey and Yugoslavia established a network of bilat-
eral arrangements in, for example, commerce, culture and tourism. Balkan 
detente was a provocative process. Whilst its adherents acquiesced fully to 
bipolarity, they tried to breach its rigidity. However, in a bipolar world such 
efforts across the divide were to have a short life. By the end of 1973 Balkan 
détente ran  out of steam. Superpower détente, together with America’s 
attempt to develop a triangular relationship with the two foremost commu-
nist countries, and yet another Middle Eastern war, made the international 
situation too perilous for a détente in the Balkans and stifl ed it. Profound 
and new insecurities now led the Balkan countries to become involved in the 
European détente process. The global recession precipitated by the OPEC 
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(Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries) oil embargo after the 
Yom Kippur War on top of the pressures resulting from Nixon’s unravelling 
of the Bretton Woods system in 1971 hit the Balkans hard. The Yugoslav 
economy was particularly badly hit as it was closely dependent on Western 
economies. The oil crisis did not directly affect Romania, but the prolonged 
stagfl ation in the global economy hurt  its exports. Bulgaria became even 
more dependent on Russia for oil and from 1973 onwards the foreign debt 
of the country spiralled forcing it to turn to tourism to earn the foreign 
currency it needed to pay for its oil supplies. Fuel shortages and social dis-
ruption would be the legacy from OPEC to the communist Balkan states. 
Meanwhile, Albania returned to isolationism and Greece turned towards 
‘a primitive foreign policy approach’. The conditions had now become too 
challenging for a Balkan détente to prosper.  

    CONCLUSIONS 
 Although differentiation and détente destabilised the Balkans and ulti-
mately undermined each other’s effi cacy, both did succeed in chipping 
away at Soviet might. The ‘era of negotiations’ was based on the prem-
ise that the superpowers would be able to control any unintended con-
sequences of détente that could undermine their control. Pressures from 
the US to inhibit change in the Mediterranean were paralleled by Soviet 
attempts to solidify Eastern Europe. As John Campbell acutely observed: 
‘détente, of course, does not have the same purposes for all concerned, and 
some may fi nd its fruits bitter or the sugarplums unripe’.  82   A shared fear 
of marginalization brought the countries of the Balkan peninsula together 
to remind their patrons that they could not be taken for granted. They 
attempted to avoid being squeezed into irrelevance and decided that in 
order to digest superpower détente and not be ingested by it, they had to 
take action by embarking on a local détente. In a bipolar world, however, 
such efforts could only be short- lived because of the actions of the super-
powers and above all, because of the tendency of the region to fragment.  
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    CHAPTER 10   

 The Only Game in Town? EEC, Southern 
Europe and the Greek Crisis of the 1970s                     

     Eirini     Karamouzi    

        INTRODUCTION 
 On 28 May 1979, Greece—against all odds and fi ve years ahead of Spain 
and Portugal—signed the Treaty of Accession to the European Economic 
Community (EEC) in Athens.  1   It was the culmination of an effort that had 
commenced in the late 1950s when Greece had become the fi rst country 
to be granted association status on 9 July 1961.  2   In 1975, the then Prime 
Minister Konstantinos Karamanlis who oversaw Greece’s transition to 
democracy, applied for EEC membership as a long-lasting measure to pro-
tect the country’s nascent democratic institutions, secure its social cohe-
sion and economic modernization, and ultimately guarantee enduring 
integration in the West. Greece had experienced a dictatorship since 1967, 
a period that abruptly ended in 1974 with a Greek-sponsored coup d’état 
against the President of Cyprus, Archbishop Makarios and the subsequent 
double Turkish invasion of Cyprus. This was neither the fi rst nor the last 
time since the inception of the Greek state that the political and intel-
lectual elites turned to Europe.  3   Greece had a tradition of participation 
in numerous alliances throughout its modern history because of its small 
size, economic backwardness and unstable geopolitical neighborhood. 
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Such alliances had enabled Greece to strengthen its national security and 
advance its economic development. Often, however, such a reliance on 
external allies subjected Greece’s domestic politics and policies to foreign 
infl uence and in lack of Greek ownership allowed several political elites and 
their followers to view these alliances, including EEC membership, either 
as a panacea that would cure all the country’s problems or as a plague to 
be blamed for the country’s ills.  4   

 Not surprisingly therefore, the second enlargement, namely, the acces-
sion fi rst of Greece and then of Spain and Portugal, has been revisited 
by historians and political scientists alike recently, especially following the 
opening of the state/Community archives of the 1970s and early 1980s.  5   
The bulk of the historical work on the enlargement of the Community, 
however, has a rather introspective character.  6   Research on Greece and the 
EEC, albeit limited, tends to adopt a national approach, examining the 
contributing role of domestic economic, political and social factors.  7   Such 
an approach highlights the interaction between domestic forces and the 
development of the applicant’s European policy. Nonetheless, it fails to 
capture the transformative impact of enlargement on the EEC itself, the 
importance of the effects of negotiations on its institutional structures and 
its political cohesion, and fi nally, on the way the Community as an organi-
zation debates and responds to the pressures and demands of applicants.  8   

 This chapter, in adopting a multi-level and multi-archival analysis, will 
focus on Greece, which was the fi rst out of the three Southern European 
countries to dive into the fray of enlargement, and secondly will concen-
trate on the internal deliberations amongst the nine EC member states in 
the critical period between Athens’ formal application in June 1975 and 
the Community’s decision to open up entry talks with Greece in February 
1976. Although the period under examination precedes the formal nego-
tiations between Greece and the EEC that commenced at the end of 1976, 
it is extremely telling of the Nine’s thinking in their political decision to 
say ‘yes’ to Greece and of the Community’s ultimate motivation to expand 
southwards in the 1970s. 

 Greek entry to the EEC constituted a landmark in the Community’s 
enlargement history and its evolution for two reasons. It presented a gen-
uine challenge to the Nine who had to deal with the changing nature of 
applicants—from long established democratic and market economies to 
recently democratized and economically less developed states. Secondly, 
and linked to these countries domestic volatile situations and the  evolving 
international system of détente, it was a round of accession where the 
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importance of Cold War calculations for the stability of Europe’s southern 
fl ank were pronounced.  9    

   GREECE’S NASCENT DEMOCRACY KNOCKING 
ON THE EEC’S DOOR 

 As soon as the dictatorship fell, the EEC was seen as the only appropriate 
forum where Greece could restore its confi dence and support the coun-
try’s democratization process. The freezing of the Athens Association 
Agreement of 1961 after the coup, coupled with the forced withdrawal 
from the Council of Europe in 1969, had contributed to the symbolic 
association of Europe with democracy in Greek eyes. In marked con-
trast to the perceived American stance of indifference and even tolerance 
towards the Colonels’ rule, the EEC’s use of political and economic sanc-
tions had helped undermine the legitimacy of the military dictatorship.  10   
Whilst Washington remained essential to Greek national security,  11   within 
Karamanlis’ small circle one clear conclusion was drawn. Greece needed 
to reduce over-dependence on the USA and achieve multilateral diplo-
macy without questioning the vital premises of the post-1945 Greek for-
eign policy of belonging to the West. The newly pursued multilateralism 
included policies unthinkable to pre-1974 conservatives. Karamanlis took 
personal interest in expanding the web of political but mainly economic 
relations with the Balkan states.  12   However, such policies, despite their 
symbolic importance, produced limited practical results. Conversely, EEC 
membership seemed to offer a viable solution to the Greek domestic pre-
dicament and accelerated progress towards membership became a top 
priority on the government’s agenda. Europe offered the Greeks an alter-
native model for democratic growth untarnished by the real and alleged 
sins of the United States.  13   

 The surprising arrival of the Greek application for membership, how-
ever, rocked the EEC boat with a series of economic, institutional and 
political problems. The Athens government could have hardly chosen a 
worse moment to apply. The 1973 oil shock that plunged the industrial-
ized West into recession put the Community model under duress. Indeed, 
several Community policies had suffered substantive setbacks that made 
the member states uneasy at the prospect of a fresh widening, only two 
years since the previous enlargement and whilst Britain was renegotiating 
its own membership.  14   The situation was made all the more critical by the 
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presence of a geopolitical dimension that had been mostly absent during 
the fi rst enlargement. Security came to the fore suddenly, when Greece 
decided to withdraw from NATO’s military command on 14 August 
1974 in the wake of the second Turkish invasion of Cyprus. The simulta-
neous fall of the other two southern European dictatorships of Portugal 
and Spain coupled with the political and fi nancial turmoil that beset Italy 
during the same period, exacerbated fears of potential destabilization of 
the Western position throughout Southern Europe. Worries about the 
Western system’s balance were compounded by the prospect of accepting 
Greece, whose relations with its largest neighbor and the strategically piv-
otal state along NATO’s southern fl ank, Turkey, could only be described 
as hostile. Admitting Greece would inevitably entail the risk of getting the 
Community entangled in the Greco-Turkish dispute and, as a result, dis-
turb the equal distance the Community sought to maintain between the 
two countries—bearing in mind that Turkey was not only a key NATO 
member but also an associate EEC member. 

 Alongside the geopolitical concerns, the economic dimension was set-
ting off alarm bells in Brussels. Greece’s depressed economy and ineffi -
cient civil administration would further test the Community’s institutions. 
If the Greek state were to enter the EEC, it would have to undergo sub-
stantial structural changes for which the Community would most proba-
bly bear the fi nancial brunt in the form of transfers of resources. Crucially, 
Greece was never examined on its own merits but rather seen as a forerun-
ner of the other two emerging Southern European democracies: a ‘Yes’ to 
Greece would make it much harder to say ‘No’ to Spain and Portugal. The 
prospect of a Mediterranean enlargement in turn would provide unwel-
come competition and further strain the Common Agricultural Policy 
(CAP). Ultimately, it would oblige the Community to proceed to a full- 
scale reform of CAP in order to ease Italian and French concerns about 
Greek and much more importantly, Spanish competition in Mediterranean 
agricultural produce. 

 Arguments on both the Community and the Greek side were familiar 
to the Commission. It shared the need not to snub the Greeks in their 
precarious political climate of transition but as a guardian of the Treaties 
felt it bore the responsibility to point out the challenges that possible 
entry would pose on the institutional and political development of the 
EEC. Moreover, the Commission assumed that Greece, as one of its offi -
cials put it, ‘had been fed a rather heavy diet of positive commentary about 
Greek membership from the very highest levels of governments in mem-
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ber states’ and thus failed to recognize the need for a preparatory period 
of economic aid that would enable it to overcome its structural weaknesses 
and adapt more easily to the Community’s mechanisms and policies.  15   The 
Commission’s Opinion, fi nally submitted to the Council of Ministers on 
28 January 1976, was considered to be a lukewarm statement which on 
one hand recognized fully the democratic obligation in accepting Greece’s 
bid for membership but on the other considered the upcoming enlarge-
ment as an opportune time to deepen the process of European integration. 
The suggestion for an affi rmative reply to Greece but with a ten-year pre- 
accession period would address these confl icting anxieties.  16   In an unprec-
edented act in the enlargement’s history and following Athens’ strong 
reaction and heavy-handed lobbying of the Nine, the Council defi ed the 
Commission by unanimously rejecting its Opinion merely two weeks after 
its submission. There was no dispute that the Greek application involved 
an economically and politically fragile country whose possible inclusion 
in the Community could bring closer to home the Greco-Turkish dispute 
at a time of perceived Eurosclerosis.  17   However, such anxieties gave way 
to the overwhelming imperative of fi nding a new international role for 
the EEC by aiding the nascent Greek democracy with the ultimate aim of 
stabilizing the country within Western institutions and thus preventing a 
possible knock-on effect on neighboring Spain, Portugal and Italy in the 
precarious geopolitical climate of Southern Europe.  

   HOW DID ENLARGEMENT BECOME A FOREIGN POLICY 
TOOL? 

 The collapse of right-wing authoritarianism in Greece, Spain and 
Portugal was an undisputed conclusion by 1975, and the question was 
how both sides of the Atlantic were willing to deal with it.  18   The unan-
ticipated toppling of the Portuguese dictatorship on 25 April 1974 that 
sunk the country into political turmoil caught the West off guard.  19   
The new military- dominated regime in Portugal was undecided as to 
the direction in which to take the country and whether or not to hand 
over power to a democratically elected government. There were con-
cerns that the country might slide towards a kind of Euro Communism 
and undermine Portugal’s membership of NATO. Such concerns were 
strongly voiced in Washington. For Kissinger, it was essential to isolate 
Portugal, as the country had been allegedly ‘lost’ to Communism.  20   
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Europeans were equally troubled about Portugal’s uncertain future with 
Harold Wilson, the then British prime minister declaring Portugal a 
‘test of détente’.  21   However, the Nine progressively adopted a more 
confi dent view, putting emphasis on strengthening the hand of the dem-
ocratic forces in Portugal, which had a foothold in the new government 
in the form of Mario Soares, a democratic socialist who had long lived 
in exile.  22   

 Only four months after the Carnation revolution, the Greek dictator-
ship instigated a coup against Makarios that ultimately led to the Turkish 
invasion of Cyprus. The Cyprus issue per se was not as essential to the 
strategy and contingency military planning of the United States and 
NATO. American interest in Cyprus was essentially a preventive one: to 
keep its political problems from boiling over and throwing wrenches into 
the Greco-Turkish relationship.  23   As a State department briefi ng paper of 
early August 1974 declared: ‘the US does not have fundamental interests 
in Cyprus itself but we do have a major interest in the effect of the Cyprus 
problem on fundamental US interests in Greece, Turkey and the Eastern 
Mediterranean’. Consequently, the paper concluded that ‘our strategy is 
directed toward removing Cyprus as a bone of contention between Greece 
and Turkey’.  24   Kissinger was eager to cooperate with the British on the 
Cyprus front especially since America’s latitude had been restricted by the 
strong and infl uential presence of the Greek lobby in Congress. Moreover 
Britain, as signatory to the 1960 Treaty of Guarantee of the Cypriot state 
was thrust into a position of responsibility. However, the British lacked the 
power to take effective action as they suffered from what James Callaghan, 
the foreign secretary, described as ‘responsibility without power’. Since 
1964, successive British governments had adopted a policy of ‘impartial-
ity and non- involvement’ with their priority remaining the retention and 
safety of their military facilities on the island while giving the Americans 
the fi rst say. The main nexus of such a policy was that no unilateral mili-
tary action could be taken without American cooperation.  25   In fact, in 
1975, London had wished for a complete British military withdrawal from 
Cyprus but fretted over the negative impact of such an act on its special 
relationship with the USA ‘given the global importance of working closely 
with the Americans’.  26   It was not only Britain though that was in dismay. 
Generally speaking, it is true that the handling of the Cyprus crisis was not 
a success for any of the actors involved.  The Economist  declared that ‘the 
Turks have had their way in Cyprus. For everyone else concerned there is 
only failure to report.’  27   
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 The newly installed government in Athens, confronted with a rapidly 
growing popular anti-Americanism and the humiliating consequences 
of the recent double Turkish invasion in Cyprus, was under pressure to 
act.  28   Prime Minister Konstantinos Karamanlis concluded that war against 
Turkey would be a highly dangerous option, as the seven years of the 
 junta  had left the country’s defenses in a precarious state. In a private 
meeting of political leaders, it was concluded that Greek armed forces 
‘were unprepared, inadequately equipped and in no position to declare 
war on Turkey’.  29   Instead of war, Karamanlis announced the country’s 
withdrawal from NATO’s integrated military structure and requested the 
US to enter into renegotiations on the future of US bases on Greek soil.  30   

 The threat to NATO’s southern fl ank in the aftermath of Greece’s with-
drawal from its military command and the country’s unstable domestic 
political situation during transition to democracy loomed large. Although 
Karamanlis was fi rmly attached to the West and his government had made 
it clear that withdrawal from NATO was the least damaging course that 
had been open to it and the only acceptable policy to the public at the time, 
fears over Greece’s future policy orientation remained, abetted by the rise 
of the left in domestic politics. The newly formed Panhellenic Socialist 
Movement (PASOK) under Andreas Papandreou, despite coming third in 
the 1974 legislative elections, was becoming a progressively popular party 
campaigning on an anti-American and anti-EEC platform. An illustration 
of this line of thinking was evident during Chancellor Schmidt’s visit to 
Athens in May 1975. Karamanlis went on to explain to the Chancellor 
that, although his parliamentary control was complete and the country’s 
NATO withdrawal had reached its limits in political gain, it would be a 
mistake to assume that he could or would pursue policies which were 
unacceptable to either to his opponents or Greek public opinion.  31   The 
Nine knew that failure to grant Karamanlis a success on the EEC applica-
tion front would undermine his position, jeopardize the country’s smooth 
democratization process and in turn, its foreign policy direction.  32   

 All of these fears over Greece were exacerbated by its potential spill-
over effect on neighboring countries in the Southern European region. 
Indeed, in the mid-1970s the Western system in Southern Europe 
seemed increasingly under threat.  33   Besides the Greco-Turkish confl ict, 
the Cyprus issue and the Portuguese question, Spain’s Franco dictator-
ship seemed to be nearing the end in 1975 with the renewal of the 1953 
base agreement with the USA up in the air. Western leaders were equally 
concerned about Italy’s domestic instability and economic crisis. Anxiety 
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heightened even more with  compromesso storico  and the probability of the 
Italian Communist Party coming to power. All of these helped exacerbate 
the already dismal strategic outlook in the Mediterranean region. In con-
trast to the fi rst postwar decades when the American fl eet dominated the 
Mediterranean, the 1970s witnessed a growing Soviet infi ltration of the 
southern coast states.  34   In the face of deep economic malaise, Britain had 
already undertaken a military spending review that had led to a phasing 
out of its Mediterranean defense.  35   The Americans expressed fears about 
British withdrawal warning that ‘the impact on the Southern region would 
be very serious, … and the reductions in UK air forces stationed in Malta 
and Cyprus would be grave’.  36   These fast-paced developments played out 
against the transformative environment of superpower détente.  37   

 Despite its conservative character of stabilizing the status quo, détente 
between the two superpowers had unintended consequences in the vola-
tile environment of Southern Europe where the relaxation of the once 
constraining framework of the Cold War further fostered domestic insta-
bility.  38   Romano and Romero rightly point out that ‘a far more complex 
and lasting pattern of intra-European détente has thus emerged. Focus 
and emphasis have shifted from the conservative intent of détente policies 
pursued by the two superpowers with the aim of consolidating bipolarity, 
to the transformative and destabilizing effects unleashed across the Iron 
curtain’.  39   In the minds of the political elites on both sides of the Atlantic 
therefore, Greece’s geopolitical and internal unstable order became part 
and parcel of this changing setting of crisis in Southern Europe.  40   

 The United States declined to act on its own. The tide of anti- 
Americanism with its ebbs and fl ows had swept Southern Europe with lim-
ited room for maneuver. To make matters worse, the trauma of Vietnam 
and Watergate had paralyzed the presidency with Congress becoming 
more assertive. The Ford administration no longer enjoyed the same fl ex-
ibility in foreign affairs, a development that would add an unexpected 
layer of complexity in the conduct of US foreign policy.  41   The Turkish 
embargo and the halting of aid to Vietnam represented the victory of 
Congress over a weak president.  42   Especially, the US embargo on arms for 
Turkey was an illustration of how the US ‘could be paralyzed to the disad-
vantage of NATO’.  43   German Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher 
talking with Italian Prime Minister Aldo Moro about Turkey ‘found it 
grotesque, that after NATO has guaranteed our security for over 25 years, 
we fi nd ourselves in internal disarray due to our inability to handle our 
own problems’.  44   
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 In an effort to overcome such constraints, the Americans looked—not 
immediately in the case of Portugal but quite forcefully over Greece—to 
their European allies for help. A paper on transatlantic cooperation high-
lighted the importance they placed on the EEC’s regional stability role:

  During the past year the EC Nine have gradually refi ned a common approach 
to problems in the Mediterranean’s northern ties, based on a desire to pro-
mote stability and political moderation and using the joint instruments of 
trade concessions, fi nancial assistance, and ultimate closer association with 
or without membership in Europe. The Nine’s approach refl ects a growing 
sense of responsibility, based on self-interests. There is a major US interest 
involved in accepting and encouraging the sharing of the Mediterranean 
burden with the Nine.  45   

   Echoing a similar sentiment on the other side of the Atlantic, the Germans 
understood Karamanlis’ predicament and noted that ‘although his own 
position on NATO and on the US presence in Greece was well known, 
we should not expect him to alienate public support at this stage by pro- 
American gestures or by a conspicuous return to NATO’.  46   The Germans, 
like the rest of the Nine, came to support Greece’s wish to join the 
Community knowing very well that the Community’s unequivocal sup-
port would fi nd approval with Greek public opinion and buttress the new 
social order, if only because the Greek government had oversold member-
ship as being key to protecting democracy. Similarly, Paris concluded that

  we must concern ourselves with not leaving this country on its own before 
the appeals of neutralism or the Soviet Bloc. There is therefore a certain 
urgency to consolidate a government born in adversity and with new set-
backs threatening its existence. The tools at the Nine’s disposal to help 
Greece are political and economic.  47   

 The British shared the need for the EEC to offer the solution as by their 
own admission ‘We are too poor to do much ourselves. Logically, we 
should leave it to others to make the running … We should therefore be 
ready to encourage our allies to help. The Germans and the French are 
the key’.  48   It was therefore within an EEC context that Britain chose to 
act and through this medium to consult with the Americans.  49   The policy 
of enlargement, however, for the Europeans did not seek to reduce the 
role of the United States in Greece.  50   Europeans had the diplomatic and 
political means of infl uence that  complemented  those of the United States. 
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 Even the French did not desire to antagonize or undermine the United 
States’ relationship to Greece. On the contrary, the French thought that 
‘far from encouraging Greece to move even further away from the Atlantic 
alliance, the specifi c action of the Nine could redirect this country away 
from such danger’.  51   The offer of full membership to the EEC would 
assist the Greek government’s democratization effort and in turn keep 
the country aligned to the Western system, as ‘Greece needs now more 
than anything the moral support of its Western friends’.  52   As Max Van der 
Stoel, the Dutch foreign minister, underlined when commenting on the 
anti-Americanism dominating Greece, ‘Today Greece feels the need to 
establish closer relations with Europe. But this must not imply antagonism 
with the United States’.  53   

 Overwhelming events forced the USA and EEC to confront the Greek 
and more generally the Southern European problem in a coordinated 
manner. Utilizing new, more effective multilateral Euro-Atlantic forums—
already in place to address the darkening economic outlook—Western 
powers cooperated in tackling the Greek crisis.  54   During this intense 
consultation phase, the major members of the European Community, in 
agreement with the United States, concluded that in order to ensure sta-
bilization in Southern Europe they should anchor these countries fi rmly to 
the EEC either through closer association or full membership, even at the 
cost of the US losing direct political infl uence and its economic interests 
suffering.  55    

    CONCLUSIONS 
 The question of Southern Europe, and in particular Greece’s EEC mem-
bership was to be framed primarily in Cold War terms. The Community 
was at the same time defensive and assertive in facing up to the Greek chal-
lenge. It was wary of the possible diluting effects of a Greek and in turn 
a Southern European enlargement on its institutions and of the fi nancial 
costs involved, but at the same time it was eager to respond to the appli-
cants’ calls for the need for stabilization in the form of democratization, 
social cohesion and economic modernization. Accepting Greece was the 
only policy the Nine could successfully follow in order to mitigate and to 
dispel anti-Western feelings in the country and facilitate the Greek gov-
ernment’s efforts to keep the country within the Western fold. Therefore, 
Greek accession talks constituted a key episode in the course of which the 
Community discovered its power as a stabilizing factor in a Cold War cri-
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sis. In accepting Greece’s bid for membership, the Nine set out on a path 
that would eventually lead to far-reaching changes in the whole nature 
of the Community and its role as an international actor.  56   By utilizing its 
newly found soft power—centered on the promise of enlargement—the 
European Community redefi ned itself as a civilian power and differen-
tiated—most of the time in a complementary way—its role within the 
Atlantic world, offering a  European  solution to the European crisis of the 
South in the 1970s.  57    
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    CHAPTER 11   

 Under the Shadow of the Soviet Union: 
The EEC, Yugoslavia and the Cold War 

in the Long 1970s                     

     Benedetto     Zaccaria    

      This chapter analyses the relationship between the EEC and Yugoslavia 
during the 1970s within the broader framework of the Cold War in 
Europe and the Mediterranean. The historical appraisal of this relation-
ship has been profoundly infl uenced by the disintegration of Yugoslavia in 
1991 and, in particular, by the role played by the EEC and EU (European 
Union) in this context. The fi rst, unsuccessful Community attempts to 
mediate a peaceful solution between Belgrade and the secessionist repub-
lics in 1991 are regarded as the starting point of the EEC/EU’s involve-
ment in the Yugoslav scenario, as if no substantial political relations had 
developed between the parties in the preceding years.  1   The EEC policy 
towards Yugoslavia during the Cold War has therefore been dismissed as 
a policy of neglect, based on the idea of the Balkan country as a mere 
 trading partner.  2   Yet analysis of recently declassifi ed documents from sev-
eral Community and Yugoslav archives disproves this interpretation.  3   

        B.   Zaccaria    ( ) 
  European University Institute ,   Florence ,  Italy     



 The present work offers a reappraisal of the historical roots of EEC–
Yugoslav relations, demonstrating that the Community had been actively 
involved in the Yugoslav question since the 1970s, a time when pro-
found changes occurred in the evolution of the East–West confrontation, 
Yugoslavia’s internal dynamics and the process of European integration. 
This study is structured around three major questions. The fi rst concerns 
the problem of Balkan and Mediterranean stability and its link to nego-
tiations for the fi rst trade agreements concluded between the parties in 
1970 and 1973. The second regards the issue of Yugoslavia’s transition 
after the death of Josip Broz ‘Tito’ and how the Community contextual-
ized this problem within the broader Southern European scenario of the 
mid-1970s. The third is linked to the Community’s efforts to preserve 
Yugoslavia’s non-aligned stance in a context marked by the decline of 
superpower détente and the death of Tito, on 4 May 1980. The last part 
of the chapter is devoted to how these questions interacted in determining 
the course of EEC–Yugoslav relations in the ‘post-Tito’ era. 

   SEARCHING FOR STABILITY IN THE BALKANS 
AND THE MEDITERRANEAN 

 The fi rst EEC–Yugoslav trade agreement, signed in March 1970, was a 
direct consequence of the Warsaw Pact intervention in Czechoslovakia 
in August 1968. The Prague events and the assertion of the Brezhnev 
Doctrine had aroused considerable concerns in the West about possible 
Soviet action against other socialist countries, including Yugoslavia, a 
thorn in the side of Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe going back to 
the 1948 Tito–Stalin split.  4   Perceived Soviet pressures in the Balkans also 
extended to the Mediterranean basin, due to the expansion of the USSR’s 
military relations with the Arab world after the 1967 Arab–Israeli war and 
the consequent increased presence of Soviet naval units in the area.  5   

 It was during this troubled international conjuncture that trade nego-
tiations between the EEC and Yugoslavia opened in October 1968. 
Exploratory talks between the parties had in fact started in the mid-1960s. 
Unlike the Soviet Union and its satellites, which had condemned the 
EEC as NATO’s economic arm, Belgrade had adopted a realistic attitude 
towards the newly installed Community. The Yugoslav leadership was 
 conscious that expansion of trade with EEC member states (France, West 
Germany, Italy, Benelux (‘the Six’)) was a precondition for the country’s 
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industrial development and the success of the internal market-oriented 
reforms launched by the ‘liberal’ wing of the Yugoslav leadership in the 
mid-1960s in order to develop and modernize the country’s industrial 
system. This process concerned marked opening-up of the country’s econ-
omy to Western industrial output, the adoption of new trade legislation 
aiming at attracting new foreign investment, and the establishment of an 
external customs tariff.  6   The innovative character of this reformist process 
gave new impetus to the country’s relationship with the EEC, which rep-
resented the main source of industrial technology and know-how. And 
yet, the rise of imports from Western Europe had had a backlash economic 
effect, due to the impressive growth of Yugoslavia’s trade defi cit vis-à-vis 
the EEC which, from 1965 to 1967 had increased from $196 million 
to $455 million.  7   Faced with the need to balance imports and exports, 
Yugoslavia sought trade concessions in the industrial and agricultural fi eld 
on the part of the Six. 

 However, exploratory talks with the Community had been affected by 
Belgrade’s  a priori  opposition towards any hypothesis of association or 
preferential (that is, discriminatory) agreements along the lines of those 
concluded by the Community with Greece and Turkey in 1961 and 1963. 
From the viewpoint of the Yugoslav leadership, such agreements would 
infringe Yugoslavia’s non-alignment—the pillar of the country’s foreign 
policy—and its image among the Third World countries.  8   The fi rst nego-
tiating mandate, adopted by the Council of Ministers on 30 July 1968, 
welcomed Yugoslavia’s requests, envisaging as it did the conclusion of a 
non-preferential agreement. However, to Yugoslavia’s dismay, the Six had 
excluded the agricultural sector from future negotiations.  9   In fact, accord-
ing to the rules of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), 
any non-preferential concession to Yugoslavia would have to be extended 
to all the Community’s commercial partners. This was clearly against 
the protectionist orientation of the Community’s Common Agricultural 
Policy that the Six had set up since 1958. This choice was a serious con-
straint to the development of EEC–Yugoslav relations, as in early 1968 
agriculture accounted for 45 per cent of Yugoslavia’s overall export to the 
Community.  10   

 However, the Prague events changed the nature of EEC–Yugoslav 
relations, which shifted from an economic to a political dimension. On 
5 September 1968, the Yugoslav embassy in Brussels declared to the 
European Commission its government’s will to start trade negotiations as 
soon as possible, in order to face future Soviet economic pressures.  11   A few 
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days later, on 26 September, the Yugoslav diplomat Miloš Oprešnik was 
appointed ambassador to the EEC: this was the fi rst time a Socialist coun-
try had entered into offi cial diplomatic relations with the Community.  12   
During the fi rst round of trade negotiations (15–18 October), Belgrade 
asked for the inclusion of an agricultural chapter within the negotiating 
mandate and, in particular, facilitation for Yugoslavia’s exports of baby 
beef to the Community (this asset represented almost 40 per cent of 
Yugoslavia’s agricultural export to the EEC).  13   

 The EEC member states, with the sole exception of de Gaulle’s France, 
did not ignore Yugoslavia’s requests and, within the Council of Ministers, 
agreed to foster economic relations with Yugoslavia as a means of enhanc-
ing the country’s economic and political stability.  14   Among the Six, Italy 
and the FRG were Yugoslavia’s major advocates. Despite the age-old bor-
der question over the so-called Free Territory of Trieste, since the early 
1960s Rome had recognized the political importance of strengthening 
relations with Belgrade: according to Italian diplomacy, this would have 
favoured the stability of the Balkans and Italian economic interests in 
this border region.  15   As for Bonn, Belgrade had represented a matter of 
political concern since 1957, when the latter had recognized the German 
Democratic Republic, thereby challenging the ‘Hallstein Doctrine’. 
However, in the late 1960s the Social Democrat leader Willy Brandt had 
included Yugoslavia in his broader  Ostpolitik  and, at the same time, had 
strengthened the FRG’s support of EEC–Yugoslav relations as a means of 
favouring the overall relationship between Bonn and Belgrade.  16   

 France, however, adopted a rather ambivalent attitude. Although Paris 
did not neglect Belgrade’s independent course as a factor of stability in 
Europe, it regarded Yugoslavia as a potential competitor in the agricul-
tural sector. This view affected French attitudes towards Yugoslavia within 
the Community framework until June 1969.  17   Yet the electoral defeat of 
Charles de Gaulle in April 1969 and the subsequent election of Georges 
Pompidou gave new impetus to France’s participation in the European 
integration process. Pompidou was aware of the strategic importance of 
the Community’s Mediterranean dimension, lifted the French veto and 
the Six fi nally decided, in early November 1969, to include an agricultural 
chapter within the new negotiating mandate, envisaging tariff reductions of 
25 per cent for baby beef.  18   This decision, which led to harsh protests on 
the part of the Six’s agricultural lobbies, was motivated by the  unanimous 
political will of the major EEC member states to strengthen their links with 
Yugoslavia. The outcome of the revised French attitude was a reopening 
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of EEC–Yugoslav negotiations and the conclusion, in March 1970, of a 
three-year non-preferential trade agreement between Yugoslavia and the 
EEC. Beyond the concession in the fi eld of beef exports, the agreement 
envisaged faster application of lower customs tariffs provided by the GATT 
Kennedy Round negotiations and the establishment of a Mixed Commission 
charged with carrying out the agreement. 

 This strictly non-preferential economic agreement was grounded on a 
well-defi ned, shared political rationale. Given Yugoslavia’s wish to main-
tain its formal detachment from the Community, it represented the only 
way to strengthen Yugoslavia’s position vis-à-vis Western Europe in a con-
text of Soviet seemingly mounting pressure on the Balkans. As noted by 
the Yugoslav Minister for External Trade, Toma Granfi l, it was a signal 
that the door of the EEC was not closed to future cooperation among the 
parties.  19   From the Community viewpoint, the 1970 agreement—the fi rst 
to be negotiated under the provisions of the Common Commercial Policy 
and to be concluded between the EEC and a socialist country–was also 
a message to Moscow, which continued to insist on its non-recognition 
policy towards the Community. It therefore suited the goals set on the 
occasion of the Hague summit of December 1969, when the EEC mem-
ber states had agreed on relaunching the integration process in Western 
Europe and affi rming the Community as an international actor with a 
well-defi ned identity.  20   

 The political rationale which had led to the conclusion of the 1970 
agreement did not fade in the following years. Both parties were inter-
ested in enhancing bilateral relations. As emerged during a gruelling tour 
of Western European capitals between October 1970 and March 1971, 
Tito feared that the development of European détente during the pre-
liminary phases of what would later become the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe might leave Yugoslavia in an isolated position 
between the European blocs.  21   For their part, the Six contextualized the 
question of EEC–Yugoslav relations within the Mediterranean framework. 
Indeed, despite the emergence of superpower détente, the Mediterranean 
remained a ‘sea of confusion’ marked by geopolitical instability and super-
power confrontation.  22   Western stabilization strategies did not simply 
envisage the reinforcement of a military presence in this troubled region, 
but also the development of economic ties with Mediterranean coun-
tries.  23   The EEC was to play a crucial role in this area, as epitomized by 
the launch of the Community’s Global Mediterranean Policy in the Paris 
summit meeting of October 1972. 
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 The Community’s presence in the region also comprised Yugoslavia. 
Centrifugal tendencies within the Yugoslav federation, which dramatically 
emerged in 1971 during the ‘Croatian Spring’ (a protest movement advo-
cating greater political and economic rights vis-à-vis the federal govern-
ment), had indeed emphasized the need for the major EEC member states 
to support the country’s internal stability. In 1971, Rome considered 
Yugoslavia as a fi rst line of defence for NATO’s south-eastern fl ank.  24   This 
was to be the very rationale underpinning the Italian stance during secret 
negotiations for the ‘Osimo Treaty’ which, four years later, closed the bor-
der question with Yugoslavia.  25   Similarly, the West German government 
was convinced that Yugoslavia’s independence was a factor of stability in 
the Mediterranean. As Willy Brandt confi ded to Georges Pompidou in 
July 1971: ‘Can we and, if necessary, how can we prevent further turmoil 
in Yugoslavia when Tito dies? The Russians will surely try to take the 
country back. Yugoslavia’s future is closely linked to the Mediterranean 
and I hope we will not lose sight of this question’.  26   Accordingly, the 
West German delegation to NATO reported that the development of both 
Yugoslavia’s domestic situation and Soviet infl uence called for continued 
Western readiness to cooperate with the Yugoslav government.  27   

 Pompidou’s France shared Italian and German concerns. Indeed, 
the Yugoslav Minister for External Trade, Boris Šnuderl, exerted con-
stant pressure on Paris, declaring that the renewal of the 1970 agree-
ment would make Yugoslavia appear less economically vulnerable in the 
Kremlin’s eyes.  28   This claim was in line with the strategic analyses of the 
Quai d’Orsay on Yugoslavia:

  Moscow’s long-term plan is clear: drawing Yugoslavia back into the Soviet 
bloc. The strategic interests represented by the control of this country, with 
its geographical position in the middle of the Mediterranean’s northern 
shore, and the perspective opened up by such control for strengthening 
Soviet infl uence in Southern Europe and the Mediterranean basin, all oblige 
the policy-makers in the Kremlin to demonstrate their ‘brotherly’ feelings 
towards the Yugoslavs.  29   

 Great Britain, which was to become a member of the Community in 
1973, also echoed similar concerns. Under Edward Heath’s premier-
ship, London regarded the Community as a means of stabilising NATO’s 
southern fl ank  30   and, within this framework, linked the need to maintain 
‘the integrity, stability and prosperity of Yugoslavia’ to the ‘development 
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of the Yugoslav market economy and particularly its trading relations with 
the EEC’.  31   

 Lastly, Western European evaluations about Yugoslavia could not 
ignore the American stance. The US administration, led by Richard 
Nixon, believed that the USSR would not meddle in Yugoslavian affairs, 
in order not to jeopardize the process of international détente.  32   However, 
Washington was aware that Yugoslavia’s stability needed to be sustained 
through long-term economic links between Belgrade and its Western 
European partners. For this reason, as the US representative to NATO 
declared in February 1973, the Community’s power of economic attrac-
tion could represent a tool to favour Yugoslavia’s economic stability with-
out provoking Soviet counter-reactions in the Mediterranean.  33   

 Political instability in the Mediterranean arena and uncertainty about 
Yugoslavia’s internal dynamics thus urged the EEC to focus once again 
on the Yugoslav question. From an economic viewpoint, Yugoslavia was 
included in the Community’s Generalised System of Preferences (which 
covered industrial imports from developing countries) launched by the 
EEC in 1971, of which Yugoslavia became one of the main benefi ciaries.  34   
From a political viewpoint, a common position emerged within the inter-
governmental framework of the European Political Cooperation (EPC) 
on 18 May 1972, in which the parties agreed on the need for a collective 
approach to sustain Yugoslavia’s ‘territorial integrity and independence’.  35   
Yet the conclusions of the EPC meeting recommended treating the 
Yugoslav question with extreme discretion, so as not to endanger the status 
quo in the Balkans. Indeed, throughout the negotiations for the renewal 
of the 1970 treaty, the Yugoslav representatives in Brussels declared their 
fi rm will to conclude another non-preferential agreement, in order not to 
alter Yugoslavia’s equidistance between the European blocs.  36   The new 
commercial treaty, signed on 26 June 1973, confi rmed the provisions of 
the previous one but extended its duration to a period of fi ve years, so as 
to favour continuity in trade relations. It also envisaged a mechanism of 
economic cooperation to be regulated within the context of the Mixed 
Commission. All in all, the agreement confi rmed that the Yugoslav ques-
tion required the EEC’s presence in the Mediterranean region.  
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   AFTER TITO, WHAT? 
 The link between Mediterranean stability and the preservation of 
Yugoslavia’s independence became even clearer after the geopolitical 
turmoil which affected Southern Europe between 1974 and 1976, due 
to the crisis in Cyprus, the end of the Colonels’ dictatorship in Greece, 
the ‘Carnation’ revolution in Portugal, the electoral rise of the Italian 
Communist Party under the fl ag of ‘Eurocommunism’, and Francisco 
Franco’s demise in Spain. The Southern European crisis was acknowl-
edged by the West as a geopolitical threat: what was feared was a spillover 
effect, a propagation of political instability from one country to another, 
affecting Western security interests in the region.  37   Yugoslavia was part of 
this scenario, because of the conundrum of the country’s future transi-
tion to the ‘post-Tito’ era (in 1975, the Yugoslav leader was 83 years old 
and in poor health). In addition, its international stance seemed to be 
challenged by the decline of superpower détente, the rise of Soviet inter-
ventionism in the Third World, and the evolution of the Non-Aligned 
Movement (NAM), in which a pro-Soviet and radical faction headed by 
Cuba aimed at establishing direct connections between Socialist and non- 
aligned goals.  38   

 From a Western viewpoint, Yugoslavia’s stability was confi rmed as a 
Cold War imperative. A US National Security Council memorandum dated 
December 1975, which reviewed Western strategies in Southern Europe, 
dealt with the Yugoslav issue as follows: ‘Developments in post-Tito 
Yugoslavia could have an important impact on NATO’s southern fl ank. 
(…) A collapse of Yugoslav independence could demoralize moderates in 
neighboring states who would be sensitive to the advance of Soviet power 
nearer their borders.’  39   This position was stressed by Helmut Sonnenfeldt, 
a US State Department counsellor and Henry Kissinger’s advisor, during 
a NATO Council meeting held in Washington on 15 September 1976. In 
his view, the possible demise of Tito was one of ‘the most worrying things 
on the world scene’, adding that the ‘Russians’ were paranoid about 
attempts to win over Yugoslavia to the West or exercise infl uence within 
the country. Aware of the stabilizing role that his Western European part-
ners could play in the southern European scenario through political and 
economic instruments, he argued that Yugoslavia was a problem in which 
the Community had to be directly involved.  40   As he would reiterate in 
December 1976 during a quadripartite meeting with his French, German 
and British counterparts—a regular pattern of political consultation which 
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characterized transatlantic relations during the Ford years (1974–6)  41  —
the EEC should do all it could to build up its relations with Yugoslavia 
before Tito’s death: ‘Once Tito had gone, Yugoslav moves towards the 
Community could encounter stiff Soviet reactions.’  42   

 The EEC did not react passively to Sonnenfeldt’s appeals. The EEC 
member states, the Nine after the 1973 enlargement, were conscious 
of the need to change the balance of EEC–Yugoslav relations. From an 
economic viewpoint, Western European embassies observed with great 
concern the demise of the ‘liberal’ wing of the Yugoslav leadership and 
the entry into force of a new federal constitution in February 1974 
which, in the aftermath of inter-republican contrasts emerged in 1971, 
had transformed the country into an eight-unit territorial confederation. 
The Nine’s commercial counsellors in Belgrade had carefully followed the 
unfolding of this constitutional reform and, in January 1976, drafted a 
joint report which stressed that the economic system introduced in 1974 
had attributed too broad competences to the single federal republics, hin-
dering the central government from managing the rise of debt, unem-
ployment, infl ation and low productivity of labour. In addition, the 1973 
oil shock and the consequent economic recession in Western Europe had 
had a tremendous impact on the course of EEC–Yugoslav relations, and 
highlighted the Community’s incapacity to implement the disposition of 
the 1973 agreement. Indeed, the import restrictions adopted by the Nine 
in 1974 to protect their markets had raised the Yugoslav trade defi cit with 
the EEC to $2 billion in 1975.  43   

 In early 1976, Yugoslav Prime Minister Džemal Bijedić had visited 
Brussels, London and Paris, and made a strong plea for the Nine to bring 
their economic behaviour into line with their expression of political sup-
port for Yugoslav independence.  44   Yugoslavia’s appeal was also dictated 
by other two factors. Firstly, faced with the development of EEC rela-
tions with the CMEA—the Soviet-led Council for Mutual Economic 
Assistance—and the People’s Republic of China between 1974 and 
1975,  45   Belgrade wanted to avoid fi nding itself in an isolated position 
between Brussels and the great poles of international communism, that is 
Moscow and Beijing.  46   Secondly, the Yugoslav Foreign Ministry regarded 
its Western European partners as a balancing factor which, in the long run, 
would avoid the superpowers’ condominium over Yugoslavia.  47   Within 
this context, the Yugoslav representatives openly declared the need for a 
collective approach on the part of the Nine, which should demonstrate 
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the Community’s confi dence in their country’s economic stability and 
non-alignment.  48   

 The EEC stance on the Yugoslav question was deeply infl uenced by the 
visit paid by British Secretary of State Anthony Crosland to Belgrade in 
early November 1976. Crosland attached great importance to the strength-
ening of EEC–Yugoslav relations. On 10 June 1976 he had briefed Prime 
Minister James Callaghan on the Yugoslav question, arguing that the 
EEC should achieve a more balanced relationship with the Community 
in order to prevent future Soviet pressures on the country.  49   His mission 
to Belgrade confi rmed these views, as the theme of Yugoslavia’s future 
relationship with the USSR frequently recurred during bilateral talks.  50   
The British stance dominated an informal NATO summit focusing on 
Yugoslavia, held in Brussels on 8 November 1976. The meeting offered 
NATO’s permanent representatives an opportunity for a  tour d’horizon  
on the future of Yugoslavia. Several representatives,  in primis  the British, 
the Germans and the French, drew attention to the danger that diver-
gences between rival factions in the League of Communists of Yugoslavia 
or between nationalities might emerge in the longer term. But, more than 
Yugoslavia’s internal dynamics, what worried Western diplomats were 
alleged Soviet plans for the country. In fact, the permanent representa-
tives did not expect Soviet military intervention after Tito’s passing. What 
they feared was the growth of Soviet infl uence by other means, such as 
economic pressures or support for any separatist faction in the country if 
the Yugoslav internal situation seemed propitious. In this circumstance, 
they agreed to foster Western links to Belgrade through the EEC as a sign 
of Western support.  51    

   SUPPORTING YUGOSLAVIA’S NON-ALIGNMENT 
 On 1 December 1976, a Community delegation headed by Max Van der 
Stoel, then President-in-charge of the Council of Foreign Affairs, and 
the European Commissioner for Internal Markets, Finn Olav Gundelach, 
went to Belgrade to meet Tito. This visit led to the conclusion of a ‘Joint 
Declaration’ on 2 December 1976. Although this declaration mapped 
the general areas in which cooperation between the EEC and Yugoslavia 
could be developed (in particular, agriculture, industry and fi nance), its 
primary goal was that of confi rming Yugoslavia’s non-alignment as the 
basic pillar of future EEC–Yugoslav relations. The declaration came right 
on cue. Yugoslavia had indeed suffered severe political pressure during 
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the offi cial visit paid by the Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev to Belgrade 
on 15 and 16 November 1976, that is, just two weeks before the Joint 
Declaration was signed. On that occasion, Brezhnev had publicly blamed 
the West for describing Yugoslavia as ‘Little Red Riding Hood’ and the 
Soviet Union as the ‘Big Bad Wolf’.  52   However, behind the scenes he 
had asked Yugoslavia to grant the Soviet navy access to its port facili-
ties on the Adriatic coast, emphasized the ‘natural’ alliance between the 
NAM and the Socialist bloc, exalted the role played in the movement by 
Cuba, and asked Belgrade to favour the convergence between non-aligned 
and Soviet goals.  53   Yugoslav diplomatic representatives had reported 
Brezhnev’s words to their Community counterparts. For the latter, this 
was yet another confi rmation of the need to manifest their support for 
Yugoslavia’s independence from Soviet pressures.  54   

 Therefore, after the signing of the Joint Declaration the EEC member 
states recognized the need to expand the content of the 1973 agreement 
in a broader cooperation agreement based on a preferential approach. 
The new Community strategy, prepared by Wilhelm Haferkamp, the 
European Commissioner for External Relations, and approved by 
the Council of Foreign Ministers in July 1978,  55   was favoured by the 
Carter Administration, which promised to support the extension of the 
Community’s preferential links to Yugoslavia within the framework of the 
GATT.  56   The primary goal of this approach was to avoid Yugoslavia’s isola-
tion within the Mediterranean basin. Indeed, between June 1975 and June 
1977, Athens, Madrid and Lisbon had offi cially applied for EEC mem-
bership, and between 1976 and 1977 the EEC had concluded coopera-
tion agreements with Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia, Egypt, Syria and Jordan. 
With the only exceptions of Libya and Albania, Yugoslavia was the sole 
Mediterranean country without preferential links to the Community. Yet 
Rome, Paris, London and Bonn were reticent about granting Yugoslavia 
agricultural trade preferences and making concessions on labour free 
movement, which could endanger their national interests in agricultural, 
industrial and social sectors. In other words, they agreed on the principle 
of the new ‘preferential’ approach based on a cooperation agreement, but 
were not ready to accept its consequences: they were concerned about the 
economic costs of the Community’s ‘Mediterranean’ enlargement and the 
electoral backlash for such concessions.  57   

 For its part, the Yugoslav government welcomed Haferkamp’s initiative 
reluctantly, emphasizing that the preferential concession on the part of the 
Nine should not lead to modifi cation of Yugoslavia’s delicate economic 
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balance between the European blocs.  58   Moreover, a crisis within the NAM 
infl uenced the unfolding of EEC–Yugoslav relations. Vietnam’s invasion 
of Cambodia in December 1978 was considered in Belgrade as aggres-
sion against a non-aligned country inspired by the Warsaw Pact.  59   In the 
following months, Belgrade welcomed Beijing’s intervention against 
Vietnam, thereby creating new rifts in Yugoslav–Soviet relations. In this 
context, rumours started to circulate in Western embassies about Soviet 
troop movements near the Yugoslav borders.  60   

 The fi rst negotiating round for the conclusion of a cooperation agree-
ment in July 1979 opened against such a background of rising tension 
within the NAM. At the political level, the Yugoslav government wanted 
to maintain its traditional distance from the Community, so as to preserve 
its non-aligned credentials.  61   In fact, this negotiating round took place 
on the eve of the non-aligned summit which would open in Havana in 
September. As stressed by Yugoslavia’s Foreign Minister Josip Vrhovec 
to his West German counterpart, Hans-Dietrich Genscher, on 16 August 
1979, the Havana conference would be a veritable showdown between 
Yugoslavia and Cuba.  62   While the former represented the original spirit of 
the NAM, the latter embodied the pro-Soviet faction of the Movement. 
Yugoslavia’s goal in Havana was therefore that of preventing the NAM 
from becoming a ‘reserve for the Warsaw Pact’.  63   Western European 
embassies in Havana admired the performance of the Yugoslav delegation 
in Cuba. Indeed, Tito emerged as the leader of a ‘silent majority’ able to 
moderate Fidel Castro’s radicalism and delete from the Final Declaration 
all references to the Soviet bloc as the natural ally of the NAM.  64   

 Yugoslavia’s success during the Havana summit was, however, only 
apparent. The Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, a non-aligned coun-
try, in late December 1979 created new rifts within the movement and 
questioned Yugoslavia’s role within it. The NAM was unable to adopt a 
common stance vis-à-vis Afghan events, and even Belgrade avoided offi cial 
condemnation of the Kremlin’s intervention. This attitude was dictated by 
fear: until then, the Soviet Union had never attacked a non-aligned coun-
try outside the Warsaw Pact.  65   The Soviet intervention in Afghanistan 
coincided with Tito’s hospitalization in Ljubljana on 4 January 1980.  66   
The great uncertainty about Soviet foreign policy goals beyond the 
Afghan scenario and the imminent end of the Tito era convinced the 
Council of Ministers to overcome its protectionist attitude and approve 
a new negotiating mandate welcoming Yugoslavia’s commercial requests. 
This included the establishment of a preferential commercial system in 
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the agricultural and industrial sectors, a social chapter providing for the 
non-discrimination of Yugoslav workers within the EEC, and a fi nancial 
protocol envisaging loans of 200 million units of account (about $100 
million) through the European Investment Bank (EIB).  67   

 As had happened in the aftermath of the Prague events, the major EEC 
member states accorded such concessions despite the opposition of their 
agricultural and industrial lobbies.  68   In fact, they all shared the common 
goal of keeping Yugoslavia as close as possible to the Community. Italy, 
which held the presidency of the Council, favoured Yugoslavia’s requests 
within the Community framework: this position was manifested by Italian 
Prime Minister Francesco Cossiga during an Italo-Yugoslav summit held 
on 18 January 1980.  69   The same view was reiterated by French Foreign 
Minister Jean-François Poncet during an offi cial mission to Belgrade on 
6 February 1980.  70   The conclusion of the cooperation agreement was 
also facilitated by the  Auswärtiges Amt  which, under Genscher’s ministry, 
stressed the political connection between the EEC–Yugoslav agreement 
and the preservation of Yugoslavia’s future stability.  71   The British gov-
ernment, now led by Margaret Thatcher, supported the rationale of the 
agreement by following the policy developed by her predecessors.  72   Lastly, 
a visit paid by the President of the European Commission Roy Jenkins to 
Belgrade on 28–9 February 1980, set the seal on the new agreement. 

 However, the effects of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the crisis 
of the NAM affected Belgrade’s attitude.  73   On the one hand, the Yugoslav 
negotiating team, headed by Stojan Andov, realized that the preferential 
agreement envisaged by the Council’s negotiating mandate was ‘a neces-
sary evil’, which served to anchor Yugoslavia to the Western European 
market at this delicate historical juncture.  74   On the other hand, Belgrade 
agreed, on condition that the new agreement should be  sui generis  and 
exclude the principle of economic reciprocity. Indeed, Andov stressed that 
Yugoslavia should be treated as a developing country and that preferential 
concessions should not alter Yugoslavia’s formal equidistance between the 
blocs.  75   Thereby, the Yugoslav negotiators excluded their country from 
any prospect of future economic integration within the EEC.  76   

 The link between the question ‘After Tito, what?’ and the unfold-
ing of EEC–Yugoslav relations was marked by its particular timing: the 
Cooperation Agreement was signed on 2 April 1980, and Marshal Tito 
died on 4 May 1980. Beyond its economic content, which corresponded 
to the Council’s mandate mentioned above, the newly signed agreement 
was the means of creating the closest form of involvement in a common 
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future with the EEC which Yugoslavia’s non-aligned principles allowed it 
to accept.  

   ENTERING THE ‘POST-TITO’ ERA: THE LEGACY 
OF THE 1970S 

 At the dawn of the 1980s, the relationship between the EEC and 
Yugoslavia followed a clear-cut track. Both the EEC and Yugoslavia shared 
a common goal: the preservation of the status quo in the Balkans. For the 
Yugoslav leadership this was a precondition to favour a smooth transition 
towards the ‘post-Tito’ era. On their part, the EEC and its major member 
states contextualized the question of Yugoslavia’s independence within 
their stabilization policies in the Mediterranean region. But the evolution 
of EEC–Yugoslav relations in the course of the 1970s had highlighted the 
fact that Yugoslavia’s stability depended on a number of external variables 
beyond the Community’s control, such as the rise of inter-republic con-
trasts within the federation, Soviet military activism beyond the borders 
of the Warsaw Pact, and the evolution of the NAM. As long as the Soviet 
presence in the Mediterranean seemed to challenge Yugoslavia’s political 
independence and Western interests in the region, Belgrade was to be kept 
clearly outside the Western sphere of infl uence, so as not to provoke any 
East–West confrontation over the Balkans. 

 This conclusion sheds new light on the Community viewpoint vis-à-vis 
Yugoslavia’s internal dynamics in the post-Tito era. Centrifugal tenden-
cies within the Yugoslav federation were analysed by EEC policy-makers 
through the lens of the Cold War. As noted above, they were aware of the 
structural weakness of the Yugoslav federation (low productivity of labour, 
high rate of infl ation, inter-republican economic rivalry) but were mainly 
concerned with the possible rise of Moscow’s infl uence among the con-
fl icting parties and the potential change of Belgrade’s international align-
ment in case of a power vacuum. Yugoslavia’s post-Tito leadership itself—a 
collective presidency made up of eight members, whose chairmanship was 
to rotate every year among the individual federal republics—described 
inter-republic contrasts and mounting political tension in Kosovo in the 
early 1980s as ‘Cominformist’ attempts at destabilizing Yugoslavia.  77   In 
such a situation, Community interference in Yugoslavia’s internal affairs at 
both political and economic levels was to be resisted fi rmly, as it might be 
counterproductive and endanger its internal equilibrium. This viewpoint 
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clearly emerges in a confi dential joint report drafted by the Nine’s com-
mercial counsellors in Belgrade on 25 July 1980. 

 According to the report, the EEC should avoid conditioning eco-
nomic cooperation to the implementation of market-oriented reforms (in 
other words, the Community was not to impose any ‘Brussels consensus’ 
on Yugoslavia) but, conversely, it was to offer unconditional support to 
Belgrade’s efforts to foster political centralization at federal level, even 
though this would imply the infringement of the single republics’ consti-
tutional prerogatives.  78   In view of this, relations were perforce limited to a 
number of specifi cally economic areas, namely trade, fi nance, and techni-
cal, scientifi c and agricultural cooperation. This was the way of establish-
ing a direct, although low-profi le, connection with the Yugoslav federal 
government. In the post-Tito era, this meant a lack of substantial politi-
cal evolution in EEC–Yugoslav relations, which followed the path of the 
1970s. Indeed, the minutes of the meetings of the Cooperation Council 
established by the 1980 agreement, so far the only available source cover-
ing the whole decade of EEC–Yugoslav relations before Yugoslavia’s col-
lapse, confi rm that enhanced forms of cooperation between the parties, 
such as an association agreement envisaging political links, were not offi -
cially taken into consideration by Belgrade and its Community partners 
until the late 1980s.  79   

 Two key factors were to revolutionize the balance of EEC–Yugoslav 
relations. The fi rst was Mikhail Gorbachev’s ‘new thinking’, which paved 
the way to offi cial Soviet recognition of the EEC and offered greater space 
for manoeuvre to Soviet satellite states vis-à-vis the Community.  80   The 
second was the political turmoil which affected Eastern Europe after the 
fall of the Berlin Wall in November 1989 and heralded the demise of the 
Soviet empire. During the Cooperation Council meeting of 27 November 
1989, Budimir Loncǎr, Yugoslavia’s Foreign Minister, asked for the start 
of negotiations for Yugoslavia’s association to the Community. He argued 
that Belgrade was now ready to overcome the historical limitations of 
EEC–Yugoslav relations:

  We believe the time has come to seek together new forms of our relations 
employing new modalities and directions. This implies, of course, a more 
appropriate institutional framework that would enable greater participation 
by Yugoslavia in the process of European integration and the functional 
integration of its economy into that of the Community.  81   
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   The Cold War era was fading and, with it, the shadow of the Soviet Union 
over the relationship between the EEC and Yugoslavia.  

    CONCLUSIONS 
 As demonstrated in this chapter, all agreements concluded between the 
EEC and Yugoslavia during the 1970s concerned the broader question 
of Balkan and Mediterranean stability. Despite their limited economic 
scope, the 1970 and 1973 trade agreements were meant to reinforce the 
bonds between Yugoslavia and the Community, faced as they were with 
Moscow’s ambition to strengthen its political, economic and military 
infl uence in the Mediterranean basin. The 1976 Joint Declaration con-
fi rmed Yugoslavia’s non-alignment as the basis for future EEC–Yugoslav 
relations, proving the importance of the Balkan region in Western stabili-
zation policies in Southern Europe. The 1980 cooperation agreement was 
a means of keeping Yugoslavia as close as possible to the EEC in view of 
the post-Tito era, the crisis of the non-aligned movement and Soviet inter-
national expansionism. However, Yugoslavia’s strict non-alignment—a 
condition for its internal and external stability—precluded any prospect of 
future integration between the parties. The same limitation was to affect 
the development of bilateral relations until the very end of the Cold War. 
Faced with the demise of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia’s crisis in the 
early 1990s, the Community came to be involved in the Western Balkan 
scenario, drawing on a diplomatic tradition which, in fact, went back to 
the 1970s.  

                                                                                    NOTES 
     1.    Rafael Biermann, ‘Back to the Roots: The European Community 

and the Dissolution of Yugoslavia—Policies under the Impact of 
Global Sea-Change’,  Journal of European Integration History  10, 
no. 4 (2004): 29.   
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CHAPTER 12

Balkan Dilemmas in the 1970s and 1980s: 
A Point of No Return?

Konstantina E. Botsiou

Introduction

After the Greek civil war the Balkans ceased to be at the forefront of Cold 
War tensions.1 The 1950s were marked by the consolidation of American 
hegemony in Greece and Turkey and Soviet dominance in Albania, Bulgaria 
and Romania. Yugoslavia followed ‘third-way socialism’ as an equidistant 
policy between capitalism and socialism after the Tito–Stalin break-up 
of 1948.2 This division into ‘three worlds’ was completed by the entry 
of Greece and Turkey into NATO (1952) and the inclusion of Albania, 
Bulgaria and Romania in the Warsaw Pact (1955). Yugoslavia retained its 
place between East and West through the Balkan Pact (1953/4), which 
connected indirectly Yugoslav defense with NATO members Greece and 
Turkey.3 Rapprochement with Moscow after Stalin’s death let Belgrade 
take a leading position in the Non-Aligned Movement (1961). Albania’s 
choice for China after the Sino-Soviet split (1960–89) completed the col-
orful political map of the Balkans as a miniature of the international divi-
sion of power politics.4

This chapter deals with the ways that political and economic change 
in the socialist Balkan countries caused a crisis of orientation in the final 
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decades of the Cold War. The historiographical approach used here was 
deemed necessary for presenting also the various themes that attracted 
the attention of research, thus the evaluation of Balkan realities, from one 
period to the other. A main argument is that increasing Western influence 
put socialism on a path of irreversible decline that was only accelerated 
by the nuclear pressure of the Reagan administration. This applied not 
only to Soviet satellite states, but also to Yugoslavia and Albania. Even 
though the historical sub-terrain of political cultures and nationalism per-
mits cross-bloc research, a broader study would go far beyond the scope of 
the chapter in this book. Accordingly, the West-oriented Balkan countries, 
Greece and Turkey, are considered only in relation to the challenges faced 
by socialist regimes. For similar reasons, Western influences are explored 
mainly through the lens of American–Soviet interaction in the Balkans as 
the main field of change. The relations of the EEC with certain socialist 
countries are not dealt with separately, although research on this topic is 
rapidly growing.5

The Balkans Between Diversity and Obscurity

Even though the Balkans constituted a potentially significant theater in 
case of total war, they never came close in strategic importance to Central 
or Eastern Europe. For this reason they held a marginal position in the 
nuclear map of the Cold War.6 Neither Washington nor Moscow wished 
to risk a nuclear escalation for the sake of the region. Yet, they both 
desired a stable Balkan region for securing safe passage from Europe to 
the Mediterranean Sea and the Middle East.

Cold War bipolarity disrupted local political conditions, above all nation-
alism, a major political force in the post-Ottoman Balkans.7 Nationalistic 
conflicts were muted in the name of international security, political stabil-
ity and economic development: these became new ‘great ideas’ on both 
sides of the Iron Curtain. Leaving behind a long period of wars, civil wars, 
political weakness and economic backwardness, the Balkan states sought 
to make the best out of foreign intervention. Despite resentments against 
the dominant role of the superpowers in the organization of postwar 
regimes, they realized that external protection was a guarantee against 
domestic instability and foreign aggression. The departure from ‘old poli-
tics’ generated a revitalizing feeling of all-out modernization in the first 
two postwar decades.8
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However, national identities or national aspirations were not buried 
forever. Ecumenical ideological principles of liberalism/capitalism and 
Marxism/communism absorbed ‘petty’ nationalistic ideas as long as the 
Balkan states were under the close surveillance of their respective bloc 
leaders, the USA and the Soviet Union. The first relapses occurred in 
the mid-1950s. Khrushchev’s doctrine of ‘peaceful coexistence’ enabled 
latent discontent to resurface. Different countries raised different issues. 
Demands for democratization were high on the agenda in countries famil-
iar with industrialization, like Czechoslovakia, Hungary, East Germany 
(German Democratic Republic, GDR) and, to a certain extent, Poland. 
The uprisings of 1953 and 1956 in those countries called for economic 
and political liberalization with the aim of national improvement. That 
reformist wave was decisively crushed by the Soviet Union, as it would 
happen again later, in 1968, with the Prague Spring.9 In contrast, Balkan 
nations, haunted by incomplete nationalist programs and slow industri-
alization, attached more importance to matters of ethnic and national 
identity, minority issues and borders. This tendency grew stronger in the 
1960s, when ‘national communism’ emerged as a hybrid of socialist orga-
nization with the promise to consider more carefully local needs in the 
realization of socialism.

Détente was also differently exploited in East and Central Europe, on the 
one hand, and the Balkans, on the other. Whereas Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary and the GDR benefitted from Basket II (economic, environ-
mental and scientific cooperation) and Basket III policies (human rights, 
humanitarian and cultural issues) of the Helsinki Final Act (1975), 
Romania and Bulgaria became absorbed with issues of nationalism, identi-
ties and state control rather than strategies for economic development and 
fairer political participation.10 Albania was no exception, even though it 
followed China and later the doctrine of self-reliance.11 Yugoslavia’s federal 
organization (Yugoslavism) prevented domestic tensions only as long as 
Tito was in power.

The mixture of communism and nationalism that ultimately prevailed 
did little to redirect the historical path of anti-liberal regimes that per-
petuated inequalities between ethnic majorities and minorities, cities and 
villages, patrons and clients, and youth and older generations. The for-
malistic adoption of communist norms and canons left traditional values 
and deep-seated patterns of political behavior virtually intact. The imper-
sonal nature of modern bureaucracy continued to mismatch with the 
familiar ways of small communities (parish, village, neighborhood): family 
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patronage, incapacity for long-term planning, Orthodox morality, amoral 
familism12 and ambivalence towards modern state mechanisms.13

The Transition from Stalinism to ‘National 
Communism’

Until the 1970s, the Balkan satellites were utterly dependent on Soviet 
economic support and political guidance in order to survive and pursue 
modernization. Tremendous suffering, material destruction and, in some 
cases, also defeat in the Second World War were undermining confidence 
in a national path of peace and growth.14 Chronic weaknesses such as eco-
nomic underdevelopment and stillborn democratic institutions were fur-
ther eroding opposition to Moscow.

An additional disincentive was American reluctance to confront the 
Soviet Union for Eastern Europe after the Greek Civil War and the Korean 
War. The uprisings of 1953 in East Germany and 1956 in Poland (‘Polish 
October’) and Hungary had produced only lukewarm verbal statements 
in the West. Rifts in Western unity were also responsible for Washington’s 
lessened emphasis on the strategy of ‘breaking the monolith’.15 The Suez 
Crisis that placed the USA opposite to Britain and France over decoloniza-
tion broke out almost simultaneously with revolts in Poland and Hungary 
(October–November 1956).16 Moreover, since 1954 NATO had had to 
deal with the thorny Cyprus question that brought repeatedly Greece 
and Turkey to the brink of war and disturbed NATO unity.17 The quarrel 
between John F. Kennedy and Charles de Gaulle over NATO’s nuclear 
strategy (1958–62) triggered the withdrawal of France from the military 
planning of NATO (1966), followed by the denial of EEC membership to 
Britain in both 1963 and 1967.18 Conflicting Western plans over defense 
pacts in the Near and Middle East,19 but also American political inter-
ventions in Latin America,20 made it even more difficult for the USA to 
undertake campaigns for the support of Eastern Europe. Realizing that a 
confrontation in Europe was unthinkable, the two superpowers preferred 
to transfer their antagonism to the regions that had emerged from decolo-
nization since the mid-1950s. Their priority was to complete decoloniza-
tion and to compete for influence in the Third World without risking a 
general war.21 In this context, the Balkans were of secondary importance 
in the immobile Central European front.

The centrally planned economies of Eastern Europe were shaped under 
the strict supervision of Moscow, which, apart from military security, provided 
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raw materials, energy, basic industries and know-how for enabling satellites to 
industrialize and manufacture for national needs as well as for the ‘integra-
tional’ needs of the CMEA (Council for Mutual Economic Assistance). In 
the 1950s the production of oil, coal, steel and electricity in the East was 
doubled. Czechoslovakia and East Germany worked as engines of industrial 
growth. East Germany, traditionally less developed than the territories that 
constituted West Germany, became the ninth industrial power in the world in 
the 1960s.22 The annual growth rate in the socialist East reached 3.1 percent 
between 1951 and 1987. In the same period the annual industrial growth 
rate in Hungary, Romania and Yugoslavia was running at 9 percent with 
Bulgaria climbing to 12.7 percent.23

Socialist states experienced the benefits of economic growth: employ-
ment was universal permitting decent wages and unprecedentedly satisfac-
tory standards of living to the many, the rate of illiteracy was drastically 
curtailed, agricultural production was mechanized and urbanization cre-
ated an expanding middle class of workers. Most peasants and workers had 
now the chance to send their children to university, a privilege previously 
reserved for local elites. This was a powerful tool of social mobility, as the 
new elites, mostly party members, substituted the old ones (Ersatz-Klasse) 
without genuinely changing the dependence of farmers and villagers on 
powerful groups.24

As has been amply shown, communism served the historic desire of 
East European countries to catch up with the more developed industrial 
West European countries.25 In spite of the enormous cost of economic 
transformation through industrialization, East European countries 
indeed approached the level of economic development that historically 
characterized the other part of the continent. Some of them surpassed 
South European economies until the early 1960s. Socialist countries 
in the Balkans saw themselves as equals with their neighbors Greece 
and Turkey. Catching-up in the economic and military sphere entailed 
an important dimension of international respectability that weighed 
heavily, especially in countries that had suffered territorial and political 
losses in the Second World War (e.g. Romania and Bulgaria). The period 
of rapid economic growth lasted almost 25 years, between 1950 and 
1973.26 Intensive modernization offered Moscow and state socialism a 
high degree of legitimacy in the first postwar period.27 Regarding the 
Balkan satellites, noticeable differences existed between Bulgaria and 
Romania.
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Bulgaria

Bulgaria entered a radical industrialization and urbanization process under 
the first Five-Year Plan (1949–53). About 700,000 farmers became indus-
trial workers until the early 1960s. Yet, agriculture continued to account 
for a large part of national production and more than half of the total labor 
force.28 The head of the communist party Vulko Chervenkov (1950–6) 
combined absolute loyalty to Moscow with aversion towards the USA.29 
His political withdrawal in 1956 permitted the young Todor Zhivkov, a 
representative of the ‘national’ approach to communism, to stand out from 
the collective leadership that had emerged during the de-Stalinization pro-
cess. Zhivkov’s power was consolidated in the early 1960s with a series of 
measures for the slowing down of Soviet-led collectivization and industri-
alization. Bulgaria exported mainly agricultural and lightly manufactured 
goods—food and tobacco, for example—in exchange for machinery and raw 
materials from the Soviet Union and more industrialized satellites. Over one 
quarter of exports were sent to the Soviet Union. Following the improve-
ment of trade relations with the West in the 1970s, about 15–20 percent of 
Bulgarian exports reached Western markets.30

The relative success of the Five-Year Plans was reflected in mass unem-
ployment—10,000 workers were sent to the Soviet Union in the early 
1960s.31 Despite persistent investments in industry and technical edu-
cation, Bulgaria failed to compete with Czechoslovakia or Hungary in 
output and quality of industrial exports. Permission for the cultivation of 
small private land plots in the 1970s did not change that reality. Foreign 
debt, as a main source of credit for such investments, rose from $3.2 bil-
lion to $9.2 billion between 1985 and 1989.32

Zhivkov exploited détente to take full control of both the Communist 
Party and the State Council which held legislative and executive powers 
under the 1971 Constitution. The creation of a cult dictatorship was con-
firmed through the appointment of family members in key positions—
prominent among them the appointment of Zhivkov’s daughter, Lyudmila 
Zhivkova who took charge of the state’s cultural and media policy between 
1975 and 1980.33 Minorities became a favorite target of the regime. In the 
mid-1980s the so-called Rebirth (or Revival) Process was aimed against the 
predominantly rural Muslim and Turkish minorities with the purpose of 
assimilating them into the Bulgarian urban industrial labor force.34 Other 
‘enemies of the state’, like the Orthodox Church, students and intellectu-
als were systematically disabled. Only after 1985 did they react forcefully, 
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starting with the internationalization of nuclear or environmental prob-
lems (the Chernobyl and Kozloduy nuclear accidents, for example).

Romania

The Romanian experience with communism was similarly irrigated by 
local historical conditions. Romania was Stalin’s first priority regarding 
the Balkans in 1944–5. A strategy of popular fronts kept out British inter-
vention, which, in turn, focused on the maintenance of civil war-ridden 
Greece in the Western orbit. The regime of Georghe Gheorghiu-Dej, 
actual leader of the Communist Party since 1952, consolidated com-
munist power through the expansion of membership in the Communist 
Party of Romania. Its 250,000 members in 1945 equaled the strength of 
its much older Bulgarian counterpart; between 1964 and 1975 members 
increased from 1.2 million to 2.6 million.35 The powerful security police, 
securitate, was the main instrument of intimidation, responsible for mas-
sive detentions of regime opponents until the end of the 1950s.36

Collectivization was undermined by anti-Russian feelings and failing 
economic planning. Urbanization was promoted for the sake of industri-
alization and for controlling the big, scattered agricultural populations. 
Romanian industry yielded mainly light industrial products and manufac-
tured items. Thanks to local reserves, it was less dependent on Soviet oil than 
Bulgarian and Albanian production. When the international trade embargo 
receded in the mid-1950s, Bucharest opened trade with Western countries. 
Assuming leadership in 1965, Nicolae Ceauşescu intensified trade ties with 
the West. The USA granted Romania most favored nation treatment in 
1975. Romania had previously entered the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade (GATT) in 1971 and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) 
in 1972. In 1971, Ceauşescu made a trip to China and North Korea that 
was meant to stress emancipation from Moscow and, at the same time, 
attract attention and financial support from the West.37

In the first half of the 1970s annual growth rate was equivalent to 5 
percent by Western standards. Access to Western markets and loans gave 
Romania the opportunity to stand out as a second ‘maverick’ in the Balkans 
next to Yugoslavia.38 The picture deteriorated in the second half of the 
decade with industrial growth falling to half, compared with the period 
1970–5, and the unemployment rate growing rapidly. To deal with indebt-
edness in the 1980s, the Ceauşescu regime cut imports and introduced an 
industrialization program of autarky that removed thousands of villagers to 
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industrial centers (sistematezarea/systematization). In parallel, state repro-
duction policies aimed to create a population of 30 million within a few 
years, but this only resulted instead in thousands of abandoned children.39 
The political dark side of Romanian self-reliance included a dearth of basic 
goods and the violent suppression of opposition, especially of young intel-
lectuals. Family patronage was a salient feature of this regime, too. Many 
members of the Ceauşescu family were appointed to important party and 
state positions to exclude others who might question Ceauşescu’s author-
ity.40 All in all, the regime owed its longevity more to political maneuver 
within bipolarity rather than to genuine political dissension or economic 
achievement. This proved a nemesis for Romania and the Ceauşescu regime 
when the socialist camp collapsed.41

Albania

Albania felt from the outset uncomfortable with the division of power 
within the socialist bloc. Owing much to Tito’s contribution in building 
up a wartime resistance movement, the communist regime that prevailed 
in 1946–7 sought refuge in Soviet protection. This was also a way out of 
the simultaneous Anglo-American pressure to carve Albania out of the 
Eastern bloc. Enver Hoxha followed Moscow after the Tito–Stalin split 
in order to block Tito’s plan for a Balkan federation that would unite all 
Albanians under Yugoslav leadership.42 Yet Albania could not catch up 
with the needs of industrialization and collectivization. Blaming it on her 
dependence on imported Soviet oil, Hoxha distanced the regime from the 
Soviet Union after Stalin’s death and finally joined China in 1960.43

The Chinese card paid out. Up to 1975 financial assistance amounted to 
$838 million, compared to only $300 million of previously received Soviet 
assistance. Peking satisfied Albanian demands, providing an oil refinery in 
1969 (Fieri)  along with other industrial investments. Hence, Albania 
became a significant market for Chinese economic and political interests.44 
But the rapprochement of China with the West turned Albania away from 
Peking, mainly out of fear of a potential Sino-Yugoslav understanding. 
The worsening of Sino-Albanian relations stimulated the improvement of 
relations with neighboring countries in an effort to alleviate Tirana’s new 
doctrine of self-reliance. The same policy was pursued by Hoxha’s succes-
sor Ramiz Alia until the end of the Cold War.45
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Yugoslavia

Yugoslavia stands out as a unique case. Here, a reformist spirit was already 
reflected in the constitution of 1952 in terms of protection of personal rights 
and decentralization. But central power remained in the hands of Tito and 
the merciless security police forces that restricted freedom and public opin-
ion.46 A more genuine liberalization started in the 1960s through amend-
ments to the 1952 constitution regarding the rights of Muslims and the 
autonomy of Kosovo and Vojvodina. Worthy of note was the establishment 
of an Albanian-language University in Pristina (1969) and the cultivation of 
educational and cultural ties between Albania and Kosovo.47

In general, third-way socialism as a special genre of national commu-
nism could not balance economic performance with federal arrangements. 
Slovenia produced in the 1970s and 1980s 20 percent of gross national 
product and 25 percent of hard currency exports, but represented only 8 per-
cent of the population. The People’s (then Socialist) Republic of Macedonia 
(PRM/SRM) and the province of Kosovo, on the other end of the spec-
trum, belonged to the poorest regions, but also to the fastest growing ones 
in terms of population and, therefore, representation, in federal institutions. 
The PRM/SRM and Bosnia-Herzegovina’, with almost 2 million and 4 
million inhabitants, respectively, outnumbered Slovenia (1.8 million) and 
Montenegro (610,000) and were partly equal with Croatia (4.7 million).48

Calls for decentralization became loud in the 1970s, culminating in a 
mass protest Croat movement in 1971 (‘Croat Spring’), leading to the 
introduction of a new SFRY federal constitution in 1974.49 Two auton-
omous provinces, Kosovo and Vojvodina, were redefined as constituent 
members of the Yugoslav federation and, hence, gained extensive rights 
in legislative, police, educational and economic matters. However, auton-
omy provided fertile ground for the revival of nationalism, both on the 
Serbian side, as well as among Albanians and Croats who sharpened their 
identity knives on long-standing anti-Serbian resentment.50

Tito’s death was a critical turning point. Serbian policies were reversed 
in favor of re-centralization and suppression of minorities.51 Since the 
Soviet–Yugoslav rapprochement of the 1950s, relations with Albania, 
Bulgaria and Greece remained also volatile with open issues regarding 
Kosovo and PR/SR Macedonia.52 All in all, Yugoslavia became the ‘sick 
man’ of the Balkans long before Western economic and political pressure 
accelerated the end of communist Europe.
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Illusions and Opportunities Under  
‘National Communism’

National communism flourished in the Eastern bloc thanks to the lessen-
ing of direct Soviet control in the organization of state and economy. It 
was initiated gradually in the course of the 1970s as a child of Soviet strat-
egy towards détente. The Brezhnev administration sought to take advan-
tage of détente in order to shift economic resources from financing bloc 
modernization to the improvement of its own strategic arsenal after the 
(Strategic Arms Limitation Talks SALT I) Treaty in 1972.53

National communism offered political advantages after the embarrass-
ing crashing of the Prague Spring.54 An obvious complication had been 
Romania’s vehement refusal to participate in the Soviet-led invasion, a 
decision that actually inaugurated its autonomization and the consolida-
tion of the Ceauşescu regime.55 West of the Iron Curtain, Soviet policies 
also alienated orthodox communist parties: new splinter parties embraced 
alternative socialist doctrines (Titoism, Maoism, Castroism, etc.) or they 
joined the reformist movement of Eurocommunism which curbed the 
appeal of communism to West European middle-class workers.

Soviet disengagement allowed communist states to breathe more 
freely. But it deprived them gradually of valuable economic and politi-
cal resources. A major challenge for those countries was to preserve the 
high growth rate of previous years and to maintain their role in the Soviet 
system of economic integration. Both were crucial for retaining the advan-
tages of socialism, namely economic safety, employment, social cohesion 
and ideological unity. That challenge involved a further dilemma: whether 
the socialist regimes would stick to the inherited socialist model of import-
substituted industrialization or if they would give in to the appealing sirens 
of import-driven consumerism.56

Abundant Western credit favored the latter. In the 1970s, good economic 
conditions continued only thanks to loans from Western banks. These were 
awash with investible money when the 1973 oil crisis arrested development 
in Western economies and inflicted a serious blow on the stagflation-hit 
American economy. Western credit permitted East European economies to 
maintain growth with a strong consumerist element.57 Prosperity, in turn, 
offered more legitimacy to the regimes of the national communist sort.58

Similarly, European détente substituted any attempt for domestic 
reform.59 Massive imports of Western capital and technology enabled 
socialist countries to preserve their manufacturing function within the 
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CMEA, thus satisfying also Moscow’s needs in manufactured goods. The 
switch from import-substitution to export-led growth made up for the 
financial disengagement of the Soviet Union from East European econo-
mies. Additionally, the Soviet Union benefitted greatly from the 1973 
oil crisis, as it secured her higher oil prices for almost a decade. Across 
the socialist Balkans, debts were served through new debts and economic 
optimism was reinforced by the gradual initiation of socialist countries in 
international organizations. Yugoslavia became a member of the GATT in 
1966, Romania in 1971 (whereas Bulgaria only in 1996 and Albania in 
2000). Yugoslavia signed a Cooperation Agreement with the EEC in 1980 
after a decade of trade agreements.60 On its part, Yugoslavia, already more 
open to the international capitalist economy, relied heavily on Western 
loans to subsidize economic improvement, redistribute wealth to all fed-
eral entities and ease interethnic tensions.61 Until the end of the 1970s, 
75 percent of Yugoslav exports went to Western countries.62 East–West 
trade—a dead zone in the 1950s63—became now a flourishing sector for 
Balkan countries.64

East European borders opened for Western money, products, ideas and 
lifestyles.65 The young generation of baby-boomer students fertilized the 
idea of national communism with past national struggles for independence 
and identity. Young people, yearning for better jobs, living standards and 
more personal and regional freedom, became an explosive material in the 
1970s. They demanded better access to decision-making and a sharper 
national identity next to socialist solidarity.66 Older party elites not only 
tolerated, but also encouraged this attitude, as nationalism offered an 
ersatz to ‘more dangerous’ liberalizing reforms and democratization. 
The same trend occurred in ‘maverick’ Yugoslavia. Serbian nationalism 
wore the veil of Yugoslavism, which was destined to fade away after Tito’s 
eclipse. In a way, internal democratization, nevertheless, under the 1974 
constitution, actually facilitated disintegration and, consequently, intensi-
fication of Serbian nationalism.

Human rights activism, culminating between 1975 and 1989, ‘contam-
inated’ socialist countries with Western ideas of freedom, democracy and 
personal opportunity.67 Transcending national borders, the international 
mobilization for human rights activism helped open East European bor-
ders to Western ideas and products. Western lifestyle arrived, too, in a sub-
tle way.68 The young generation acquired access to products of Western 
mass culture and lifestyle (cinema, television series, festivals, etc.) and 
icons of the ‘affluent society’ from art, science, politics and other fields of 
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life. Various rights movements (women, youth, etc.) exerted an irresist-
ible appeal.69 A number of international organizations (e.g. Transparency 
International, Helsinki Watch, Amnesty International) ‘intervened’ with 
fact-finding missions and special reports that raised awareness and inspired 
local human rights activism.70 The human rights dimension of the Helsinki 
Final Act exposed the Soviet system as an anti-paradigm at a time when 
democratization was acquiring top priority in the developed and develop-
ing world.71

Political optimism was brutally hit by the energy crisis of 1979. Between 
1979 and 1982 Western credit banks refocused on the American economy 
which became loan-thirsty after the introduction of Reaganite neoliber-
alism. The disarming of the Keynesian economy, originating in the late 
Carter administration, opened the way for massive privatization and glo-
balized financial speculation.72 As financial interest was shifting from the 
socialist and the Third World (Latin America, Asia, Africa) to the West, 
banks demanded repayment of their loans in order to play in the new 
lucrative, globalized version of capitalism in the West. To that effect, inter-
est rates were acutely raised, thus rendering the return of loans by the 
indebted Balkan countries, very costly and in the end impossible.73

A direct complication was the inability of socialist countries to pay their 
loan obligations. First liquidity, then insolvency crises set in. Unable to get 
manufactured goods from Eastern Europe, Moscow increased her imports 
from the West and demanded more imports of Soviet raw materials by 
the satellites. A second consequence was widespread economic disloca-
tion expressed in decreasing production, rising unemployment, runaway 
inflation, breakdown of the supply and demand system, high commodity 
prices and basic commodity scarcities, falling standards of living, prolifera-
tion of diseases and a rise in mortality—most noticeably the high child 
mortality rate towards the end of the 1980s.74

Under the conditions of liberalized and dollarized national economies, 
hard-currency debt rose immensely. In Yugoslavia, foreign debt was $18.6 
billion in 1983. Inflation rose to 2,000 percent and unemployment ran at 
20 percent for most of the 1980s. Romania’s foreign debt reached $8.4 
billion in 1982. Unemployment caused serious miners’ strikes that were 
crushed by the security police of the Ceauşescu regime. His policy of nul-
lifying foreign debt started yielding fruit in 1983. In effect, it put Romania 
on a path of utter social suffering and economic destruction that left it 
practically bankrupt at the end of the Cold War.75 Bulgaria avoided exces-
sive foreign debt, but was still hit by economic anomalies because of its 
close connection with the Soviet economy.
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The Soviet Union was neither flexible nor ‘Stalinist’ enough to bring 
the satellites back in orbit. Foreign indebtedness and insolvency was one 
side of the coin. The other, historically more important, was the incapac-
ity of national communism to move autonomously in the world economy, 
particularly in an increasingly globalized economy that shifted emphasis 
from state-led industrialization to volatile financial services. National 
communist regimes proved incapable of producing genuine social and 
economic change, blocked as they were in games of domestic power and 
old-fashioned nationalism with a strongly anti-democratic bias.

Dead-End Dilemmas

The 1970s and 1980s marked a turning point in the Cold War. Détente 
became an umbrella concept for East–West rapprochement in various 
fields. Beneath the calm surface, an escalation of the arms race caused new 
rifts between and within the blocs.

The allies of both superpowers felt abandoned by the continuing shift 
of priorities to the Third World. This was equally true for both East and 
West. In 1974 Greece became the second NATO member to withdraw 
from the military planning of the organization following its inaction over 
the Turkish invasion in Cyprus.76 Britain managed finally to enter the EEC 
in 1973 with a weakened economy after a double French veto baptized 
in de Gaulle’s skepticism towards its ‘special relationship’ with the USA.77 
Anti-Americanism ran high due to the Vietnam War and to Washigton’s 
tolerance or support of dictatorial regimes in the Third World.78 More and 
more West European countries elected social democratic governments 
that promised economic reforms and lessening of East–West tension.79 At 
the same time, terrorist organizations challenged the democratic–capitalist 
order of the postwar Pax Americana.80

Détente was further damaged by economic problems. The two energy 
crises of the 1970s brought Western economies to a halt. Western Europe 
became ambivalent as to the advisability of a continuous confrontation 
with the Soviet Union at the peak of the ‘Euromissile crisis’ (1977–87). 
François Mitterrand sought to renationalize French economic policies, 
leaving aside the targets of the Common Market.81 As a new member of 
the EEC, Greece renegotiated the conditions of membership in 1981–82 
to protect its fragile economy and democracy. Democratization was more 
feasible than growth in Spain and Portugal, too.82 At the dawn of the 
1980s, European integration seemed to reach an impasse (‘Eurosclerosis’). 
It was only in the mid-1980s, when the nuclear race subsided and the 
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Soviet Union turned to structural reform under Mikhail Gorbachev, that 
European integration and transatlantic relations could celebrate a return 
to political and economic normality.83

On the other side of the coin, the Eastern bloc began to shatter. It 
found it impossible to interact with capitalism and maintain socialism. 
Cheap Western credit had allowed socialist economies to survive but not 
to thrive, to sustain cheap exports but not to produce a better economic 
structure. Huge foreign debts brought socialist economies to their knees 
as they could not raise enough money, despite their desperate ‘export 
offensives’. Long-term economic deprivation, political oppression and 
nationalism made the Balkans a theatre of intense political violence when 
the Iron Curtain finally fell, quite in contrast with the ‘velvet’ ending in 
the rest of the communist countries. Outright war would soon prove the 
end of communist Yugoslavia in the most traumatic way of all.84

The gap between disintegrating Eastern Europe and integrating 
Western Europe could not be deeper and the comparison could not be 
more toxic for the future of communism. The hard-won battle of catching 
up with the developed West, a reality in the 1950s and in the 1960s, was 
lost again. The transformation of the world economy in the zeitgeist of 
neoliberalism was exerting enormous additional pressure.85

But the fate of the communist model had been decided earlier, in the 
political and economic dilemmas of the 1970s and early 1980s. It was then 
that socialist states proved unable to offer alternative paths to moderniza-
tion, to conciliate financial freedom with economic discipline and political 
reform. National communism had proved an equally oppressive and coun-
terproductive system of governance with Soviet-controlled state socialism 
and, moreover, unable to produce modernization and legitimacy beyond 
political/cultural path-dependency.

The Soviet Union had a great share of responsibility in the collapse of 
Eastern Europe that led finally to its own disintegration. First, it failed to 
move away from geopolitical to geo-economic priorities in the framework 
of détente; second, it failed to propose an economic alternative to the 
transitional capitalism that emerged in the 1970s; and last, but not least, 
it was wrong in the calculation that it could use the advantages of Western 
capital without putting its own system to the test.

Making that choice, in obvious connection with the self-fulfilling 
élan of their huge industrial–military establishment, the Soviets entered 
a self-destructive race that was destined to exhaust their economy if an 
economic crisis occurred. This did occur painfully in the 1980s. When 
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the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty was signed in 1987 for 
the termination of the last fierce nuclear arms race between Moscow and 
Washington,86 it was too late for Gorbachev to win back control and 
political legitimacy. For the socialist countries, a full turn to the West was 
the ultimate, obvious choice out of the old dilemmas.

Notes

	 1.	 John Lewis Gaddis, The Cold War: A New History (New York: 
Penguin, 2006); Melvyn P. Leffler and David S. Painter, The Origins 
of the Cold War: An International History (New York: Routledge, 
2005); John O.  Iatrides, Greece in the 1940s: A Nation in Crisis 
(New Haven: University Press of New Haven, 1981); C.  M. 
Woodhouse, The Struggle for Greece (New York: Hurst, 2002).

	 2.	 Dennison Rusinow, The Yugoslav Experiment, 1948–1974 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1977); Jeronim Perović, 
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    CHAPTER 13   

 Yugoslavia: The 1950 Cultural 
and Ideological Revolution                     

     Miroslav     Perišic ́       

      It is no exaggeration to assert that the new cultural policy conceptualized 
and inaugurated in Yugoslavia in 1950 was one of the cornerstones that 
enabled the creation of a socialism that was distinctly more liberal than the 
existing Soviet model. In the long run, it would help Yugoslavia create for 
itself a new position within the Cold War international system. This pol-
icy shift opened up Yugoslavia’s culture and science to the West, created 
links with countries in and beyond Western Europe, and challenged the 
Soviet-type cultural heritage of ‘Socialist realism’. The new policy signaled 
Yugoslavia’s intention to fi nd a way to improve its cultural and scientifi c 
life through fostering unlimited cultural and political cooperation world-
wide, particularly with the West, that would change the image of Socialism 
not only in Yugoslavia but also globally. 

        M.   Perišić       ( ) 
  Director of Archives of Serbia ,   Belgrade ,  Serbia     



   THE ERA OF TURNING PRACTICE INTO VULGARIZED 
THEORY, 1945–48 

 Between 1945 and 1948, Yugoslavia’s international cultural cooperation 
was almost exclusively with the People’s Democracies. It was based on reci-
procity and mainly consisted of visits by artists and Ministry of Culture 
offi cials, exhibitions, and the translation and publication of (mainly Soviet) 
literary works. In the main, these exchanges were ideologically predeter-
mined, while their actual artistic quality or value was of little or no interest. 
Yugoslavia often welcomed inferior foreign artists whose work was far less 
impressive than that of most domestic artists. On the other hand, it had 
to send artists from the pre-agreed fi elds of art, rather than those whom 
it might have chosen to send based on merit. Such cultural cooperation 
contributed little to the advancement of art in Yugoslavia. Miodrag Protić, 
a renowned Serbian painter and art critic, later wrote that Socialist real-
ism was not art at all and that it took more than it offered.  1   According to 
Richard Sennett, ‘revolutions distort time’, while Vilfredo Pareto asserted 
that ‘revolutions represent a special case of upset equilibrium’, recalling the 
metaphor of a river being driven from its riverbed after a particularly fi erce 
disturbance, causing it to fl ood, before resuming its original route.  2   Applied 
to the Yugoslav revolution, Sennett’s assertion is best illustrated by the 
words of Miloš Minić, Yugoslav Communist Party and government offi cial 
who, speaking in 1945 at the Parliamentary Legislative Committee meet-
ing on the issue of the draft Law on the Organization of Courts, declared:

  If … we were to appoint judges who are lawyers, then we would award 
preponderance to formal justice. However, the justice should be dispensed 
by people who know how to preserve the heritage of the War for National 
Liberation. The political context and relevance of the new laws are better 
appreciated by people who took part in the War of National Liberation than 
by the lawyers who interpret the letter of the law.  3   

 There were many similar examples of turning daily practice into vulgar-
ized theory during the immediate post-Second World War revolutionary 
period in Yugoslavia. What then could be the role of knowledge in a state 
in which the Party  4   monopolized everything, including knowledge itself; 
in which a rigid social framework eradicated the concept of the ‘intellec-
tual’; rendered meaningless freedom and individualism as key premises of 
artistic expression; and excluded doubt as the postulate of science and of 
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intellectual thinking in search of meaning, truth and universal values? And 
what role could intellectuals play in a society in which the Party was the sole 
and unchallenged center of power, constantly demanding that intellectu-
als’ opinions must converge with those of the leadership; and one in which 
the roles were swapped—with the leadership assuming the role of creators, 
while artists and scientists were allocated the role of followers? Of course, 
one should not forget the wider context—the Yugoslav revolution occurred 
during the Second World War, within the Yugoslav anti-Fascist national lib-
eration struggle and brutal fratricidal civil war, which shaped individual and 
collective destinies, not least the tragic fate of a number of pre-war intel-
lectuals. Moreover, in the overwhelmingly agrarian Yugoslav society of that 
time, the extent of illiteracy and low educational levels is perhaps best illus-
trated by the fact that, in 1945, some 80 per cent of soldiers in the Yugoslav 
Army had not completed even the eight years of elementary school.  5   One 
should also bear in mind that the communist ideology, being collectivist and 
authoritarian in nature, was concomitant with the collectivist tradition and 
inclination towards strong leadership that prevailed among the Yugoslav 
peasant population. Intellectuals and civil servants formed a mere fi ve per 
cent of the population between the the two World  wars. Furthermore, 
Yugoslavia’s intellectual elite was divided along ethnic and ideological lines. 
The majority of pre-war intellectuals (some 70 per cent) were of bourgeois 
background and, as such, unappealing to the post-war communist regime.  6   
The Yugoslav Communist Party’s attitude towards the intelligentsia was 
based on the Soviet doctrine, formed during the pre-war period. Having 
assumed power, the Yugoslav Party maintained its suspicious, antagonistic 
attitude toward intellectuals. This, however, would gradually change after 
the confl ict with the USSR in 1948, when the regime was forced to build a 
state and a society based on new ideological premises. 

 During the Second World War, thousands of Yugoslav intellectuals were 
killed, died of natural causes, taken prisoner or emigrated. Following the 
establishment of the communist regime, a number of university profes-
sors were removed for political reasons. Reputable representatives of civic 
society and members of the cultural and scientifi c elites were harshly dealt 
with, particularly in Serbia. Thus, the Yugoslav leadership was quickly faced 
with dramatic consequences of the war and its own post-war ideological 
bigotry. The problems seemed insurmountable: national universities and 
high schools were both inadequate in number and of such poor quality 
that they could not satisfy the country’s need for experts. After the war, 
teaching was not immediately resumed in many universities due to the 
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diffi cult economic situation and shortage of teaching staff. Additional pro-
fessional schools and polytechnics could not be established, as the regime 
had to wait for the completion of education of students who had been 
sent to French universities in 1945 and to Soviet and Czechoslovakian 
universities in 1946.  7   Due to the shortage of domestic experts, Yugoslavia 
was forced to import foreigners, although it could not count on their per-
manent presence. The ‘thirst’ for professionally and ideologically-trained 
teaching staff was omnipresent in schools and universities. The new revo-
lutionary regime, having severed its ties with tradition, was craving a new 
intelligentsia, one that would be faithful to the Revolution and would 
loyally serve its ideals and the new society. The rise of the new expert 
elite resulted in the creation of a ‘desired’ type of intelligentsia. ‘New’ 
intellectuals were required to support the transition to the new society 
of Socialist realism and, in the long run, to become reliable supporters of 
a single party communist regime. Through their conspicuous omnipres-
ence, in factories and fi elds, as well as theatres and universities, the new 
intelligentsia was expected to place itself at the disposal of an uncritical 
ideological  Weltanschauung . In August 1945, one of the most respected 
Yugoslav newspapers,  Politika , declared under bold headlines that several 
prominent Belgrade University professors were cultivating a vegetable plot 
in Belgrade Botanical Gardens. According to the paper, these professors 
‘took a shovel into their hands and used the fruits of their own work’. It 
also noted that intellectuals collectively travelled to rural areas on Sundays, 
‘thus dedicating their day of rest to the village’.  Politika  construed the 
symbolism of the new era and made it known what was expected of the 
intellectuals.  8   The Party, which ‘overnight had transformed itself into a 
state’, posed the ‘question as to how, [in revolutionary times] to reconcile 
one’s own narrative with the general, grand narrative of history, one that 
is monumental and of steel; the question that had to be answered by each 
“technician of knowledge”.’  9   

 The new Yugoslav intelligentsia was identifi ed with the ideologi-
cal goals, the changing habits, tradition and mindset, as well as its new 
designated role. Thus, the very substance of the concept of intelligentsia 
was being remolded. Doubt, critical deliberation and intellectual solitude 
became the main opponents of the Yugoslav intelligentsia’s new identity. 
Ignorance governed knowledge; the power of the Party was stronger than 
that of knowledge. Among the early post-war intellectuals in Yugoslavia 
were the powerful and the weak, depending on whether they were 
intellectual- revolutionaries, intellectual-followers or intellectual-loners.  
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   NEITHER IN THE EAST NOR IN THE WEST, 1948–50 
 The Yugoslav leadership did not perceive the accusations contained in the 
Cominform Resolution of 28 June 1948 as mere criticism, as Moscow 
attempted to present them; from the outset, Belgrade understood them 
as an act of defamation. Given their strong self-awareness of their unques-
tionable heroic contribution to the anti-Nazi struggle and the interna-
tional revolutionary cause, particularly when juxtaposed against the record 
of other East European Communist Parties, it was unsurprising that the 
Yugoslavs were particularly sensitive to Moscow’s efforts to discredit this 
legacy. Together with Albania, which the Yugoslav communists assisted 
throughout the war, Yugoslavia, with its communist-led resistance move-
ment, was the only European country to effect a successful social revolu-
tion while simultaneously conducting a national liberation struggle against 
the Nazi and Fascist occupiers during the Second World War. Further 
to this key truth, there were also other ‘demarcation lines’ distinguish-
ing the Yugoslav communists from communists in other countries. First, 
Yugoslavia earned its global anti-fascist legitimacy on 27 March 1941, 
three months before the war between Germany and the USSR broke out. 
When, following the 22 June 1941 German attack, Moscow issued instruc-
tions to communists throughout Europe to oppose the Nazis, the Yugoslav 
Party, unlike other European Communist Parties, was fully prepared to 
embark on a war of resistance against the occupiers. Furthermore, and 
unlike in other Eastern European countries, the Red Army was deployed 
on Yugoslav territory for two months only, from September 1944, when it 
assisted the Yugoslav Partisan Army’s liberation of Belgrade. Throughout 
Yugoslavia’s occupation, the anti-fascist resistance, the war of national 
liberation and the fratricidal civil war, the Yugoslav communists adopted 
slogans and terminology rooted in the Serbian freedom-loving tradition 
and legacy: courage; the warrior spirit of the liberators, buttressed during 
the First World War; probity; self-sacrifi ce; the sense of a unique histori-
cal mission; a sense of belonging to the league of ‘just’ nations; and the 
history of alliances and war coalitions with other democracies worldwide. 
Unlike communists in other countries, the Yugoslav communists created 
their own army and offi cer corps. All of the above reinforced the Yugoslav 
communists’ self-confi dence, as well as a sense of grandeur and awareness 
of their unique role within the epic European anti-Fascist struggle. 

 When it came to building Socialism, until 1948 the Yugoslavs undoubt-
edly looked to the Soviet Union as their unquestioned role model. Even 
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during this period, however, the Yugoslav Communist Party developed, 
albeit to a limited extent, idiosyncratic approaches. On the one hand, this 
was a consequence of the specifi c Yugoslav context in which the single- 
party monopoly was being imposed. On the other hand, it was a result of 
the strong feeling of sacrosanctity; of the need for independent expression; 
and the expectation that, due to its authenticity and successful record, it 
could not be treated as just another communist party within the interna-
tional Communist movement. The Yugoslav Communist Party regarded 
itself as a revolutionary center in the Balkans and, as a result, compared 
itself only to the Soviet Communist Party .  In some respects, Tito saw his 
relationship with Stalin as a partnership rather than subjugation, believing 
that it suffi ced for him to inform the Central Committee of the Soviet 
Communist Party about certain issues rather than having to seek their 
approval. 

 After the 1948 Cominform Resolution, the Yugoslav party and state 
leadership realized that a return to the Soviet bloc was neither desirable 
nor acceptable. Seeking to build a different type of Socialism, as the only 
remaining alternative, the regime could not afford to remain isolated and 
lacking a clear perspective and international links as sources of support. 
To do so, however, they had to develop familiarity with the contemporary 
cultural trends and acquire the knowledge and expertise that existed in 
the West. Yugoslavia embarked on a process of changing its image in the 
world through culture. It aspired to present its Socialism as different from 
that of the Soviet Union and to portray itself as a unique champion of 
Socialism acceptable to the West. Tito no longer saw his prospects lying in 
the Soviet bloc—he could never be the leader of Soviet-sponsored com-
munism. Instead, he set out to become the infl uential leader of a particular 
model of Socialism that would later prove to be far more liberal than the 
rigid Soviet model. 

 Between 1948 and 1950, Tito found himself in a truly unenviable 
position. Yugoslavia was suffering under an imposed economic and 
political blockade and unrelenting Cominform propaganda, the results 
of which were international isolation and a disastrous economic situ-
ation. In these circumstances, a legitimacy based on Socialist realism 
was not an entrance ticket into the Western world. Yet, viewed from a 
different perspective, this also presented an opportunity. Yugoslavia had 
two major achievements that attracted international recognition—the 
anti-Fascist legitimacy acquired on 27 March 1941, three months before 
the Soviet Union entered the war against Fascism, and a defi nitive break 

290 M. PERIŠIĆ



with Stalin in 1948. For the second time in less than a decade since 
the outbreak of the Second World War, Yugoslavia was the focus of 
global attention and won admiration from the West. The bridge to the 
West had to be re-established. This time, however, the Party and state 
leadership were only too aware that they needed to implement internal 
changes if they were to impress the West. The fulcrum and instrument 
of this change lay within international cultural and scientifi c links as the 
premises of an open society. What followed were a complete metamor-
phosis of the mindset and a visible and qualitative change of cultural val-
ues. In the ensuing years, its increasing distance from the Soviet model 
of cultural policy contributed to Yugoslavia being viewed differently 
from other Socialist countries.  

   THE BIG SHIFT IN 1950: LESS IDEOLOGY—MORE 
KNOWLEDGE AND ACCEPTANCE OF WESTERN VALUES 

 On 30 January 1950, an offi cial conference was organized in Belgrade on 
cultural and artistic propaganda abroad, building on the Third Plenary 
Session of the Yugoslav Communist Party Central Committee, held a 
month earlier, when the shift in Yugoslav cultural policy was announced. 
The meeting declared that a cultural leap abroad was critically important 
for Yugoslavia’s recognition, particularly at a time when the Cominform 
countries were attempting to isolate Belgrade internationally. As later 
became evident, the liberalization of culture was relevant not only for 
Yugoslavia’s international recognition but, equally, for the enrichment and 
modernization of its cultural, scientifi c and artistic life. At that juncture, in 
the fi elds of culture, the arts and sciences, Yugoslavia turned towards the 
West, in parallel with the rejection of Socialist realism’s dogmatic heritage 
and the abandonment of Soviet views on culture. For some time though, 
albeit with lesser frequency, the Party rhetoric would use terms such as 
‘Westernism’ and ‘decadent art’, ideological attributes previously reserved 
for the art of the ‘capitalist and imperialist Western culture’.  10   This change 
in attitude was dictated by the need to learn about the decadent art of the 
West: ‘If we wish to learn about Western culture and art, even decadence, 
as it appears there, we should critically assess it and need not be afraid that 
it might have negative infl uence on us’.  11   Discussions at the 30 January 
conference repeatedly underlined the differences between the Soviet and 
Yugoslav views of the West, emphasizing the need for a defi nite, clean 
break from the Soviet position:

YUGOSLAVIA: THE 1950 CULTURAL AND IDEOLOGICAL REVOLUTION 291



  We should take a different position towards the Western decadence from the 
one the Russians took … We are fully aware that, for instance, we cannot 
claim that we have overcome the Renaissance. It would be both farcical and 
wrong. Of course, we are far from Russian views … we are establishing the 
relationship with foreign countries, with the cultured world in a way that is 
different from the one taken by the USSR.  12   

   A cardinally new approach to cultural activities abroad was announced, 
initially within Europe and then beyond it. One of the important phenom-
ena in the new perception of cultural and scientifi c links with the world 
was the insistence on expert opinion; knowledge was awarded supremacy 
over ideology. The new policy would become one of ‘less ideology, more 
knowledge’. As the participants of the Conference of 30 January insisted:

  Our relationship with the West must be analyzed comprehensively. The fi nal 
word as to what and from which country should be allowed in must be given 
to the professional departments … The assessment on what is of value and 
what is best should be rendered by our science, our professional associa-
tions, cultural and art organizations. They should have a fi nal say and not 
bureaucratic bodies in ministries.  13   

 At the same time, the very concept of cultural propaganda was placed 
under scrutiny and the conference reasserted the need for its fundamental 
redefi nition.  14   

 Recognition of the need to open up Yugoslavia to the West permeated 
together with an awareness of democratization of society. Culture and arts 
were seen as primary fi elds in which a conceptual shift was required. Such 
a shift implied the rejection of the Party monopoly over creativity; the lib-
eralization of culture and science; and decentralization at state and institu-
tional levels. In 1950, Yugoslavia began the process of opening up to the 
world; of establishing links with as many countries as possible; of opening 
its frontiers to foreign infl uence; of attracting public personae and artists 
from abroad; and of reaffi rming its traditions and cultural legacy. The shift 
was, however, not only an imperative of the new cultural policy but also an 
important component of a foreign policy aimed at creating a new position 
for the country in the eyes of the West. The democratization of culture 
and its drive into the world acquired deeper signifi cance, as part of the new 
political strategy. Internally, knowledge and expertise gained prominence 
and obtained freedom of expression. Externally, Yugoslavia was now 
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establishing a very different image compared to 1945–8. Yugoslavia in 
1950 stepped outside the world to which it belonged, in search of a place 
within the wider international framework. The Party recognized that it 
did not create the Yugoslav people’s culture. It insisted on learning about 
the tradition and admitted that the country’s huge cultural heritage was 
inadequately valued and recognized during the previous, post-war period. 
The leadership now stressed that the republics and Yugoslav peoples had 
their own cultural specifi cities and different traditions, all of which must 
be respected, not least because they might hold a special signifi cance for 
the country’s international contacts.  15   

 One of the most important objectives of Yugoslavia’s promotion 
through culture was creating, in the eyes of the West, a distance between its 
own cultural policy and that of the Soviet Union. The 1948 confl ict with 
the Soviet Union rationalized Yugoslavia’s self-perception and revealed 
its negative aspects and backwardness. The extent to which its ideological 
closeness to Moscow had distanced Yugoslavia from contemporary trends 
and aspirations in the arts and sciences became all too evident: ‘What did 
we actually have? Ignorance of what is happening out there. We perceived 
the West through the eyes of the Soviet Union.’  16   

 A critical appraisal of the existing cultural propaganda abroad revealed 
the absence of a plan, as well as lack of due attention. It was also acknowl-
edged that existing opportunities had not been exploited; that adequate 
cultural content had not been presented abroad; and that there contin-
ued to prevail a feeling of inferiority and, above all, a fear of Western 
infl uence. The question of Western perception of Yugoslavia became the 
focus of the Party’s efforts to enhance the country’s international repu-
tation: ‘We must show our country in a proper light, as one of rich cul-
tural heritage and not a “wild” Balkan country, as it is being seen in the 
West.’  17   The reassessment of the previous cultural policy and international 
cultural and scientifi c links brought into focus, among other things, the 
fact that Yugoslavia’s self-imposed dormant status in the United Nations 
Educational, Scientifi c and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) had handi-
capped its relations with other countries. It was emphasized that coun-
tries, which had been active in UNESCO had successfully promoted and 
translated domestic authors’ literary and other works into world languages 
at no cost. Furthermore, the noteworthy achievements of Yugoslav ballet, 
music and opera remained confi ned within its boundaries, unknown to 
the world, due to the country’s abstention from international festivals and 
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competitions. Yugoslav artists’ creativity and output were stymied by an 
absence of comparison with European counterparts and standards. 

 The acknowledgment of existing failings and defi ciencies resulted in 
the identifi cation of tasks requiring immediate implementation, namely 
cultural forays into as many countries as possible, the enhancement of the 
quality of the content and participation of artists and their associations 
in cultural policy decision-making. Moreover, the existing ‘state direc-
tive’ was denounced and the de-bureaucratization of cultural exchanges 
was declared—in future, artists were promised full liberty to cooper-
ate with their counterparts abroad, without state or Party interference. 
New departments were planned, dedicated solely to promoting interna-
tional cultural cooperation and planning, and preparing cultural activi-
ties abroad. Ways of encouraging individual artists to establish contacts 
with their counterparts abroad were also actively sought. By 1950, a new 
awareness prevailed—that the establishment of such links was helping to 
improve Yugoslavia’s cultural and scientifi c endeavors. This was enabling 
scientists and artists to acquire a clearer knowledge of the most recent 
cultural and scientifi c achievements in the world and, thus, had made it 
possible to import such knowledge into the country.  18   

 Simultaneously, it was recognized that Yugoslav scientists and artists 
needed to travel abroad to visit the most prestigious foreign cultural and 
scientifi c centers and institutions. In particular, young and creative indi-
viduals were encouraged to acquaint themselves with the work of the 
world’s authorities. To this end, various bureaucratic obstacles were dis-
mantled and necessary offi cial approval was fast-tracked. A ‘capitalist’ net-
work was even introduced to facilitate exchanges—that of managers and 
agencies who organized cultural activities. This new approach resulted in 
the destruction of the existing ideological barriers and formal obstacles, 
and the introduction of Western models for organizing, planning and 
promoting cultural activities.  19   Further ways to facilitate this international 
cultural breakthrough were being proposed, namely: the establishment of 
an international fi lm festival; the better quality printing of material sup-
porting activities abroad; the technical improvement of Yugoslav concert 
halls (for example, the walls of Belgrade’s most prominent concert hall, 
Kolarac, were covered with propaganda slogans, now deemed an inap-
propriate setting for concerts by renowned international performers); 
Yugoslav impressionists’ exhibitions abroad, believed to be of interest 
to foreign audiences; the publication of articles in foreign professional 
and academic journals; the encouragement of personal contacts among 
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Yugoslav artists who had pre-war links with artists abroad; overcoming 
the Balkan inferiority complex; addressing the West’s ignorance of culture 
created in Yugoslavia; and acquainting the world with Yugoslavia’s cul-
tural heritage. Although the 1950 Paris exhibition of Yugoslav medieval 
frescoes aroused great interest, Yugoslav offi cials thought that much more 
could be achieved because ‘copies [of frescoes] were shown at the exhi-
bition and foreign experts should come [to Yugoslavia] to see the origi-
nals’. It was no coincidence that ‘Dundo Maroje’, a play by the Dubrovnik 
Renaissance author, Marin Držić was selected to spearhead the Yugoslav 
theatrical offensive in the West, as it was deemed representative of former 
links between Western and Yugoslav cultural heritage. 

 Cultural and social life in Tito’s Yugoslavia was critically reshaped in 
1950. It enabled the departure from the rigid Soviet Socialist realism as 
the model of socialist culture and infl uenced the change in the West’s per-
ception of Yugoslavia. Naturally, artists, writers and scientists wholeheart-
edly supported this change. However, its unique signifi cance stemmed 
from the fact that it was the Party and state leadership that initiated and 
implemented this paradigm shift. The Yugoslav leadership had identifi ed 
an opportunity as well as the means for Yugoslavia and its own brand of 
Socialism to be recognized as different from the Soviet Union and its 
bloc. In January 1950, Belgrade unequivocally proclaimed: ‘We are at the 
beginning of a new era.’  20   Needless to say, this cultural opening encoun-
tered internal resistance, namely from the semi-educated Party ‘simple-
tons’ and lower-level Party apparatchiks. However, resistance came also 
from certain intellectuals, who were accustomed to working as instructed 
and whose standing was threatened by the new policy. According to the 
renowned Yugoslav historian, Branko Petranović, Socialist realism did not 
retreat easily, overnight. He quoted examples of jazz still being ostracized 
as anti-culture and of an article in the most prominent Yugoslav liter-
ary journal,  Književne novine , admonishing one cinema’s management 
for lack of ideological alertness—it succumbed to popular demand and 
extended the showing of the Western melodrama ‘Why Did We Meet?’  21   

 By 1950, Yugoslavia had established links with a number of interna-
tional cultural organizations and associations and renewed its activities 
within organizations of which it had been a dormant member. Thus, on 
31 March, Yugoslavia acceded to UNESCO, whose founding act it had 
signed back in 1945. That same year, the Yugoslav authorities began to 
study the West German universities’ curricula and the system of profes-
sional education in both the US and West Germany. The Department 
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for International Scientifi c and Cultural Relations of the Council for 
Science and Culture started publishing regular digests of articles related 
to science, culture, arts and education from the international press, and 
a foreign press reading room was established.  22   Simultaneously with the 
scientifi c and cultural opening of the country to the West, awareness was 
emerging of the need to promote knowledge about Yugoslavia. An offi -
cial report from 1951 confi rmed that the information about Yugoslavia 
in foreign textbooks was often incomplete, obsolete and, at times, even 
malicious. Yugoslav diplomatic representations abroad were instructed to 
approach the authors of textbooks and offer them up-to-date informa-
tion. The report also highlighted the fact that education-related activities 
were among the least developed links with the international community. 
An example was quoted when the Belgrade government was unable to 
respond to interest in the Yugoslav educational system from France, Italy 
and Finland due to the outdated, inadequate information it possessed. 
A lack of English language textbooks was noted and, on the initiative of 
the British Council, the education, science and culture councils of the 
Republics were instructed to publish such textbooks.  23   Simultaneously, 
several countries expressed an interest in contacting Yugoslav scientists 
and scientifi c societies and institutions, proposing an exchange of publi-
cations and visits. For the fi rst time, the Yugoslav authorities established 
a database of domestic scientists who could present lectures abroad. By 
1953, some 300 Yugoslav institutions had established contacts with 
approximately 650 institutions in the West.  24   

 Between 1952 and 1954, Yugoslavia imported more than 50,000 
books, journals and other publications from the West, including the 
USA.  According to the  assessment by the Yugoslav Committee for 
International Cultural Relations, between 1953 and 1963 some 17,000 
Yugoslav scientists and experts received scholarships and spent time 
abroad undertaking specialist and doctoral studies or short-term profes-
sional advancement/study trips. In 1957 alone, of the 3,456 faculty mem-
bers at Yugoslav universities, 951 had spent time abroad on study trips 
(27 percent of the university teaching staff).  25   In 1950, Yugoslavia began 
organizing several annual Slavistic seminars and in 1956 it became the 
only socialist country with representatives attending the meetings of the 
European Forum in Alpbach, Austria, where intellectuals from different 
countries discussed issues related to the economy, politics and culture. By 
1954, Yugoslav judges were regularly attending expert conferences on 
independent judiciary, organized annually in Perugia, Italy.  26   
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 Evidence of this unprecedented surge in Yugoslavia’s cultural and sci-
entifi c interaction with the rest of the world was the establishment in 1953 
of the Committee for International Cultural Relations. It replaced the 
existing Department within the Council for Science and Culture, which 
had become unable to cope with the volume of activity. The Committee 
records show that it quickly proved unable to handle, follow-up and keep 
track of all the diversifi ed international contacts. In an important step, 
international cultural contacts became decentralized—individuals and 
institutions started establishing links by themselves, augmenting  further 
their versatility and intensity. This, in turn made it even more diffi cult to 
keep track of and oversee all of the cultural links being established. The 
Committee thus sought to identify a model for its role. There was no ques-
tion that the international links should be liberalized. The Committee, to 
a large extent, was comprised of members of the artistic and theatrical 
associations. However, there soon arose the need to ensure that the inter-
ests of the whole were not compromised, and that Yugoslavia was being 
represented through works and activities of the highest artistic and scien-
tifi c quality.  27   At the time of the drafting of the 1954 international cultural 
relations plan, the Committee asserted that the opportunities for cultural 
links had been growing year on year, primarily due to the more visible 
political role that Yugoslavia was playing internationally. The decentraliza-
tion of international cultural links was assessed as positive. The exchanges 
became more intensive and versatile, and direct institutional and individual 
contacts with other countries created opportunities for the public abroad 
to learn more about social life in Yugoslavia. 

 The experiences that Yugoslav experts and artists brought back to the 
country also had a political hue. The questions their counterparts in the 
West posed to the Yugoslav intellectuals in the early 1950s were mainly 
linked to the issue of freedom:

  What are the limits of freedom in Yugoslavia? What is the infl uence of the 
State on art? Does censorship persist and in what form? Are theatres, pub-
lishing houses and cinematography in the hands of the State? Who buys 
paintings? Who decides what should be published or staged? Are young 
artists awarded scholarships to study abroad?  28   

   The Yugoslavs confi rmed that, in the eyes of the Western intellectu-
als whom they encountered during their travels, Yugoslavia was raising 
hope that a humane and democratic Socialism might be possible. Western 
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political and intellectual circles were increasingly interested and carefully 
monitored Yugoslavia’s huge cultural and scientifi c leap that originated 
in 1950. Thus, in early 1954, Radio Stuttgart broadcast a special pro-
gram dedicated to Yugoslav cultural life, which immaculately and correctly 
assessed the ideological and conceptual paradigm shift. The broadcast 
began with a telling introduction: ‘When uttering the word Yugoslavia, 
one thinks of the entire Balkans and visualises an exotic, colourful world; 
the world fraught with passion and political tensions; where there are 
always wars, revolutions and assassinations. As a result, a Central European 
has no idea about the Yugoslav literature’.  29   The program ended with an 
analysis of the 1950s, claiming that it marked a new era for contempo-
rary Yugoslav literature, and noted the lively debate in Yugoslav journals 
and press on the contemporary trends in world literature and the place of 
Yugoslav literature within it. The program’s author concluded that the 
literary bureaucracy’s demise was evident from the Party’s changed role, 
which relinquished its direct control over literature.  30   

 In the Yugoslav leadership’s eyes, from 1950 culture became the advance 
guard and an integral part of its foreign policy. In 1950, Yugoslav embas-
sies in the West began to report a still minute but, nonetheless, marked 
change in the perception of Yugoslavia. This increasingly positive attitude 
towards Yugoslavia since 1948 was particularly apparent in Britain, where 
the country’s visibility was spiked by the 27 March 1941 coup, which 
declared void the earlier accession to the Tripartite Pact. The Yugoslav 
Ambassador in London, Dr. Jože Brilej, reported that the London press’ 
positive stance toward Yugoslavia was particularly evident after 1950.  31   The 
increasingly frequent visits, performances and appearances by Yugoslav 
artists and scientists in London contributed to increased sympathy for 
their homeland. Still, according to the Ambassador, the prevailing per-
ception continued to be that Yugoslavia was a country of brave warriors 
but of primitive culture and economic underdevelopment. Apart from the 
narrowest circle of connoisseurs of history and culture, in the early 1950s 
ignorance and a general lack of information about Yugoslavia was still per-
vasive in the UK, as evidenced by the fact that a considerable proportion 
of the British public confused Yugoslavia with Czechoslovakia.  32   Dr. Brilej 
opined that, unless Yugoslavia built its reputation based on achievements 
in science and the arts, despite the respect its foreign policy had enjoyed 
since the 1948 break with Stalin, the country would continue to receive 
the pitiful affi nity awarded to small nations, that were regarded as being 
‘culturally underdeveloped and thus not even close to being equal to other 
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European nations’. A presence on the world’s stage and podia, as well as 
in galleries, universities and scientifi c institutes was, on the one hand, the 
road to Yugoslavia’s affi rmation through culture and, on the other hand, a 
way to dispel prejudice about a ‘primitive Balkan nation’ and build respect 
for the quality of Yugoslav culture. 

 The Yugoslav Ambassador appealed for a substantial increase of fund-
ing for advancing Yugoslav culture in the West and for an end to treating 
culture as a subsector of the media and propaganda. He underlined the 
example of Great Britain, which had long recognized the need for an inde-
pendent organization such as the British Council, whose key task was to 
promote international cultural activity. The ambassador stressed that the 
recognition of Yugoslav culture was the most important task of its foreign 
policy, pointing to the example of 1951 when progress had been made: 
international visits by the Belgrade ballet, the national folklore ensemble 
and a number of individual artists; increased contact between Yugoslav 
and British artists and art galleries; and links with the BBC’s music depart-
ment. All of this, according to the ambassador, attested to how British 
institutions’ and individuals’ initial reservations might be overcome 
through persistent efforts. The Yugoslav Ambassador persistently strove 
to persuade the Yugoslav authorities to understand the signifi cance of suc-
cess in London because ‘a presentation in Britain opens the doors to other 
Western countries’.  33   

 Performances by Yugoslav artistic groups and individual artists abroad 
enabled comparisons with their Western counterparts and contributed 
to advancement and learning. Professional assessment became impor-
tant for identifying weaknesses and for the unbiased insight into the val-
ues and fi ne-tuning of their own criteria against international standards. 
Commenting on the Belgrade ballet performances at the Edinburgh 
festival, the Yugoslav Ambassador stressed their importance because the 
British public learned of the existence of ballet in Yugoslavia.  34   Within 
a year, the Yugoslav opera performed in the UK. After Paris, an exhibi-
tion of medieval frescoes was hosted in several Western European capitals. 
During the same period, Yugoslav folklore ensembles performed over 30 
times in Britain. In 1952, an exhibition of Yugoslav popular art was hosted 
in Brussels, The Hague, Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Paris and Geneva.  35   
Commenting on the participation of Yugoslav fi lms in the Edinburgh 
Festival, the Yugoslav Ambassador in London advised that, if the goal was 
for Yugoslav fi lms to be seen abroad, their content and production must 
be adapted to suit a foreign public’s requirements and tastes.  36   Dr. Brilej 
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proposed co-productions on non-political topics.  37   As a result, Yugoslav 
cinematography ceased production for several years, to reappear again in 
1954 at Cannes and in 1955 at fi lm festivals in Berlin, Venice, Edinburgh 
and Cannes.  38   Yugoslav cameraman Fran Vodopivec won a prize at Cannes 
in 1956 and, in 1957 a three-week Yugoslav Film Festival, organized by 
the British Society of Cinematographers, was held in Great Britain.  39   

 In 1950, particular attention was paid in Yugoslavia to the translation 
of domestic literary works into foreign languages, particularly English, 
French, Italian and German. The links with the Slavistic centers abroad 
became more varied and regular. That same year, 52 Slavistic seminars 
and libraries abroad were given free subscriptions to ten Yugoslav liter-
ary, artistic and social science journals. In an unprecedented move, the 
Yugoslav government also sent 300 journals and books to each Slavistic 
seminar abroad. Compared to only one case of Yugoslav studies existing at 
foreign universities before 1950, by 1953, six more had been founded: in 
Lyon, Bordeaux, Gottingen, Leiden, and at the Sorbonne and School of 
Oriental Languages in Paris. Likewise, by 1954, there were fi ve readers in 
French literature and language, two in English and one each in Italian and 
German teaching at Yugoslav universities. 

 From 1950, artistic circles in the West began paying more attention to 
Yugoslav art. Exhibitions of medieval frescoes and popular art, as well as 
contemporary paintings and engravings, were highly appraised by critics. 
A strategic approach and planning were implemented to present and pro-
mote culture, tradition and contemporary art. In 1950, an exhibition of 
Yugoslav popular art was staged in Edinburgh and London, as well as the 
highly successful exhibition of medieval frescoes in the Pallais de Chaillot, 
Paris. Exhibitions of Yugoslav popular art were hosted in Oslo, Stockholm 
and Copenhagen in 1951, as well as in The Hague, Brussels, Paris and 
Geneva in 1952. The aforementioned exhibition of Yugoslav medieval 
frescoes was held at the Tate Gallery, London, in the museums of Utrecht 
and Dusseldorf, and in the Pallais de Beaux Arts in Brussels, as well as in 
Zurich, Munich, Vienna, Hamburg, Copenhagen, Helsinki, Stockholm 
and Oslo.  40   Initially, exhibitions of contemporary works by individual art-
ists and groups were organized and funded by the Committee. However, 
from 1952, artists began funding and staging independent exhibitions. 
Primarily, these were artists who were already known abroad, such as 
Marko Čelebonović (exhibited in Paris in 1952 and 1953) and Predrag 
Milosavljević (exhibited in Paris in 1946, 1952 and 1954, and in Brussels 
in 1953). By 1953, a drastic change had occurred, whereby individual 
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artists ventured out of Yugoslavia independently, in search of recogni-
tion outside its borders and no longer sought assistance from the State 
Committees. 

 The turnaround in cultural politics had another positive effect—
Yugoslavia opened up to foreign artistic and cultural infl uence. Belgrade 
hosted an exhibition of Swiss architecture in 1950 and, the following year, 
Belgrade, Novi Sad, Skopje, Sarajevo, Zagreb and Ljubljana hosted an 
exhibition of Swiss posters. A series of international exhibitions was orga-
nized in Yugoslavia in 1952, including the Exhibition of Contemporary 
French Painting, the Exhibition of the Palace of Inventions from Paris 
and the Exhibition of Works of Le Corbusier.  41   In 1953, the Yugoslav 
public also had a chance to see foreign exhibitions, such as the ‘100 Years 
of Dutch Painting’, of Swiss engravings and French Tapestry. In 1955, 
Yugoslavia hosted the exhibition of  drawings and sculptures of Henry 
Moore and, a year later, 34 foreign exhibitions, mostly of contemporary 
art, were staged nationwide.  42   The enormity of this cultural shift becomes 
clearer if one recalls that, prior to 1950, there were virtually no Western 
art exhibitions in Yugoslavia, particularly of contemporary art. 

 This unique opening up to foreign culture was not limited to visual 
art. In 1954, contemporary Austrian composers held six concerts in 
Yugoslavia. A number of foreign theatres performed in Yugoslavia in 
1955, of which Paris’ Théâtre National attracted the most attention. At 
the initiative of the French Embassy in Belgrade, a tour of the French 
theatre, Frѐres Jacques was organized in several cities, including Belgrade, 
Zagreb, Ljubljana and Novi Sad. The famous French violinist, Henryk 
Szering, performed several concerts with the Philharmonic Orchestra. 
The Yugoslav public saw the Athens Theatre’s  Oedipus  and  Hecuba , the 
Viennese Burg theater with Goethe’s  Ifi genia  and Schnitzler’s  Flirtation , 
and Piccolo Teatro from Milan with Goldoni’s comedy  The Servant of 
Two Masters . The famous British composer Benjamin Britten and the pia-
nist Peter Pearsheld performed in Belgrade, Zagreb and Ljubljana. The 
Dubrovnik Summer Festival hosted Lord Hardwood, director of the 
London Covent Garden opera.  43   British violinist and pedagogue, Max 
Rostal, toured Yugoslavia in 1956, and the violinist Ida Hendl held con-
certs in Belgrade, Zagreb and Ljubljana. At the initiative of the British 
Ambassador, a festival of British fi lm took place in Belgrade, opening with 
 Richard III , directed by and starring Laurence Olivier. In June 1957, the 
Stratford Memorial Theatre, with Laurence Olivier and Vivien Leigh, per-
formed  Titus Andronicus  at the Yugoslav National Theatre in Belgrade. 
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In response to huge popular demand, Olivier and Leigh organized an 
impromptu recital from Shakespeare’s plays. That same year, the popular 
French singer, Yves Montand, held fi ve concerts in Belgrade.  

    CONCLUSIONS 
 Judged by its proclaimed objectives and, in particular, by the impact it 
had in future years, the cultural paradigm shift of 1950 indisputably rep-
resented a cornerstone in the development of post-Second World War 
Yugoslavia. Due to the ideological confi nement and rigidity of the period 
between 1945 and 1948, Yugoslavia had no ready answers for the prob-
lems that besieged the state and Party leadership after 1948. Books and 
textbooks by Soviet authors were published in 1949 and the Stalinist 
interpretation of Marxism and Leninism was still the only offi cial ideol-
ogy, while the creative spirit remained enslaved. Nevertheless, hints at 
changes were already discernible in certain high Party offi cials’ speeches. 
The ultimate answer to the question as to where and how to proceed 
emerged in 1950. During that year, the Communist Party of Yugoslavia 
demonstrated the strength to change itself. The Party initiated and cham-
pioned changes that spurred a paradigm shift in thinking, manifested in 
the critical reappraisal of the socialist legacy; the rejection of the Soviet 
role model of a centralized, highly ideological cultural policy; the repudia-
tion of Socialist realism in arts; the selective return to tradition, particu-
larly the medieval cultural heritage; the understanding of the advantages 
of the free exchange of knowledge with the West; the overcoming of angst 
about Western culture; the international promotion of Yugoslavia through 
its culture; the understanding of the need for professionalism in cultural 
policy; the awareness of the advantages of understanding Western culture 
and allowing it to be imported; the recognition of the need to create a new 
intellectual elite through education abroad; and the change in the criteria, 
standards and system of values applied to culture. 

 In 1950, Yugoslavia embarked on a path that would defi ne it as the 
only socialist country to embrace liberal socialism and also as a country 
that was acceptable to the West and, following Stalin’s death, also to the 
East. It would in the 1950s develop contacts with the Third World and 
in the 1960s become one of the leaders of the Non-Aligned Movement, 
and, although small, would play a role in global international order until 
1989. The paradigm shift in culture that occurred in 1950 marked not 
only a change in cultural policy, but one in mindset, as well. It is doubt-

302 M. PERIŠIĆ



ful, however, whether 1950 would have happened were it not for 1948. 
The confl ict between Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union constituted a clash 
between two leaders, each of whom perceived his role in the socialist 
world differently. This confl ict allowed Tito to attract the West’s attention. 
Simultaneously, during 1948 and 1949, he was prepared to pay a high 
price for this. In late 1949 and early 1950, however, he was exhibiting 
enormous power of adjustment and an anti-dogmatic approach at home 
and, even more signifi cantly, in foreign affairs. Importantly, Yugoslavia’s 
Bolshevization was completed in 1948. In the circumstances following 
the confrontation with the USSR, however, an alternative had to be found 
but one that would not mean giving up on the revolutionary achievements 
and preservation of the socialist regime in Yugoslavia. The formula was 
found in 1950 and whatever the Party proclaimed by way of an interna-
tional cultural breakthrough yielded results in the years to come.  
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     1.    M.  Protić,  Noah’s Ark: A View from the End of the Century 

(1900–1965)  (Belgrade: Srpska knjizevna zadruga, 1992), 235.   
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Forming of the Yugoslav Intelligentsia at European Universities 
1945–1958  (Belgrade: Institut za noviju istoriju Srbije, 2008).   

   8.     Politika , 22 August 1945.   
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ka Sartru .   

   12.    Ibid.   
   13.    Ibid.   
   14.    Ibid.   
   15.    Ibid.   
   16.    Ibid.   
   17.    Ibid.   
   18.    Ibid.   
   19.    Ibid.   
   20.    Ibid.   
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    CHAPTER 14   

 The Fusion of Regional and Cold War 
Problems: The Macedonian Triangle 

Between Greece, Bulgaria and 
Yugoslavia, 1963–80                     

     Spyridon     Sfetas   

        A NEW MACEDONIAN QUESTION: THE PARAMETERS 
 The Macedonian question was an older dispute which continued to infl u-
ence Balkan politics during the Cold War period. Involving always more 
than two actors (Sofi a, Belgrade, Athens and the emerging power centre 
of Skopje  within  federal Yugoslavia), it is an interesting test case of the 
interaction between local, national, regional and Cold War antagonisms. 

 The Macedonian question emerged as a territorial dispute in the last 
third of the nineteenth century, when a vicious antagonism unfolded 
between Greeks and Bulgarians for the eventual control of these Ottoman 
provinces. Following the Russo-Ottoman war, in 1878 the Treaty of San 
Stefano provided that Bulgaria would annex almost the whole of this 
geographical area. The Treaty of San Stefano was never implemented, 

        S.   Sfetas    ( ) 
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as the other Great Powers rallied to prevent the indirect Russian domi-
nation of the Balkans through a Greater Bulgaria; in the same year, the 
Treaty of Berlin provided for a much smaller Bulgarian state, which did 
not extend to geographical Macedonia. The territorial settlement after 
the 1912–13 Balkan wars gave almost half of geographical Macedonia 
to Greece, almost 40 per cent to Serbia (later Yugoslavia) and only 10 
per cent to Bulgaria. However, Bulgaria occupied Greek- and Serb-
Macedonian territories during the First World War, and persisted in its 
non-recognition of the status quo even after its defeat in 1918. From 
1919 to 1941, the term ‘Macedonian question’ mainly referred to the 
Serb–Bulgarian antagonism regarding the identity of the Slav population 
of Serb Macedonia (southern Yugoslavia); the Bulgarians put forward 
similar claims on the western areas of Greek Macedonia. Thus, in the 
interwar years the ‘Macedonian question’ referred mostly to a Bulgarian 
national programme.  1   

 After 1919, Belgrade refused to acknowledge the existence of a 
Bulgarian population in the Yugoslav south, and attributed the pro- 
Bulgarian sentiments of a large part of the population to well-organized 
Bulgarian propaganda. Belgrade held that this population was an ‘amor-
phous’ mass, which could easily be Serbianized; but its efforts failed. 
Serbianization depended much on good government and the raising of 
the living standards of the population. However, Serb policy was merely 
an abrupt response to the tension and insecurity which prevailed in Serb 
Macedonia until 1934, because of the armed action of the Bulgarian 
Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization (IMRO), and the lack 
of a comprehensive plan to counter economic and social problems of the 
area until at least 1938.  2   

 The situation in Greece was different. The voluntary exchange of pop-
ulations between Greece and Bulgaria, according to the bilateral treaty 
of 27 November 1919, deprived Sofi a of a strong demographical basis 
for its claims; at the same time, the settlement in Greek Macedonia of 
many refugees from Asia Minor, following the Greek defeat by Turkey 
in 1922, strengthened the Greek element of the population. After the 
early 1920s, the Slav-speaking and bilingual citizens of Greek Macedonia 
were estimated at 120,000 people. Some, belonging ecclesiastically to the 
Orthodox Patriarchate of Istanbul, identifi ed as Greeks; some were pro- 
Bulgarian, and some had—according to the wording used at that time—a 
‘fl uid’ identity, although they were ‘amenable’ to Hellenization.  3   Pro- 
Bulgarian Greek citizens often travelled to Bulgaria, but did not dispute 
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Greek sovereignty, and posed little problems for the Greek state; tellingly, 
IMRO did not undertake large-scale armed activity in Greek Macedonia.  4   

 The Second World War produced major transformations. The 
Macedonian question was now placed on a radically novel ideological basis, 
in terms of a ‘Macedonian nation’ and ‘Macedonian minorities’. During 
the interwar years the Slav population of Greek and Yugoslav Macedonia 
used to self-defi ne by employing the term (Slav-)Macedonian. This was a 
geographical and relatively neutral term, which permitted them to avoid 
the ‘dangerous’ self-defi nition of ‘Bulgarian’ (which challenged Greek 
or Yugoslav sovereignty), and also differentiated them from newcomers 
in the area—Serb settlers or Greek refugees.  5   However, the ideology of 
Macedonianism as an ethnic identity was put forward by the Communist 
International (Comintern). In 1934, the Comintern recognized the exis-
tence of a Macedonian nation in an effort to circumscribe Serb–Bulgarian 
antagonism, and to present an alternative to Serb, Bulgarian and Greek 
nationalism.  6   The Balkan Communist parties accepted this prospect. In 
particular the Communist Party of Yugoslavia (CPY) saw in Macedonianism 
a potential to counter Bulgarian claims in Yugoslav Macedonia, and as a 
tool to integrate the south of the country into its projected, since 1937, 
Yugoslav federation.  7   

 The transformation of the Macedonian question on a new basis 
was aided by the breathtaking political and social developments of 
the 1940s. In 1941 the Bulgarian army occupied the largest part of 
Yugoslav Macedonia, and was hailed by its population as a liberating 
force. However, the failure of Bulgarian administration of the area in 
1941–4,  8   and the defeat of the Axis in the war made the ‘Bulgarian solu-
tion’ impossible. From 1943, the newly founded Communist Party of 
Macedonia and the CPY adopted a new policy; in 1944, the former Serb 
Macedonia became a part of the Yugoslav federation as the federative 
People’s [later Socialist] Republic of Macedonia (PRM/SRM).  9   After 
the war, a new process for the creation of a Slav-Macedonian identity 
started: the disbanding of Bulgarian organizations, the adoption of the 
endings -ovski/evski for names, the projection of a Slav-Macedonian 
language based on local dialects and loans from the Serb language, the 
setting up of a separate Orthodox church, and the projection of the myth 
of the historical continuity of ethnic (Slav-)Macedonians since the medi-
eval state of (the Bulgarian) Czar Samuel.  10   In the 1940s, until the Tito–
Stalin split, Yugoslavia also tried to ‘export’ the new Macedonianism 
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to Greek and Bulgarian parts of Macedonia. The PRM was seen as the 
Piedmont of the Macedonian region, and in 1946, during the Paris 
Peace Conference, the Yugoslav delegates called for the ‘unifi cation’ of 
Macedonia under the PRM’s aegis.  11   The Slav–Macedonian Liberation 
Front (SNOF) in 1944 and the People’s Liberation Front (NOF) during 
the Greek civil war attempted to cultivate a  Slav- Macedonian identity 
in the Slav or Slav-speaking population of Greek Macedonia. A large 
number of the soldiers of the communist Democratic Army of Greece 
were Slav-Macedonians.  12   At the same time, Communist Bulgaria under 
Georgi Dimitrov was subjected to tense Yugoslav pressures, and thus in 
1947–8 conceded cultural autonomy to the Bulgarian population of its 
part of Macedonia, a step towards its Macedonization or possibly of its 
absorption by the Yugoslav PRM.  13   

 Thus, the parameters of the Macedonian question had been radically 
transformed. From a Bulgarian national project, it had become an inter-
national issue, largely ‘hidden’ in the tensions of the erupting Cold War. It 
was a multidimensional problem, involving the emergence of a new Slav- 
Macedonian identity in the Yugoslav south, possible (until 1948) Yugoslav 
territorial claims on Greece and Bulgaria, the evolving Greek civil war 
(in which Belgrade was aiding the Greek Communists),  14   and last but 
not least the unstable balances between Yugoslavia and Bulgaria  within  
the Communist world. After the Tito–Stalin split, new transformations 
occurred. Yugoslavia could no longer harbour territorial claims, but it still 
needed the new Macedonianism in order to prevent Bulgarian interdic-
tions in its territory; thus it continued to raise the Macedonian issue as a 
question of minorities in Greece and Bulgaria. In this complicated envi-
ronment, the new Macedonian question was a handy tool for the projec-
tion of national and Cold War aims.  

   THE SOFIA–BELGRADE DIMENSION: HISTORY, POLITICS 
AND INTRA-COMMUNIST ANIMOSITIES 

 As the Soviet Union practically recognized the existence of a Macedonian 
nation and language, Bulgaria tended to shape its Macedonian policy 
according to the fl uctuations of Soviet–Yugoslav relations. Following 
the Tito–Stalin split, Sofi a stopped the policy of Macedonization in 
its part of Macedonia and in turn started denouncing the abrupt de- 
Bulgarization of the people in the PRM.  15   This was another tool which the 
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Soviet bloc employed to press the rebellious Yugoslav leader. However, 
in 1956, following the Soviet–Yugoslav rapprochement, Bulgaria again 
classifi ed the population of Bulgarian Macedonia as Macedonian (rather 
than Bulgarian). Sofi a thus felt vulnerable. The new Soviet–Yugoslav rap-
prochement in 1961–2 made the Bulgarians worry that they would face a 
Yugoslav demand for an offi cial recognition of a Macedonian minority in 
their country.  16   

 By 1963, Todor Živkov had strengthened his position as secretary- 
general of the Bulgarian Communist Party (BCP) and as prime minis-
ter, and decided to adopt a more stable policy, independent, at last, 
from Soviet–Yugoslav relations. Speaking at the Plenum of the Central 
Committee of the BCP in March 1963, Živkov said that there was not 
a historically traceable Macedonian nation; the falsifi cation of Bulgarian 
history by the historians of the PRM and the projection of a Macedonian 
nation on an anti-Bulgarian basis was unacceptable. The Plenum’s deci-
sions aimed to place the Macedonian question on a realistic basis, at least 
in terms of Bulgarian policy: the ‘Macedonian’ nation had no histori-
cal roots in antiquity, in the Middle Ages or in the nineteenth century. 
Conditions  now  existed for the transformation of the Bulgarians into ‘eth-
nic Macedonians’ in the old Serb Macedonia, where the population had 
used the term ‘Macedonian’ to avoid self-defi ning as Bulgarian and face 
Serb reprisals; thus, this population fi nally identifi ed with the Yugoslav 
peoples and now had a separate identity. The Plenum noted that the party 
had adopted a mistaken policy on the Macedonian issue from 1944 to 
1948, and rejected any notion of a ‘Macedonian minority’ in Bulgaria, 
where similar conditions had not existed.  17   

 These became the guidelines of the policy of Živkov’s Bulgaria. In May 
1967, an informal agreement was reached between the Bulgarian leader and 
Krste Crvenkovski, the chairman of the Central Committee of the League of 
Communists of Yugoslav Macedonia, to avoid putting forward these prob-
lems during international political contacts, but to allow historians to deal 
with them.  18   However, the interaction between politics and history inten-
sifi ed. The one-sided proclamation of a separate ‘Macedonian Orthodox 
Church’ in the PRM in July 1967, the setting up of a ‘Macedonian Academy 
of Sciences and Arts’ in the same year, and the increasing autonomy of the 
Socialist Republic of Macedonia (SRM) were seen in Bulgaria as challenges. 
In December 1967, the Political Bureau of the BCP examined ways to 
strengthen patriotic education of the Bulgarian Communist youth, through 
a mixture of proletarian internationalism and Bulgarian nationalism, which 
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were not seen as incompatible. The nihilist approach to Bulgarian history 
should be terminated. In a sense, it was a defensive discourse in the face of 
the perceived cultural aggression of the SRM:

  We speak very little about Khan Asparoukh, the founder of the Bulgarian 
state, for Krum the Terrible, who saved the Slavs from assimilation and to 
whom all Slavic people must erect a statue, for Czar Symeon and the golden 
age of Bulgarian culture, for Czar Samuel, for Czar Kaloyan, for Czar Ivan 
Asen II […] in our veins fl ows the blood of the Thracians, we are the legiti-
mate heirs of the history and the legacy of the Thracians.  19   

   Thus the Bulgarian–Yugoslav quarrel acquired a prominent historio-
graphical dimension. The 1903 Ilinden and Preobražensko uprisings in 
Macedonia and Thrace respectively were seen as a glorious moment of 
Bulgarian history. Bulgaria adopted the Ilinden uprising and the signing of 
the 1878 Treaty of San Stefano (3 March) as national holidays. Speaking 
at the Tenth Congress of the Bulgarian Communist youth on 13 January 
1968, Živkov made a strong reference to the major turning points of 
modern Bulgarian history:

  Of the 13 centuries in total [of the history of the Bulgarian people], only 
during the last century the name of Bulgaria became synonymous of major 
heroisms of the people. The sacred and tragic April 1876, the Iliden sacrifi ce 
in 1903, the military rebellion in autumn 1918, the unforgetable September 
1923, the twenty-year struggle which fi nally culminated in the victory of 
the Socialist revolution in Bulgaria, are major events in the history of our 
country for which we have the right to be proud.  20   

   After 1968, interaction between politics and history was at its peak.  21   
Offi cial celebrations in Bulgaria for the ninetieth anniversary of the 
1877–8 Russo-Ottoman war and the Treaty of San Stefano sparked a new 
round of polemics between Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. Bulgarian historians 
classifi ed the Russo-Ottoman war as progressive and liberating; the pro-
visions of the San Stefano Treaty marked the territory of the Bulgarian 
nation.  22   In Skopje, these were seen as a manifestation of Bulgarian ter-
ritorial claims on the southernmost Yugoslav Republic. On the political 
level, Tito praised Αlexander Dubček and the Prague Spring. He also 
denounced the Brezhnev doctrine on the limited sovereignty of the social-
ist states. Bulgaria had participated in the invasion of Czechoslovakia, and 
had argued for the need to ‘defend socialism’ in Yugoslavia: this was also 
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seen in Belgrade as a sign of a potentially aggressive Bulgarian policy, or 
even as a sign of Bulgarian designs on Yugoslav Macedonia, in case of an 
application of the Brezhnev doctrine in Yugoslavia. Moreover, by the same 
time, 1968–9, Belgrade was annoyed at the tendency of the Bulgarian 
press to praise the participation of the Bulgarian army in the liberation of 
Yugoslavia in 1944: the Yugoslavs saw this as an effort to downplay the 
role of the Yugoslav partizans (the basis of Tito’s legitimization), and to 
blur the war record of Bulgaria as part of the Axis. We now know that these 
Yugoslav fears were an exaggeration: rather than preparing an aggressive 
move, Sofi a was trying to safeguard the shaken unity of the Warsaw Pact 
with Romania.  23   Still, a Bulgarian effort to take advantage of the post- 
invasion tensions and harass Yugoslav policies in Macedonia was evident. 

 In November 1968, following the proclamation of the Brezhnev doc-
trine and during discussions in Yugoslavia on defence in case of an invasion 
of the Warsaw Pact, the historical Institute of the Bulgarian Academy of 
Sciences published a historico-political monograph on the Macedonian 
question which again alarmed Belgrade. The book suggested that two- 
thirds of the population of Vardar (Yugoslav) Macedonia was Bulgarian, 
who were subjected to a policy of de-Bulgarization. It also confronted 
the Yugoslav–Macedonian attempt to claim parts of Bulgarian history: 
the depiction of Clement of Ohrid as son of the ‘Macedonian people’, 
of Samuel as Czar of the ‘Macedonian kingdom’, and of the leaders of 
the Bulgarian reawakening in nineteenth-century Macedonia as ‘ethnic 
Macedonians’ (the Miladinov brothers, Grigor Parlicěv, Rajiko Žinžifov, 
Dame Gruev, Goce Delcěv and Jane Sandanski). The Bulgarian Academy 
rejected the view that the setting up of the PRM had vindicated the ide-
als of IMRO. The Yugoslav Communists were accused of inconsistency, 
because in October 1940 they had accepted the view about the existence 
of a ‘Macedonian nation’; according to Bulgarian academics, the Yugoslav 
Communist Party had thus aligned itself with the views of Serbian reac-
tionaries, specifi cally Jovan Cvijić. It should be noted that on this the 
Bulgarian claim was mistaken: Cvijić regarded the Macedonian Slavs as 
an amorphous mass, who could be either Serbianized or Bulgarized; 
moreover, Bulgarian historians brushed under the carpet the fact that 
the Balkan Communist parties had accepted Comintern’s recognition of 
a ‘Macedonian nation’ in 1934. Historians have criticized the BCP for 
its policy in 1946–7, when Sofi a had ordered the people of Bulgarian 
Macedonia to declare themselves ‘Macedonians’. Still, they also noted that 
Dimitrov himself, in the Fifth Congress of the BCP (December 1948) 
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had denounced the ‘de-Bulgarization’ policy in the Yugoslav PRM. Thus, 
according to historians, the BCP in the end corrected its mistakes of the 
past: in 1965, in the new census, the population of Bulgarian Macedonia 
had the right to express themselves freely, but only a small part declared 
themselves as ‘Macedonians’ rather than Bulgarians.  24   

 The Bulgarians thus were launching a major cultural counteroffensive, 
and the book was part of a virtual psychological war against Yugoslavia in 
the wake of the Brezhnev doctrine. But contrary to what the Yugoslavs 
feared, Bulgarian aims were defensive. The political message was in the 
conclusions:

  The BCP regards the Macedonian question as a heavy legacy of the past, 
as the result of the machinations of the imperialist powers. But in today’s 
context, the basic issue in the relations between the People’s Republic 
of Bulgaria and the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia is not the 
Macedonian question, but the problem of their cooperation in the building 
of socialism. It is necessary to work hard to achieve friendship between the 
peoples of our countries, the cooperation of all Balkan socialist countries, 
and to approach the Soviet Union, because on this, above all else, depend 
the new achievements in the road for progress, peace, democracy, socialism; 
and on this also depends the blocking of the plans and the policy of interna-
tional imperialism and of NATO in the Balkans.  25   

   Tito and Živkov tried to ease mutual misunderstandings or diffi cul-
ties in the Macedonian question, and thus a Yugoslav delegation under 
Veljko Vlahović visited Sofi a in November 1970. The Yugoslav side raised 
the issue of a ‘Macedonian minority’ in Bulgaria, and suggested that the 
Bulgarians were projecting the irredentism of the San Stefano Treaty. The 
Bulgarian delegation under Boris Belčev repeated the Bulgarian posi-
tion: there was no ‘Macedonian ethnicity’ in the Middle Ages, and the 
Yugoslavs should not intrude in Bulgarian history; the population of the 
SRM had initially a Bulgarian consciousness, but for specifi c reasons they 
later adopted a ‘Macedonian’ consciousness; but since the Bulgarians 
of Bulgarian Macedonia had not been subjected to the same historical 
process as the Yugoslav south, they were Bulgarians, not a ‘Macedonian 
minority’.  26   The positions were incompatible. Despite an improvement 
of Soviet–Yugoslav relations in 1973, Bulgaria did not change its attitude 
on the Macedonian question. Thus, Živkov’s aim to put forward a stable 
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policy, independent of the state of Soviet–Yugoslav relations, had been 
realized. 

 In November 1975, after the adoption of the Helsinki Final Act, 
the Bulgarian Foreign Minister, Petâr Mladenov, visited Belgrade and 
 proposed the signing of a bilateral declaration of friendship, which would 
include the recognition of the territorial integrity of the two states, the 
inviolability of the borders, and non-intervention in the internal affairs of 
the other party.  27   In January 1976, Belgrade replied that it would accept 
the proposal, with the inclusion of an additional clause on respecting the 
rights of the ‘Macedonian minority of Bulgaria’ and the Bulgarian minor-
ity in Serbia.  28   Sofi a rejected this prospect. A joint Bulgarian–Yugoslav 
working group met in 1976–7, but failed to produce agreement. The 
Bulgarian side demanded that Yugoslavia accept that in the SRM a new 
nation was being born, and thus also that there was no Macedonian 
minority in Bulgaria.  29   

 But in 1978 a new problem arose in bilateral relations, on account of 
celebrations for the one hundredth anniversary of the founding of the 
Bulgarian state. During the celebrations, the Treaty of San Stefano and 
Macedonia had a prominent place. Skopje accused Sofi a of returning to 
the irredentism of 1878, and for putting forward territorial claims to 
the Yugoslav south. The Eleventh Congress of the League of Yugoslav 
Communists (June 1978) called for the protection of the rights of the 
‘Macedonian minority in Bulgaria and in Greece’, in the spirit of the 
Helsinki Final Act.  30   On 24 July 1978, the Bulgarian Foreign Ministry 
issued a special brochure on the development of Bulgarian–Yugoslav 
relations:

  there is no evidence to prove the existence of a Macedonian ethnic and state 
organization during the Middle Ages, and of a Macedonian nation at the 
time of the Bulgarian awakening. The historical evidence shows in an indis-
putable manner that the Bulgarians of Macedonia are among the most active 
in the shaping of the Bulgarian nation.  31   

   Of course, in the Bulgarian text, the term ‘Macedonia’ referred to the 
wider geographical region, not solely to Yugoslav Macedonia. 

 But things became even more complicated after China’s attempt to 
involve itself in Balkan affairs, following the July 1978 split between 
Peking and Tirana. Hua Guofeng visited Bucharest, Belgrade and Skopje 
in August 1978. Sofi a feared that this was a Chinese effort to cooperate 
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with Yugoslavia and Romania in isolating Bulgaria; according to Sofi a, 
Chinese endorsement of Yugoslav positions in the Macedonian question 
was part of the initiative.  32   In Skopje, Hua referred to the glorious his-
tory and traditions of the ‘Macedonian nation’, describing its resistance 
against foreign (namely, Bulgarian) occupation during the Second World 
War.  33   General (retd.) Mijailo Apostolski, the chairman of the Academy of 
Sciences and Arts in Skopje donated to the Chinese guest a three-volume 
‘History of the Macedonian People’. In September 1978, the Bulgarian 
Academy of Sciences and Arts retaliated with a publication in English of 
a long-awaited collection of sources on Macedonia (the wider region, not 
only the Yugoslav part), from the Middle Ages until the Second World 
War, pointing to the Bulgarian identity of its Slav population.  34   At that 
stage, on 6 October 1978, evidently anxious at the growing dimensions 
of the controversy, Tito, speaking in Skopje, referred to the need to over-
come animosity:

  There are countries which do not recognize the rights of national minori-
ties. Our position is that the rights of all nationalities must be recognized, 
and that the problem of national minorities demands constructive solu-
tions. As you know, I have met the president of the Greek government, 
C. Karamanlis. I told him that we are forced to place bilateral relations on 
a wider basis, and not to see them only under the prism of the—admittedly 
important—problem of the national minority. With Bulgaria, this problem 
took more serious dimensions, not through our fault, but we also must, 
through common efforts, persist in improving relations.  35   

   In response, Bulgaria sought to surprise Belgrade. On 6 October 1978, 
on the very day when Tito was speaking in Skopje, the Central Committee 
of the BCP sent a letter to the Central Committee of the League of 
Yugoslav Communists, suggesting the establishment of an international 
research project on the Blagoevgrad prefecture (of Bulgaria) in order to 
assess the population’s ethnic identity and to examine the censuses of 
1946, 1956, 1965 and 1975. However, the Bulgarians continued, similar 
international research should be undertaken in Yugoslavia, to include an 
analysis of the fate of the numerous (in the past) Bulgarians of Vardar 
(Yugoslav) Macedonia.  36   The League of Yugoslav Communists replied 
that the aims of the BCP were incomprehensible, and claimed that the 
latter proposal was incompatible with the previous Bulgarian proposal to 
recognize mutually the territorial integrity of the two states.  37   
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 The Bulgarians then scored another point. During Brezhnev’s January 
1979 ‘leisure trip’ to Sofi a, the third volume of the memoirs of Cola 
Dragoicěva was published. Dragoicěva was a member of the Central 
Committee of the BCP, and chaired the League of Soviet—Bulgarian 
friendship. In her memoirs, the one-time partisan fi ghter discussed the 
voluntary decision of the regional committee of the Communist Party of 
Yugoslavia to join the BCP in 1941 (at the time of the Bulgarian occupation 
of Yugoslav Macedonia), namely an event which the Yugoslav side termed 
as the ‘treason of Šatorov’. Dragoicěva also extensively referred to Svetozar 
Vukmanović-Tempo, Tito’s representative who had played a major role in 
the creation of the PRM; she critically discussed the new Macedonian 
policy of Yugoslavia and referred to a Yugoslav attempt to annex Bulgarian 
Macedonia in 1944–8. She emphasized the de- Bulgarization campaign 
in Yugoslav Macedonia, which she attributed to the ‘clique’ of Tito and 
Koliševski.  38   On 4 March 1979, the Yugoslav journal  NIN  published an 
interview with Apostolski, the chairman of the Academy of Sciences and 
Arts of the SRM. Apostolski, a former General who had commanded the 
General Staff of National Liberation of Macedonia, disputed the accuracy 
of Dragoicěva’s views, and denounced the hegemonism of Bulgarian lead-
ership, who, as he said, imagined a descent from ancient Thracians, but 
lacked fi ghting spirit and owed their freedom to foreign protectors.  39   

 On 27 April 1979, a few days before Tito’s new visit to Moscow, 
Živkov laid the blame on Yugoslavia, and invited the Yugoslav President 
to visit Sofi a in order to overcome the new crisis.  40   Tito rejected the pro-
posal. However, this new tension in Bulgarian–Yugoslav relations on 
the Macedonian question coincided with important developments in 
Indochina: Vietnam’s invasion of Cambodia and the attack by China on 
Vietnam. The two Balkan countries had once more taken opposite sides. 
During his meetings with Gromyko on 23 and 24 April 1979 in Moscow, 
the Yugoslav Foreign Minister, Miloš Minić, complained of the alleged 
Soviet support for Bulgarian views on the Macedonian question and for the 
publication of Dragoicěva’s memoirs during Brezhnev’s trip. According to 
Minić, Dragoicěva disputed the very foundations of Yugoslavia, rejected 
the existence of the Macedonian people, and in effect projected Bulgarian 
territorial claims on the Yugoslav south.  41   Tito expressed similar com-
plaints to Brezhnev during his last visit to Moscow in May 1979. The 
Soviets replied that they were neutral in this dispute and called the two 
sides to solve the problem without help from third parties.  42   
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 The controversy continued. From 16 May until 9 June 1980, the 
Belgrade daily  Politika  published extracts from the forthcoming mem-
oirs of Tempo, in which he noted that the BCP had not distanced itself 
from the fascist policy of the Filov government in Bulgaria during the 
Second World War. This was a major blow against the Bulgarians, who 
retaliated with an effort to downgrade the impact of the resistance move-
ment in Yugoslav Macedonia in 1941–4, and to praise the contribution of 
Bulgarian forces in the liberation of Yugoslavia in 1944. The Yugoslav his-
torians acidly replied that Bulgaria had recognized a ‘Macedonian minor-
ity’ in 1946–8, but later backtracked.  43   

 Tito’s death marked a gradual toning down of the dispute. Yugoslavia 
now faced serious internal problems, and no longer regarded the recogni-
tion of a ‘Macedonian minority’ as a precondition for the development of 
bilateral relations. In its turn, Sofi a turned its attention to the issue of the 
position of the Muslim minority in Bulgaria. Still, Sofi a continued care-
fully to monitor Yugoslav internal developments, evidently believing that 
a crisis in Yugoslavia or the eruption of an Albanian question could bring 
the population of the Yugoslav south closer to Bulgaria.  

   GREECE AND YUGOSLAVIA: BETWEEN 
CONFLICT AND ALLIANCE 

 Following the Tito–Stalin split and the re-establishment of Greek–Yugoslav 
diplomatic relations in 1950–1,  44   Belgrade refrained from putting forward 
territorial claims on Greek Macedonia. Yugoslavia had survived the dis-
pute with Stalin thanks to US aid; Greece and Yugoslavia felt as strategic 
allies towards the challenge of the Soviet bloc, and this was refl ected in 
their common participation in the 1953–4 Balkan Pacts together with 
Turkey.  45   

 Internal politics led politicians in Skopje to raise the issue of the 
‘Macedonian minority’, but this was not put forward as a precondition of 
bilateral cooperation. For its part, Greece had protested against the settle-
ment in the PRM of Slav-Macedonian refugees, who had fought with the 
Communist army in the Greek civil war. However, as long as the federal 
government in Yugoslavia remained visibly powerful, Athens believed that 
Belgrade would be in a position to restrain Skopje in the interests of com-
mon defence. On 18 June 1959, Greece and Yugoslavia signed a series of 
bilateral agreements on economic and technical cooperation, as well as a 
convention regulating border traffi c. The latter agreement set up a zone 
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of 10 kms on each side of the border, including the cities of Florina and 
Bitol, where the inhabitants would be allowed free movement, the import 
and sale of specifi c products was authorized, medical doctors could prac-
tise, and fi elds could be cultivated by nationals of either country who had 
owned them prior to 1939. In 1961, when Yugoslavia started a process of 
decentralization, the federal Foreign Ministry raised the issue of the rights 
of a ‘Macedonian minority’ in Greece. In response, the Greek government 
under Konstantinos Karamanlis (himself a Greek-Macedonian), which had 
negotiated and signed the 1959 agreement, unilaterally suspended it; its 
implementation started again in 1964. This was a low-level crisis, in which 
the Greeks sought to attain a double aim: to show Belgrade their own ‘red 
lines’ on the Macedonian question, but also to avoid a rupture of bilateral 
cooperation which was seen as crucial in the face of the Soviet challenge.  46   

 After the mid-1960s, and especially after the imposition of a dictator-
ship in Greece in 1967, bilateral relations stagnated. The Greek junta was 
extremely suspicious of Yugoslavia, and the leaders of the regime often 
pointed to the Yugoslav role in the Greek civil war and to Yugoslav pol-
icy in the Macedonian question. Political contacts were minimal, and the 
Greek authorities proved reluctant to issue tourist visas for Yugoslav citi-
zens. In May 1967, barely a month after its imposition, the Greek junta 
denounced the border traffi c agreement of 1959.  47   In July, the Greek 
Cabinet issued a decree which deprived those political refugees who had 
‘acted anti-nationally’ of their Greek nationality; their property could also 
be confi scated.  48   Evidently, apart from the opponents of the regime, this 
measure was also applicable in the case of Slav-Macedonian refugees who 
had fought for the secession of Greek Macedonia during the civil war, and 
had fl ed to Communist countries or were naturalized as ‘Macedonians’ 
in Yugoslavia. The proclamation of an ‘Orthodox Macedonian Church’ 
by the SRM on 18 July 1967, a step in Slav-Macedonian nation- building, 
sparked a strong reaction from religious institutions in Greece. In 
September 1967, the Holy Synod of the Church of Greece denounced 
the new Church as anti-canonical and lacking legitimization.  49   The other 
Orthodox Churches did not recognize it, as it had unilaterally seceded 
from the Serbian Patriarchate in violation of ecclesiastical rules. 

 After 1968, Greece tried to maintain its neutrality in the Bulgarian–
Yugoslav cultural wars on Macedonia. Athens condemned the Soviet bloc’s 
invasion of Czechoslovakia and declared its support for Yugoslav inde-
pendence. However, it could not accept the Yugoslav position regarding 
the historical existence of a ‘Macedonian nation’, nor could it fully sup-
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port the Bulgarian views, despite the fact that both Athens and Sofi a were 
united in their rejection of the Yugoslav claim about the recognition of a 
national minority in both countries. The Greek Ambassador to Belgrade, 
Spyros Tetenes, suggested that Athens should place its  emphasis on the 
Greek character of the wider Macedonian region from ancient times until 
the early twentieth century, making it clear that this should not be seen 
as a territorial claim, but as a defensive measure aimed to press Skopje to 
cease asking for the recognition of a national minority.  50   

 At the same time, the increasing autonomy of the Yugoslav Republics 
also infl uenced bilateral relations. As the SRM (and the other Yugoslav 
Republics) attained a signifi cant measure of autonomy, the SRM started to 
suggest that the development of bilateral relations depended on the Greek 
recognition of a ‘Macedonian minority’ in the country. Skopje radio was 
prominent in putting forward this agenda, through its broadcasts  in Greek . 
This convinced Athens that it was facing a propaganda offensive. On 17 
March 1971, the Under-Secretary for the Prime Minister’s offi ce, and 
main ideologist of the Greek junta, Georgios Georgalas, stated:

  These radio shows, as we are sad to note, are a thorn in the relations between 
Yugoslavia and Greece […] They invoke texts from the past, by unknown 
authors, who claim that there is a Macedonian problem, Macedonian lan-
guage, etc. But it is strange that the radio shows say these things not in the 
supposed Macedonian language, but in Greek. We cannot accept that the 
decentralization in Yugoslavia […] allows Skopje to play such a role. Because 
we cannot believe that the autonomy of the mass media in Yugoslavia, of the 
radios, television and the press, give the right to a radio station to imple-
ment its own foreign policy.  51   

   In 1970–2, on the road towards détente, the Greek government under 
Georgios Papadopoulos tried to make a Balkan opening.  52   In September 
1971, the visit of the Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs, Christos 
Xanthopoulos-Palamas, to Belgrade was a hopeful sign. The Yugoslav 
Foreign Minister, Mirko Tepavac, raised the issue of a Macedonian minor-
ity in Greece, but Palamas replied that the existence of idioms or linguis-
tic varieties did not legitimize such a Yugoslav claim. Tepavac pointed 
to the revision of the Yugoslav constitution in 1971 and suggested that 
the improvement of Greece’s relations with Yugoslavia presupposed good 
relations with the federative Republics. Palamas carefully noted that since 
Yugoslavia remained a united state, Athens would discuss matters with the 
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capital Belgrade: ‘If (which we do not wish) any of the parts of Yugoslavia 
happened to acquire international legal personality, then of course we 
would study how to establish relations with it directly. I hope that you 
agree with me that this position is solidly based on International Law’.  53   

 After the Palamas visit, the Greek—Yugoslav Ministerial Committee 
met in January 1972  in Belgrade and in March 1973  in Athens. These 
were its fi rst meetings since 1965. While progress was made on economic 
and commercial relations, during the Athens meeting the Greeks rejected 
a Yugoslav proposal for the conclusion of a cultural agreement. The prob-
lem was that the Yugoslavs had insisted that the new cultural programme 
should also be signed ‘in the Macedonian language’, and to mention 
expressly the federative SRM. This was an indirect effort to bring Greece 
to recognize a separate language in the Yugoslav south.  54   The Greeks were 
embarrassed by this Yugoslav demand. In a public statement, the Greek 
Alternate Foreign Minister, Faidon Anninos-Kavalieratos, complained that 
Belgrade sometimes acted as a hostage of the federative governments.  55   

 During the last phase of the dictatorship in 1973–4, the state of Greco- 
Yugoslav relations was disappointing. Economic projects which involved 
the Macedonian question stagnated, such as exploitation of the waters 
of the Axios/Vardar river, the construction of a channel connecting this 
river with the Morava and the Danube, the construction of a pipeline 
between Thessaloniki and Skopje, and the renewal of the agreement 
regarding the free Yugoslav zone in Thessaloniki harbour which expired 
on 14 June 1974. Bilateral relations were also burdened because of the 
new Soviet–Yugoslav rapprochement, and the coming into force of the 
new Yugoslav Constitution in February 1974: the Greeks feared that the 
new Constitution would turn Yugoslavia into a hybrid between a federa-
tion and a confederation.  56   

 Bilateral relations improved signifi cantly after the restoration of democ-
racy in Greece in July 1974.  57   Again under Karamanlis, Greece sought 
to secure Yugoslav support in its dispute with Turkey in Cyprus and the 
Aegean. Karamanlis’ visit to Ljubljana in early June 1975 inaugurated 
a new era in bilateral relations. The talks focused on the major political 
problems, including an appeal for the withdrawal of the Turkish army 
from Cyprus. The Yugoslav Prime Minister, Džemal Bijedić, raised the 
issue of the ‘Macedonian minority’, but Karamanlis refused to discuss 
matters on which there could be no possibility for consensus. Karamanlis 
knew that the SRM had enhanced its autonomy and could press Belgrade 
to raise the issue; thus, he decided to make clear his red lines from the 
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start.  58   Meanwhile, lower-level cooperation was revived: in early 1975, a 
new agreement regulated the traffi c of Yugoslav trade from Thessaloniki 
harbour.  59   

 During Tito’s visit to Greece on 10–13 May 1976 the climate was 
good. Bilateral economic and commercial exchanges were now boom-
ing. Tito continued to express his solidarity to Cyprus and to Greece, 
and even offered to mediate between them and Turkey. Tito had resented 
Karamanlis’ position that the Turkish invasion of Cyprus became possi-
ble because Cyprus was a member of the Non-Aligned Movement (and 
not of the West). However, the Yugoslav leader did not press the mat-
ter. Moreover, the Yugoslav delegation now included the President of the 
SRM, Boris Popov. It was probably because of his presence that Tito care-
fully raised the issue of the minority; Karamanlis replied that for Greece, 
Macedonia was a geographical, not a national term.  60   In October 1976, an 
agreement for military cooperation was concluded, providing for mutual 
support in case of an attack on Yugoslavia or a Greco-Turkish war.  61   

 In 1977, clearing in commercial relations was abolished, and the num-
bers of Yugoslav tourists in Greece showed a steady increase. On its part, 
Greece was asking for increasing numbers of permits for lorries crossing 
Yugoslavia to reach Central Europe. Karamanlis raised this subject during 
his visit to Split on 16–20 March 1979, speaking to the Yugoslav Prime 
Minister, Veselin Ðuranović. When the latter again carefully touched on 
the minority issue, Karamanlis replied:

  We do not accept the existence of a minority. The bilinguals of Greek 
Macedonia have a Greek national consciousness. We had a civil war. A large 
part of these people [Slav-Macedonian autonomists] went to Skopje, and 
sometimes cause trouble. I do not think that it is wise to raise the issue. I 
always am so careful to protect our relations, that, even when I am being 
provoked by statements from Skopje I do not publicly react, exactly because 
I want to avoid adverse repercussions in our relations. But this matter can 
hurt us, because it does create reactions in Greece.  62   

   There was a marked difference in Belgrade’s handling of Greece com-
pared to Bulgaria. The recognition of a ‘national minority’ was not put 
forward as a precondition for the development of bilateral relations. In 
turn, Greece also tried to keep the Macedonian problem on the sidelines. 
Both countries felt that, even if their international positions were radically 
different, they needed each other in the context of the Cold War. Greece 
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feared that in case of Soviet ascendancy in Yugoslavia following Tito’s 
death, the Macedonian question would again come to the fore through 
the revival of old Communist ideas about a Balkan federation; it was with 
such plans that the secession of Greek Macedonia had been discussed in 
the communist movement in the interwar and early postwar years. Thus, 
Greece did not wish the dissolution of Yugoslavia, which would upset 
Balkan balances.  

   CONCLUSIONS 
 There were multiple issues in the fusion of regional and Cold War problems. 
The former were ‘hidden’ within Cold War tensions. The Macedonian 
question, itself signifi cantly transformed through intra- Communist poli-
tics, became the stick with which either Sofi a or Belgrade used to beat each 
other, or a lever in their regional and ideological competition, especially 
during this era of détente. However, national positions on the Macedonian 
question were not merely a tool (or an alibi) for Cold War antagonisms. 
They also involved major national aims, and both states evidently har-
boured fears about the designs of the other party. Yugoslavia had used the 
new Macedonianism to promote its regional hegemony in the 1940s, but 
after the split with Moscow it feared that the old Bulgarian sympathies of 
the population of its southernmost Republic could be used to destabilize 
the Titoist regime. In turn, Bulgaria could accept the ‘loss’ of the popula-
tions of the Yugoslav south, and the notion of a new nation being created 
in south Yugoslavia, but could not condone the spread of PRM’s national 
ideology within its own borders. 

 Greece’s case is also interesting. Athens was signifi cantly closer to Sofi a 
on the substance of the Yugoslav–Bulgarian dispute over Macedonian 
history; however, it also held a deep distrust of Bulgarian policy on the 
Macedonian question (not only on the Cold War), and anyway felt that it 
needed Belgrade in order to balance Sofi a. Thus, the Greeks tried to stay 
out of the dispute, but always gave priority to the strategic need to keep 
their channels to Belgrade open. 

 This use of a national dispute for Cold War ends entailed a fusion of his-
tory and politics. Of course, terms, concepts and perceptions always evolve 
in history, but the scale of the transformation of the Macedonian question 
after the 1940s was exceptional. Purely a security problem in the past, dur-
ing the Cold War it acquired a notably new dimension, and became a dis-
pute over identities. This meant that historical representations came to the 
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forefront, their politicization intensifi ed, and they became integral parts 
of political exchanges. It was not, of course, a good omen for the future. 

 The tensions of the Macedonian question in the late 1960s and the 
1970s point to the complicated interaction of regional realities and the 
Cold War. Regional or national problems preceded the Cold War, were 
transformed by it, and then acquired a new dynamic in its context. The 
regional states were interested not only in the ‘prime’ dispute of the Cold 
War, but also in the evolution of Balkan balances, which could determine 
the course of their national interests. These regional problems were minor 
from the point of view of the main actors of the Cold War, but crucial for 
the Balkan states. In the ‘fl anks’, perspectives could be more complicated.  
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Evropa  [ The other Cold War: the Sino-Soviet quarrel and the Cold 
War ] (Sofi a: Voenno Izdalestvo, 2012), 223–4.   

   33.    ‘Makedonskiot narod ima drevna istorija i slavni revolucioneri 
tradiciji’, [‘The Macedonian people has an ancient history and glo-
rious revolutionary traditions’]  Νova Makedonija ( Skopje), 25 
August 1978.   

   34.    V.  Bozhinov-L.  Panayotov(eds.),  Macedonia: Documents and 
Material  (Sofi a: Bulgarian Institute of Sciences, Institute of 
History – Bulgarian Language Institute, 1978).   

   35.     Kathimerini  (Athens), 7 October 1978.   
   36.    Νovica Veljanovski and Jan. Rihlik (eds.),  Čehoslovacǩi diplomatski 
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    CHAPTER 15   

 Cutting Through the Cold War: 
The EEC and Turkey’s Great 

Westernization Debate                     

     Mehmet     Döşemeci   

      The years 1960–80 have often been described as the most turbulent and 
crisis-ridden period in modern Turkish history—the Weimar years of the 
Turkish Republic. Domestically, these two decades were bounded by two 
military coups: the fi rst in 1960, which created the socio-political frame-
work for Turkey’s fi rst experiment as a truly open society, and the second 
in 1980, which brought this experiment to an abrupt end. Like Weimar 
Germany, Turkey’s period of intense dynamism coincided with the birth 
and death of ideological multi-party politics, a time marked by a sense of 
immanent self-alteration. 

 Most scholars of the Second Turkish Republic (1961–80) have read 
its ideological and physical battles through the lens of the Cold War.  1   
There have been good reasons for adopting this lens. Externally, Turkey’s 
geo-strategic position—a large landmass situated between Europe and 
the Middle East, a shared border with the Soviet Union—and political 
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control of maritime access to the Black Sea, certainly drew the avid interest 
of both superpowers. Internally, Turkey’s chief concern with moderniza-
tion and how to achieve it also pulled Turks into debates over available 
models of economic and social development—inevitably associated with 
the different Cold War camps. As recent scholarship has powerfully dem-
onstrated, the Cold War also operated on a cultural register, working its 
way into the domains of Turkish literature, sport, international exhibi-
tions, and fairs.  2   

 The 12 September 1980 military coup which, among other things, 
brutally eradicated existing left-wing currents within Turkish society, 
effectively ended the domestic politics of the Cold War in Turkey. When 
full civilian political expression was reintroduced some years later, Turkey 
emerged into a very different global political climate. With the fall of 
the Soviet Union in 1991, the newly democratized states of the former 
Eastern Bloc jumped over one another to join a newly constituted and rap-
idly expanding European Union. Commentators of this period in Turkish 
history, from the late 1980s through the early twenty-fi rst century, have 
accordingly shifted paradigms, abandoning the Cold War framework in 
favour of Europeanization in general and Turkey’s membership bid to 
the European Union in particular as the pivotal metric to assess Turkey’s 
internal and external situation. 

 This chapter challenges the common periodization of Turkish history 
since 1960 and, with it, the ways historians and social scientists have made 
sense of Turkey’s recent past. Turkish debates on joining Europe did not 
begin after the Cold War but took shape during it. In fact, nearly all of the 
ideological positions and attitudes toward Europeanization that came to 
dominate Turkish political culture from the late 1980s onward were for-
mulated—and hotly debated and contested—during the Second Turkish 
Republic. This chapter argues that the existentially charged discussions 
over Turkey’s membership of the European Economic Community, or the 
‘Great Westernization Debate’, cut across existing Cold War frameworks 
and had a far larger impact on the Turkish social imaginary than the Cold 
War itself. 

 This analysis begins with an overview of Turkey’s place within the Cold 
War and the Cold War’s place within Turkish political culture. It then 
details the historical and political reasons for the persistent disconnect 
between Cold War paradigms and Turkish self-understandings. It con-
cludes with a sketch of the Great Westernization Debate as an alternative 
lens though which to make sense of Turkish political culture within the 
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Second Turkish Republic. This chapter is not concerned with the geo-
strategic, geopolitical, or economic ramifi cations of Turkey’s  participation 
in either the Cold War or the European project, at least not at the level 
of international relations. Rather, it works through the ways in which 
these engagements framed domestic debates and views of Turkish history, 
Turkey’s place in the world, and its future orientation. 

   TURKEY IN THE COLD WAR, THE COLD WAR IN TURKEY 
 Despite internal and external pressure, Turkey successfully remained 
on the sidelines of the Second World War. Before the war’s conclusion, 
however, it became clear that the prospects for Turkish neutrality in the 
upcoming global struggle between the emerging superpowers were dim 
and quickly diminishing. Stalin’s aggressive attempts to dictate maritime 
traffi c through the Dardanelles set a threatening tone in Turko-Soviet 
relations, pushing Turkey and the United States (which had recently 
replaced British interests in the region) into a mutually benefi cial strategic 
partnership.  3   The fi rst fruits of this partnership came in the form of the 
Truman Doctrine, with Turkey receiving $100 million in economic and 
military aid and the reassuring presence of the US aircraft carrier  Theodore 
Roosevelt .  4   When it became clear that the Western security framework 
against the Soviet Union would take the form of a mutual assistance pact 
headed by the United States, Turkey immediately and actively solicited 
the alliance, effectively buying membership in NATO by committing its 
armed forces in Korea.  5   

 Despite these dramatic beginnings, Turkey, like the Balkans, soon took 
a back seat to newer Cold War theatres, a development that put serious 
strain on the Turko-American alliance. In fact, looking back on the entire 
post-war period, Turkey’s import to the global Cold War follows a sine 
curve, rising to its height in the fi rst decades after the Second World War, 
waning from the mid-1960s, reaching its zenith with the 1974 Cyprus 
crisis, only to rise again with the Iranian revolution and Soviet invasion 
of Afghanistan in 1979. Geostrategic factors account for the majority of 
these shifts. In the years following the war, the still uncertain boundaries 
of the European front, Turkish participation in Korea, and the deployment 
of medium-range Jupiter missiles on Turkish soil all increased Turkey’s 
worth in the Cold War balance. In contrast, by the mid-1960s, the Cold 
War shift away from Europe to East Asia, Latin America and the Middle 
East, an increased focus on intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), 
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and the secret deal struck between Kennedy and Khrushchev to remove 
nuclear weapons from Turkey, drew attention away from Anatolia. It was 
not until 1979 that, as the Cold War centre of gravity shifted once again 
closer to Turkey, US interests followed in the same direction. Thus, for the 
bulk of the Second Turkish Republic (1961–80), Turkey remained on the 
geostrategic margins of the global Cold War. The Turks themselves at the 
time were well aware of these shifts. Turkey’s leaders and diplomats were 
constantly struggling to play up the country’s strategic import in order 
to secure US aid, weapons, and security and yet, despite US rhetoric to 
the contrary, found themselves increasingly isolated and expendable: the 
US embargo following the Cyprus invasion of 1974 serving as the painful 
climax of this trend. 

 Domestically, Turkey’s early inclusion into the Western orbit opened 
the door to US infl uence, which came to occupy a privileged place in 
Turkey’s post-war project. In the immediate post-war years, the Truman 
Doctrine, US military power against the perceived Soviet threat, and the 
simple fascination with a novel and thriving culture, all served to pro-
pel the United States as the new symbol of the West. Compared to the 
Europeans, the US also had a much greater physical presence within Turkey 
in the fi rst two decades after the war. American bazaars, American cinema, 
American military bases, American nuclear missiles, American technicians, 
and American-style highway construction funded by American credit, 
were turning Turkey into what the then Turkish Prime Minister Adnan 
Menderes gleefully termed a ‘little America’.  6   

 Early expressions of Westernization also conditioned its domestic polit-
ical culture. Within parliamentary politics there was no signifi cant opposi-
tion to the Turkish–US relationship throughout the Cold War.  7   The two 
main centre parties, the Democrat Party (after 1960, the Justice Party 
(JP)) and the Republican Peoples Party (RPP) were fully supportive of the 
alliance, and Islamic and radical-right outrage at Western cultural imperi-
alism took a back seat to fears of communism. 

 Outside of parliament, signifi cant opposition to the US developed, as 
it did in much of Western Europe and the non-aligned world, in the mid- 
1960s. Radical student organizations and trade unions, taking inspiration 
from anti-imperialist movements in East Asia and Latin America, began to 
make their presence felt on the streets. The ‘Yankee Go Home!’ mentality 
manifested itself in protests against the US Sixth Fleet, the torching of the 
US ambassador’s car, and demands for the closure of US bases or the re- 
legalization of opium banned as a result of US pressure. Even if carried out 
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by a small minority, such protests certainly made headlines throughout 
the late 1960s and 1970s. The birth of anti-American extra- parliamentary 
 politics opened up the domestic front of the Cold War, weaving the lat-
ter into much older Turkish concerns over national development and 
sovereignty. 

 By the mid-1970s, the presence of radical leftist movements in univer-
sities and unions were countered by the formation of radical right wing 
‘commandos’ or Grey Wolves, as the militant youth wing of the ultra- 
nationalist National Action Party (NAP) was known. This development 
brought the domestic front of the Cold War to the streets of Turkey. 
Pitched battles in major cities and assassinations of intellectuals, trade 
union leaders and university professors signalled that political violence was 
a regular and escalating part of Turkish life. The fi gures rose from 34 
political killings in 1975, to 262 in 1977, and fi nally to the shocking and 
oft quoted number of 20 a day by the summer of 1980. The increasing 
political violence and instability of the late 1970s has been the single most 
important factor for reading the Second Turkish Republic through a Cold 
War lens. Yet, as Feroz Ahmad and others have quite correctly pointed 
out, though steeped in Cold War rhetoric, the intent of the radical right’s 
political violence was to cause chaos and demoralization in order to create 
a climate in which a law and order regime sympathetic to their interests 
and agenda would be welcomed by the populace as the saviour of the 
nation—and was thus based on domestic rather than Cold War calcula-
tions and dynamics.  8   In fact, outside of these extra-parliamentary confron-
tations carried out by a small minority, Turkish political culture had moved 
steadily beyond the Cold War. 

 The shift in Turkish domestic political culture away from Cold War 
frameworks took place much earlier than the 1970s, during the fi rst 
years of the Second Republic. It was born of a sense of abandonment 
that accompanied the shift in US security interests away from Turkey to 
other Cold War theatres, a change made explicit with the 1964 Johnson 
letter refusing US military assistance in the event that a Cyprus invasion 
should provoke Soviet attack. The incident in particular prompted a real-
ity check in both the corridors of the Turkish state and the press over 
Turkey’s unquestioning allegiance to the United States as well as engen-
dering increasingly vocal support for a more multi-dimensional approach 
to Turkish foreign policy. By the mid-1960s, and especially after the onset 
of détente, Turkey began to look beyond the US and rigid Cold War 
frameworks and back again to a now fully recovered Europe.  
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   THE TURN TO EUROPE 
 When, after 1964, the Turks fi nally began to publicly question and debate 
their position within the wider world, they quickly discovered that twenty 
years of one-dimensional reliance on the United States had cost them 
dearly. Turkey had lost many of its former connections and ties to its 
neighbours including Greece, the Balkans and the Middle East, had no 
part in the decolonization and Non-Aligned Movements taking place all 
around it, and found no platform to speak from on the Arab–Israeli con-
fl ict. As early as 1963, an astute member of Turkey’s diplomatic corps 
remarked on Turkey’s peculiar situation: ‘In short Turkey is a lone wolf 
without instinctive allies or friends.’  9   

 Feeling abandoned by the US and globally isolated, from the mid- 
1960s Turkey turned its attention back to Europe, initiating a long and 
drawn-out internal debate over Turkey’s membership bid to the nascent 
European Economic Community (EEC). It was through this issue, and 
not the Cold War, that the ideological and cultural debates over Turkey’s 
self-image would take place. 

 As part of Turkey’s Western alignment, the Democrat Party (DP) had 
closely followed the project of European unifi cation from its beginnings 
with the European Coal and Steel Community and welcomed the creation 
of the EEC. So it was no surprise that, six weeks after Greece’s announce-
ment of its application in 1959, the DP followed suit. Within a few months, 
negotiations commenced over the details of Turkey’s integration into the 
EEC, with the resulting Ankara Agreement signed in September 1963. 

 From Turkey’s initial application, integration into the EEC has occu-
pied the imaginations of a broad range of Turks, made zealots out of tech-
nocrats and statesmen, and led to best-sellers, theatre productions, and 
arson. Alternately embraced as the crowning symbol of Turkey’s accom-
plishments and disavowed as the re-colonization of the country, rarely 
has it been grasped as somewhere neutrally in-between. Initially the con-
cern of a few diplomats and economists, by the late 1960s Turkish–EEC 
relations developed into what Prime Minister Bülent Ecevit termed in 
1975 a ‘National Problem’. When the Second Turkish Republic entered 
its second decade, more and more issues, including the development of 
the Turkish economy, debates over Turkish culture, international align-
ments, and even the meaning and continuation of the Atatürkist revolu-
tion, were discussed through the prism of Turkey’s integration into the 
EEC. Thus, the EEC served as a concrete platform anchoring the often 
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abstract and ideological debates over the past and future of the Turkish 
nation to Turkey’s integration into the Common Market. 

 The privileged position occupied by the EEC in the Turkish political 
imaginary begs several questions. How could the prospect of membership 
in a relatively minor economic organization of Western European states 
come to have such a defi ning, if not existential, grip on Turkey’s imagina-
tion? How could joining a customs union become more pivotal to Turkish 
cultural and ideological debates than the global Cold War? There are a 
number of answers to these questions which a brief comparison of Cold 
War organizations and frameworks with those of the EEC will illuminate. 

 First was the issue of timing. For the fi rst 15 years of the post-war 
period there was near total consensus amongst the major parties and the 
broader Turkish elite on Turkish foreign-policy aims—so much so that 
foreign-policy alternatives were not even discussed in the Turkish press.  10   
It was only after the 1964 Cyprus crisis that criticism of the government’s 
foreign policy became a feature of Turkish political culture. By the time 
Turkey came to question and thus think about its past, present, and future 
through its foreign policy alternatives, it had already entered into all of 
the geostrategic and economic alignments of the Cold War. The Marshall 
Plan, the Central Treaty Organization, and above all NATO were  faits 
accomplis  before the advent of ideological party politics raised Turkey’s 
external alignment as a subject of public discussion. This signifi cantly 
altered the positionality of Turkish supporters and detractors of Cold War 
organizations, forcing the latter to justify the much more radical move 
of renouncing the alliance. Given Turkey’s geographic vulnerability and 
strategic importance, France’s Gaullist gesture of withdrawing from the 
military command of NATO was not a viable option. By contrast, Turkish 
integration into the EEC was an ongoing and incomplete process, the 
very framework of which was negotiated in the midst of a charged domes-
tic debate over Turkish foreign policy. 

 Second, the instrumental reality of Turkish membership within 
the Atlantic Alliance served to dampen its impact on Turkish self- 
understandings. Historically included into the Western system for strate-
gic reasons since the 1856 Treaty of Paris, Turkey’s NATO membership 
continued this trend. In both instances, it was the threat of Russian 
infl uence that confi rmed Turkish membership into the Western system 
of states.  11   Ironically, NATO membership actually underscored the dis-
tinction between inclusion in the Western strategic orbit and exclusion 
from the European ‘Club’ or ‘Community’. Integration into the project 

CUTTING THROUGH THE COLD WAR: THE EEC AND TURKEY’S GREAT... 337



of European unifi cation, Turks believed, would mark the end of their his-
torical exclusion. 

 Third, Turkish political culture during the Second Republic had an 
uneasy relationship with Cold War paradigms. There was a persistent 
awkwardness in translating the political language of the Cold War into 
Turkey’s own concerns and attitudes. Its terms and confi gurations felt 
forced and imported, having little resonance with how Turks had pre-
viously understood themselves and the world around them. Cold War 
delineations of East and West were based either on economic distinctions 
between capitalist or communist modes of production, or on the politico- 
ideological struggle over the meaning and substance of ‘democracy’. 
Neither had much in common with Turkey’s historical understanding of 
East and West, which was ultimately derived from the nineteenth-century 
European dichotomy between an advanced European civilization and its 
oriental and backward counterpart. Turkish integration into the EEC res-
onated much more powerfully with Atatürk’s project to transform Turkey 
from a traditional into a modern society. 

 Fourth, the scope of Turkey’s Cold War commitments was much nar-
rower than Turkish association with the EEC—a difference that was espe-
cially signifi cant for Turkish nationalist opposition to both frameworks. 
Turkey’s inclusion in the Western Cold War orbit put relatively few con-
straints on Turkish sovereignty, forcing the opposition into symbolic 
gestures such as protests against US bases on Turkish soil or the arrival 
of the US Sixth Fleet in Turkey. By contrast, the EEC invoked the very 
real possibility of economic, political, and social union with Europe, res-
onating with and resurrecting debates over nationalism, modernity, and 
Westernization that lay at the core of the modern Turkish project. 

 Fifth, domestic political confi gurations were a very large factor in 
debates over the Cold War and the EEC. Throughout the Second Turkish 
Republic, the sheer numerical strength of the anti-communist alliance, in 
both the National Assembly and civil society, was an overwhelming force 
against a vocal but numerically miniscule leftist movement. In each of the 
fi ve general elections of the Second Turkish Republic, the parties sup-
porting Turkey’s inclusion in the Western Cold War orbit gained between 
89 per cent and 100 per cent of the total vote, whereas those favouring 
withdrawal or non-alignment garnered between 0 per cent and 11 per 
cent.  12   By contrast, Turkish support and opposition to the EEC cut across 
established Cold War lines. The Islamic and ultra-nationalist right, both 
fanatically anti-communist, were staunchly opposed to Turkish integration 
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into the Common Market. When combined with the radical left, and, after 
1969, the left wing of the RPP, there was an absolute parliamentary oppo-
sition to the EEC throughout the 1970s. This confi guration of forces cre-
ated a level playing fi eld that allowed Turkey’s association with the EEC to 
become a hotly contested debate in a way that the Cold War never could. 

 Sixth, and perhaps most decisive of all, was the language used to speak 
about potential Turkish membership of the EEC. This language was alto-
gether incommensurate with the technocratic speak employed in negotiat-
ing or publicly presenting other international economic associations, and 
it disturbed dormant ghosts of Turkey’s past relations with Europe and, 
with it, narratives of the Turkish people, their state, their culture and their 
place in the world. 

 Turkish attitudes regarding the EEC can be divided into two domi-
nant discourses that conditioned how Turks spoke about their integra-
tion. These discourses, immanent to Turkish history, are here termed the 
‘Civilizational’ and the ‘National’.  13   

 The following sections in no way purport to offer a complete analysis of 
the shifting politics and postures with which Turks approached the EEC, 
nor do they present a chronological history covering major events—both 
of these tasks are well beyond the scope of this essay. What this article 
does aim to do is introduce the two dominant ways of speaking about 
the EEC, trace their historical origins, and detail the fi nal confrontation 
between these ways of speaking, which took place just seven days before 
the 1980 coup that ended the Second Turkish Republic. Only by examin-
ing the language Turks used—and its historical resonance with past ways 
of understanding Turkey—does it become possible to explain how and 
why the prospect of joining the EEC eclipsed the Cold War as the domi-
nant framework through which Turks made sense of themselves during 
the Second Turkish Republic.  

   CIVILIZATIONAL DISCOURSE AND THE EEC 
 At the time of the Turkish application in the summer of 1959, the EEC 
was in its infancy. Looking back on these beginnings in the early 1990s, 
Il̇han Tekeli, a prominent social scientist and Common Market expert, 
commented: ‘Since any new economic community must renegotiate its 
relations with its neighbors; Turkish-EEC relations, from the very start, 
were formed by a reciprocal search for defi nition’.  14   So what did members 
of the Turkish elite make of this new organization? 
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 For DP Foreign Minister Fatin Rüştü Zorlu, the signifi cance of the 
EEC was unequivocal. At a cabinet meeting in the presidential palace on 
30 July 1959 he stressed how, ‘Our application to the EEC was a logical 
outcome of Turkey’s desire to be counted as European’, adding that ‘the 
formation of the EEC must be seen as another historical opportunity for 
Ankara to demonstrate Turkey’s Europeanness’.  15   Four years later, at a 
banquet attended by the EEC Commissioner and the foreign ministers of 
the EEC member states, Zorlu’s successor, Feridun Cemal Erkin, spoke in 
a similar vein: ‘The Association Agreement between Turkey and the EEC 
is the consummation of the Turkish Republic’s goal to join Europe and 
the standard of civilization that it represents.’  16   

 All too often, such statements have been uncritically viewed as articula-
tions of Turkish Westernization or summarily dismissed as ideological win-
dow dressing for pragmatic political goals. Scholars have usually looked 
beyond these statements and focused either on Turkey’s geostrategic con-
cerns, such as the Turko–Greek rivalry and the Cold War, or the economic 
discourse used by the few diplomats throughout the negotiation process.  17   

 Yet, between Turkey’s initial application in 1959 and the signing of the 
Ankara Agreement in 1963, very few Turks contextualized Turkey’s inten-
tions to integrate into the EEC economically or geostrategically. Rather, 
the above statements by the foreign ministers of Turkey’s two rival par-
ties, four years apart, attest to a language of a very different sort, one that 
spoke of integration in civilizational terms. This civilizational discourse 
signifi ed Turkish membership in the EEC as the consummation of Mustafa 
Kemal Atatürk’s vision to ‘raise Turkey to the level of contemporary civi-
lization’.  18   For the Turkish elite, joining the European Common Market 
was seamlessly incorporated into, and quickly became the benchmark and 
beacon for, this civilizational project. 

 In September 1959, Cihat I ̇ren, a Swiss-educated lawyer, economist 
and founder of two important business organizations, wrote in near 
revolutionary terms about Turkey and the Common Market: ‘Not just 
industry, but all of our economic, social, and cultural institutions must 
be reorganized. Not on the basis of our particular conditions, but rather 
on the conditions of a community to which we belong and to which 
our destiny is tied’.  19   In February of the following year, Feridun Ergin, 
a columnist for the daily paper  Cumhuriyet , argued that, ‘This [integra-
tion to the EEC] is a long term project spanning twenty to thirty years. 
What Turkey will gain by this process is a slow coalescing or coming 
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together of Turkish economic policies and politics with the mentality of 
the contemporary civilized world’.  20   A few months later, in September 
1960, Ergin again characterized Turkey’s integration with the EEC as 
part of much grander project, ‘For those that wish to see Turkey reach 
the level of Western Civilization and the standards of its prosperity, the 
Common Market must be seen as an opportunity rarely produced by 
either fortune or history’.  21   

 Politician and economics professor Aydın Yalçın wrote on 10 August 
1960 in  Öncü :

  Turkey is a new state that has taken Europeanization, its culture, lifestyle, 
social and political organization, as its own reason for existence. Particularly 
since the time of Atatürk, the view that Turkey’s salvation and develop-
ment can only be achieved through Europeanization has been fi rmly 
adopted by our people. Since we have rejected being an Asian people, or a 
Middle Eastern state, and understood ourselves as in Europe, the EEC, in 
this regard, carries a different meaning. The considerations outlined above, 
which approach the Common Market from a social, political, but above all 
spiritual dimension, should come fi rst in any decision. Only then should we 
consider the economic points.  22   

   This rhetorical framework, readily adopted by almost all members of the 
Turkish elite, continued unabated through the violent domestic upheavals 
between 1959 and 1963. Despite an increasingly authoritarian turn by the 
DP party, a military coup, the subsequent trial and execution of DP lead-
ers, and the creation of the Second Turkish Republic, the tone and posture 
of Turkish statements toward the EEC remained the same. 

 The signing of the Ankara Agreement on 12 September 1963 was the 
elaborate and ostentatious peroration of the civilizational discourse devel-
oped by the Turkish elite over the previous years. The signing ceremony 
propelled Turkish–EEC relations to the forefront of Turkish political cul-
ture, a position they would occupy throughout the Second Republic. The 
press was quick to mimic the established civilizational framework in intro-
ducing the Agreement to the Turkish population. Vecihi Ünal’s piece in 
 Akşam Gazetesi , exemplifi es the columns that fi lled the pages of Turkish 
newspapers following the signing ceremony:

  Becoming a member of the Common Market means sharing a common 
economic, political, and cultural philosophy with the free and independent 
nations of Europe—it means the realization of Atatürk’s, and therefore our 
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ideal. By integrating into the Common Market, no longer will Europe be 
alien to us, nor will we be Europhiles admiring Europe from afar, but we will 
now actually partake and be part of that life-style.  23   

   The signing of the Ankara Agreement had a number of long-term effects 
on Turkish understandings of the EEC, Europe, and Turkey’s place within 
it. For most Turks, the agreement equated the idea of Europe with the 
EEC. In 1963, this was far from a self-evident or even logical connection. 
Alongside its membership in NATO (1952), Turkey was a member of 
two pan-European institutions that confi rmed its European credentials—
the Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC, 1948) 
and the Council of Europe (1949), all inclusive of a greater number of 
‘European’ states than the EEC. Yet, when Turks opened their newspapers 
on 13 September 1963, they were told that they had, seemingly over-
night, become Europeans.  24   A  Milliyet’  headline covered half the front 
page: ‘Turkey’s Europeanness Has Been Validated’.  25    Akşam Gazetesi  
claimed  ‘ Turkey Is Inescapably Part of Europe!’  26    Hürriyet  headlined 
with ‘Historical Agreement Signed Yesterday. We’ve Joined the Common 
Market!’ and went on to exclaim how, ‘This event is the most productive 
and concrete step in Turkey’s 150-year effort to westernize and be consid-
ered an equal member of Western Civilization’.  27   

 The coupling of the EEC with the civilizational discourse within the 
Turkish social-imaginary catapulted the signifi cance of Turkey’s integra-
tion in the minds of Turks who came to see this union as the benchmark 
of the nation’s success. Without this initial coupling, the EEC could not 
have had the effect on Turkish self-understanding it has enjoyed since. In 
such an atmosphere, criticism of the Ankara Agreement or the merits of 
Turkey’s relations with the EEC became tantamount to treason. 

 The language Turks initially used to talk about an economic organiza-
tion of six states was far more monumental and historically laden than the 
language surrounding Turkish membership in larger and, geostrategically 
speaking, more signifi cant Cold War organizations. The reason for this is 
that Turkish integration into the EEC was signifi ed in civilizational terms, 
as the consummation of Atatürk’s vision.  

   NATIONALIST DISCOURSE AND TURKISH OPPOSITION 
 For its supporters, the EEC represented the culmination of the processional 
westward march of Turkish society, which slowly began in the eighteenth 
century, accelerating dramatically with the accession of Atatürk as its leader. 
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This reading traced a one-dimensional, linear, and teleological narrative of 
Turkish history that steamrolled over the numerous turns, tensions, and 
ambivalences within the near-history of Turkish–European relations. 

 The nationalist discourse that rose in opposition to the EEC, whether 
on the left or radical and Islamic right, was essentially directed against this 
one-dimensional reading of Turkey’s past. It was a hermeneutical proj-
ect that resurrected moments in Turko-European history that had been 
glossed over by the civilizational discourse, moments which harnessed 
the darker history of these relations in opposition to the EEC.  28   Interwar 
Kemalism had a very ambivalent stance towards the nation. On the one 
hand, it was a national project that was created and understood itself in 
antagonism to European imperialism. On the other, particularly in the 
1920s when Atatürk sought rapprochement with the West, Kemalism was 
a project that saw the nation as little more than a means to join Western 
civilization and modernity. In this latter sense, the Turkish nation was 
divested of all previous characteristics (history, culture, etc.) so that it 
could take on the modern attributes of Europe. This latter strand is what 
the DP and RPP (until Ecevit) picked up on after the war, opening the 
way for the radical right and left to adopt the nationalist anti-imperial fac-
ets of Kemalism now disavowed by the centre parties. 

 Nationalist opposition to the EEC, fi rst voiced by the Workers Party of 
Turkey (WPT), was not long in coming. On 14 September 1963, two days 
after the signing of the Ankara Agreement, the WPT distributed a note:

  NO TO THE COMMON MARKET! 
 We are opposed with all our might and being to the Common Market 

agreement and the air of celebration [bayram] forced upon its signing 
… The Common Market is incommensurable with our essential national 
interests and the spirit of national struggle [kuvayi milliye ruhu] these are 
based on.  29   

   A week later the WPT representative to the Senate, Niyazi Ağırnaslı, deliv-
ered a speech to a uniformly hostile Turkish Grand National Assembly 
(TGNA). Quieting the violent boos, shouts, and fi st-banging of the other 
party representatives, the TGNA president introduced Niyazi Bey as fol-
lows: ‘Despite your unanimous approval and the government’s signature 
[claps, shouts of “Bravo”], Niyazi Ağırnaslı from Ankara has requested to 
speak on Turkey’s relations with the Common Market. He has, by law, a 
right to do so.’  30   In the fall of 1963, Ağırnaslı and fellow WPT members 
were the lone oppositional voices amidst a chorus of EEC supporters. 
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 The WPT was not only the fi rst political party to oppose integration, 
it was also the fi rst party to challenge the hegemony of the Civilizational 
discourse in structuring the Turkish social imaginary. It introduced an 
altogether different way of speaking about the EEC, seeing it as antago-
nistic to Turkey’s national interests, in this instance defi ned as a free but 
labouring people who had won their independence through a war against 
the European powers. 

 By the late 1960s, the newly formed ultra-right wing National Action 
Party (NAP) and the Islamic National Salvation Party (NSP), cutting 
across Cold War divisions, had joined ranks with the left through a nation-
alist discourse of opposition. Interpreting the EEC as an economic and 
cultural encroachment on Turkey’s national interests, the NAP was vehe-
mently opposed to the Common Market. The party programme adopted 
in June 1973 stated that:

  The NAP is not against regional economic organizations. On the other 
hand, we consider it a national duty to resist all organizations that reach 
beyond the economic domain toward social, cultural, and political integra-
tion. The Common Market, which is nothing more than the belated and 
indirect application of the Sevres Treaty, will lead to a social and cultural 
deformation of our nation.  31   

   In perhaps the strongest indication of how the EEC debate was redrawing 
the terrain of Turkish politics, the NAP came close to praising their Cold 
War arch-enemy in its struggle against the Common Market. The editors 
of  Devlet  (State), the semi-offi cial mouthpiece of the NAP, prefaced their 
fi rst special EEC issue by stating that, ‘certain other forces [referring to 
the socialists] are already engaged in criticizing the Common Market on 
economic grounds’. While they felt this to be an important undertaking 
(an implicit and rare acknowledgement of socialists as national subjects 
within the ultra-nationalist imaginary), they nonetheless called on true 
nationalists to, ‘focus their attentions on the cultural aspects of EEC impe-
rialism and its threat to Turkey’s national interests’.  32   

 The Islamic right, for its own part, viewed the EEC as yet another 
instrument of Christian-Zionist imperial control. Before the Turkish 
National Assembly the leader of the NSP, Necmettin Erbakan, likened 
the EEC to a three-storey building. ‘On the top fl oor sit the Jews, below 
them the Americans, and fi nally on the bottom, the Europeans. They’re 
inviting us into the basement’, Erbakan claimed, ‘as the building superin-
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tendent [kapıcı]’.  33   Throughout the 1970s, Erbakan advocated immedi-
ate withdrawal from the EEC, the severance of all ties and relations with 
Western European states, and a new orientation toward the Arab countries 
to the East, ‘where Turkey could ascend to its role as the rightful leader 
of Muslim world’.  34   

 By the early 1970s, Turkish opposition to the Common Market had 
reached such a state that the Turkish National Assembly was on the verge 
of not ratifying the Additional Protocol necessary to advance integration 
with the EEC to its second phase. It took the military intervention of 
1971, which rammed through the ratifi cation upon a cowed National 
Assembly, to set Turkish–EEC relations back on track. EEC support-
ers, fi nding themselves in an increasingly hostile environment, sounded 
the alarm. Professor Aydın Yalçın’s 1972 article in  Milliyet  typifi ed the 
response of those expounding the Civilizational discourse:

  The importance of the multi-lateral institutions Turkey joined in the after-
math of WWII, namely NATO and the European Council, especially in 
terms of their symbolic function of representing us as a part of Europe, are 
now being eclipsed by the EEC. Yet Turkey today fi nds herself on the mar-
gins of this European development. In these upcoming years we must guard 
against any actions that could stall or freeze our political, social, economic, 
and spiritual integration with Europe. Otherwise, just as in the 1920s and 
30s we will once again follow on the path of isolation.  35   

   Yet, Turkey’s invasion of Cyprus in 1974 and Europe’s unequivocal con-
demnation of it added further fuel to nationalist opposition. In the after-
math of Cyprus, the Nationalist discourse vaulted from the periphery to the 
core of Turkish political culture, becoming by decade’s end the predomi-
nant framework through which Turkish–EEC relations were signifi ed in 
Turkey. Between 1974 and 1980, Turkish opposition, which had emerged 
in university dormitories and radical youth groups, spread throughout the 
mainstream press and bureaucracy, even making its way into segments of 
the diplomatic corps. Perhaps most signifi cantly, it penetrated the secular 
nationalist camp, spearheaded by the left-of-center RPP, long-time defend-
ers of Atatürk’s Westernization project. The left wing of the party, led by 
party president and thrice prime-minister Bülent Evecit, increasingly began 
to speak of the EEC as antagonistic to Turkey’s national interests. 

 Unlike the more radical opposition groups, however, Ecevit brought a 
more measured approach to the Common Market, positioning it within the 
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European tradition as a whole. He believed that Turko-European relations 
were marked by an internal contradiction rooted in a crisis of European 
modernity. For Ecevit, the universal ideals of freedom, social justice, and 
democracy Europe birthed had become endangered by the profi t-driven 
imperatives of its ‘liberal capitalist’ economic system. Ecevit argued that 
rather than resolving this contradiction, the West had simply exported 
the problem through its relations with the developing world.  36   The rise 
of multi-national entities like the Common Market was, for Ecevit, the 
latest vehicle through which the West’s internal crisis was being thrown 
onto the shoulders of the non-Western world.  37   In 1975 he wrote that, ‘It 
is such that the West, which fosters and takes pride in the functioning of 
democracy and social justice in their own countries, is, from an economic 
standpoint, forced to deny these privileges to the developing world.’  38   For 
Ecevit, this created an inherent contradiction between the ideological and 
material relationships the West fostered with the rest of the world. As new 
multi-national entities like the EEC,

  Largely determined the foreign relations of Western states, the ‘natural 
affi nity’ between the peoples of the developing world and the Western 
countries, an affi nity derived from ‘shared aspirations for freedom and social 
justice’, has been trumped by economic forces that demanded a compliant 
population.  39   

   As these ideas began to resonate among the secular nationalists, a greater 
number of them more openly came out against Turkish integration into 
the Common Market. With the RPP rapidly shifting toward the opposi-
tion, the JP was left as the sole defender of Turkish integration within the 
National Assembly. By the late 1970s, the Nationalist discourse began to 
have a material impact on Turkish–EEC negotiations themselves, culmi-
nating in Ecevit’s 1978 decision to ‘freeze’ relations ‘until a new formula 
had been negotiated’.  40    

   THE FINAL CONFRONTATION 
 In this increasingly sour atmosphere, Hyrettin Erkmen, the foreign min-
ister of the newly formed JP government, announced in February 1980 
the intention to apply for full EEC membership.  41   The announcement 
came as a complete shock to Turks and Europeans alike. When it became 
clear that Erkmen was serious rather than bluffi ng his way into concessions 

346 M. DÖŞEMECI



from Europe, the opposition sprang into action, providing the fi nal show-
case for the hegemonic struggle between the civilizational and nationalist 
discourses. 

 On 5 September 1980, seven days before the military takeover, 
Necmettin Erbakan, leader of the Islamic NSP, exercised his third interpel-
lation against the JP government, specifi cally accusing him of ‘betraying 
the national interest in his beliefs and actions as Foreign Minister’.  42   The 
fi rst charge read as follows:

  The respected minister has, from his fi rst day, attempted to thrust Turkey 
into union with the Common Market; a union that would invariably turn us 
into a satellite of Europe, estrange us from the Muslim world, and force us 
into political integration with the West.  43   

   In his response, Erkmen addressed what he felt to be the two most vocif-
erous objections to Turkish membership. To the belief that the European 
Parliament was a supra-national organization exercising sovereignty over 
individual nations, Erkmen calmly explained the role allotted to it under 
the institutional structure of the EEC—which, in 1980, amounted to very 
little. At the same time, Erkmen claimed, the European Parliament was 
making important decisions about the future state of Europe, and Turkey, 
as an associate member, was being left out of these decisions.  44   To the 
widespread belief that by joining the EEC, Turkey would become a colony 
of powerful European states, Erkmen had the following rejoinder:

  Forget seriousness, there is not even a trace of poetry in this belief. There 
is apprehension, anxiety, or intentional misdirection but no ounce of truth. 
If the Common Market is the great colonizing country, then are England, 
France, its colonies? Each one of the member states has a functioning parlia-
ment and unconditionally exercises its right to sovereignty. If they do so, 
what is to stop us from doing the same?  45   

   In answering both of these objections, Erkmen took issue with the ‘us’ 
versus ‘them’ mentality employed by the opposition discourse, which 
opposed Turkey to a negative image of Europe. His retorts aimed to erase 
this inclusion/exclusion dichotomy by relocating the Turkish subject 
from an external position (from which European culture seemed mono-
lithic and homogenizing) to within the inner workings of the EEC (where 
European civilization was seen as a pluralist conglomeration of many 
cultures). 
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 This relocation of the imaginary Turkish subject from an antagonis-
tic to an inclusive position was Erkmen’s ingenious attempt to revitalize 
the Civilizational discourse. He did not dispute the particular Nationalist 
objections of the opposition (on the uniqueness of the Turkish lan-
guage, its culture, and the importance nationalists of all stripes attached 
to Turkish sovereignty), but much more fundamentally disputed their 
expression through the antagonistic ontology of the Nationalist discourse. 
The Nationalist discourse had structured understandings of the Turkish 
nation in opposition to the EEC, specifi cally identifying the Turkish 
nation as that which was prevented from full realization by the presence 
of the EEC. What Erkmen was offering in its stead was a vision of Turkish 
culture incorporated into the tapestry of cultures that comprised Western 
civilization. In hindsight, hung in the balance of these two scenarios, was 
the Turkish social imaginary, caught between immersion into a global 
civilization which increasingly commodifi ed the differentiation of culture 
(where Turkey would become the land of shish kebabs and carpets) and 
the preservation of the nation through continued confrontation with the 
West. While it would be a full 20 years before Erkmen’s vision became 
crystallized into the offi cial motto of the European Union, ‘United in 
Diversity’, Turks of the late 1970s were debating its meaning and signifi -
cance as an existential possibility. 

 The interpellation served as the fi nal battle between the Nationalist 
and Civilizational discourses. It was the culmination of nearly two decades 
of struggle between two ways of talking about Turkish–EEC relations, 
each with its own way of imagining Turkey. As a testament to how far the 
tables had turned since the WPT fi rst unveiled the Nationalist discourse in 
1963, the boos and fi st-banging that had accompanied Ağirnaslı’s TGNA 
speech 17 years prior were now directed toward the last true proponent 
of the Civilizational discourse. Despite Erkmen’s reasoned response to the 
anti-EEC camp, RPP support for Erbakan’s interpellation secured enough 
votes to remove Erkmen from his post. Seven days later, on 12 September 
1980, the Turkish Armed Forces would carry out their third and most vio-
lent military intervention—abruptly ending the history of Turkey’s initial 
encounter with the European Economic Community. 

 This chapter has traced how and why the EEC came to occupy a privi-
leged place in Turkish debates about the past, present, and future of their 
country. Two discourses, one civilizational, the other national, informed 
Turkish attitudes concerning the EEC. By resonating and amplifying the 
long history and ambivalences in Turkish attitudes toward the West, these 
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discourses cut across existing Cold War divisions and allowed Turks to 
resurrect a vital debate about who they were and where they were going. 
It was these connections to past ways of thinking about Turkey and its 
place in the world that allowed the EEC to eclipse the Cold War as the 
primary register by which Turks of the Second Republic came to under-
stand themselves.  
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    CHAPTER 16   

 The Balkans: A Cold War Mystery                     

     Odd     Arne     Westad    

      As an international system, the Cold War was riddled with contradictions. 
Alliances that seemed to be based on ideological cohesion split apart 
much more readily than those based on practical interest. Countries that 
were strongly inimical towards each other joined the same set of alliances, 
because their fear of the ideological and strategic challenge posed by one 
of the superpowers was stronger than the fear of their neighbour. And, as 
with all ideology-based international systems, the role of mavericks and 
non-conformists was high up on the playbill, simply because they were so 
visible on stage: in a system based on conformity, it does not take much 
extra plumage to stand out.  1   

 The Balkans demonstrated these contradictions better than most 
places. The Soviet Union and Yugoslavia split in 1948, in spite of the two 
countries’ leaders being closer on ideological issues than most other com-
munists in Eastern Europe. Romania stayed within the Soviet-led Warsaw 
Pact, but remained a political fl y in the ointment for Moscow from the 
early 1960s up to the end of the Cold War. Greece and Turkey—long- term 
adversaries in the Balkans—both joined NATO, in spite of the intensity of 
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their confl ict (not least over Cyprus). It was Cold War as Process Art, a 
confl ict that was supposed to be as frozen as much in ideals as in division 
lines aptly dissolved by improvisation. 

 The chapters in this volume lay out the key stages of the process, and 
this conclusion will discuss some of the key fi ndings the authors present. 
But before doing so, it is necessary to outline what should be consid-
ered the main mystery of Cold War Balkan politics, diplomacy, and social 
development. Its core is this: given the degree of dissonance with almost 
all general Cold War rules that existed within the Balkans from 1945 to 
1989, why did the Cold War in Europe not unravel from there, but rather 
from the north-eastern corner of the continent, namely Poland and the 
Baltic states? What was it about the Cold War Balkans that seemed to pro-
duce heterodoxy and conformity at the same time? We shall return to this 
mystery at the end of the chapter, but it is useful to bear it in mind as we 
journey through some of the key issues in the volume. 

 Like the First World War—the confl ict that set in motion most of the 
twentieth-century’s travails—the Cold War could be said to have started in 
the Balkans. In his address to a joint session of Congress in March 1947—
often dubbed ‘the Truman Doctrine’—US President Harry S.  Truman 
made Greece and Turkey test cases for US efforts to counter the Soviet 
Union and communism everywhere in the world. ‘Should we fail to aid 
Greece and Turkey in this fateful hour, the effect will be far reaching to the 
West as well as to the East’, Truman proclaimed. 

 But the Truman Doctrine was, as historians have noted, not primarily 
about the Balkans. Its intention was to signal an American willingness to 
confront Soviet and communist power everywhere, and to mobilize the 
American people in support for this campaign. ‘We shall not realize our 
objectives’, the president said,

  unless we are willing to help free peoples to maintain their free institu-
tions and their national integrity against aggressive movements that seek to 
impose upon them totalitarian regimes. This is no more than a frank recog-
nition that totalitarian regimes imposed on free peoples, by direct or indirect 
aggression, undermine the foundations of international peace and hence the 
security of the United States.  2   

 In this sense, the Truman Doctrine signalled the Cold War’s globaliza-
tion, not its localization. As with the First World War, the Balkans was an 
insuffi cient but non-redundant cause for the Cold War in the form it took 
after 1947. 
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 In its local incarnation, though, the Cold War could be said to have 
much deeper roots than the Truman doctrine. Some of these roots came 
out of the nineteenth century. The collapse of the Ottoman Empire cre-
ated a vacuum that local movements and international actors strove to fi ll, 
in terms of state formations, political ideologies, and social development. 
Germany and Italy—in different ways and at different times—confronted 
British power in the Eastern Mediterranean. After 1918, the confl ict 
between right-wing nationalist projects and the domestic left became more 
intense. And, from the 1930s through to the end of the Second World 
War, the issue of collaboration with or resistance against the expansion of 
German power in the Balkans reigned supreme everywhere. As elsewhere 
in Europe, the question split local elites apart within each Balkan country. 
For some, the fear of the Soviet Union and of social revolution combined 
with revisionist territorial claims to create a near-perfect political climate 
for collaboration. For others, the fear of German control and emphasis 
on national independence outweighed the gains collaboration could pro-
duce. The result everywhere—except Turkey, which had stayed out of the 
war—was a fatal weakening of the national elites created in the Balkans in 
the nineteenth century. 

 By 1944 Balkan leaders were scrambling to adjust to a new interna-
tional scene in which German power was evaporating and Soviet power 
rising. Even without the tremendous and unexpected advance of the Red 
Army, though, it is pretty clear that all the Balkan countries involved in the 
Second World War would have faced social and political revolutions in the 
aftermath of the confl ict. These were countries ripe for political revolt—
de-legitimized elites, long-term economic failure, and communal dislo-
cation—although the political outcome of these revolutions would have 
been different without Soviet and US interventions. Soviet power secured 
local communist control in Bulgaria and Romania. US power secured an 
anti-communist victory in Greece and protection for the Ankara govern-
ment against Soviet and separatist claims. By 1947 the Balkans seemed 
headed for a strict Cold War division of the region, similar to that of 
Central Europe (or northeast Asia, for that matter).  3   

 But then most things went haywire. Stalin’s excommunication of Tito 
and the Yugoslav Communists—an unanticipated, haphazard, and 
 imprudent act if there ever were one in international politics—broke the 
pattern of Cold War stability. In 1948 Yugoslavia was the core country 
in the Balkans. Its military reach was bigger than any of the others, with 
the possible exception of Turkey. Tito’s role in liberating his own country 
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from German occupation made him a respected fi gure well outside the 
communist camp (in spite of the brutality with which he secured his 
rule). The break with Yugoslavia in effect removed Soviet power from 
the Mediterranean, doomed the communist rebellion in Greece (in which 
Stalin had little faith from the beginning), and created an independent 
centre of communist power in Southern Europe. Thinking from a post- 
Cold War perspective, the West could not have produced a better result 
even if they had had their own intelligence services plan for it.  4   

 Diversity was therefore almost from the beginning of the Cold War the 
name of the game in the Balkans. This diversity became more intense as 
Yugoslavia diverged from the Soviet scheme both domestically and inter-
nationally. As Perišić points out in this volume, this was an enforced and 
almost arbitrary divergence. At the beginning of 1948, the vast majority 
of Yugoslav communists had no intention of deviating from the Soviet 
experience in building socialism. Quite on the contrary, both Tito and 
other leaders spoke about the need to bring Yugoslav practice  closer  to 
that of the Soviets, so that it could benefi t from the social and techno-
logical know-how of their comrades from the east. It was only after Stalin 
chucked them out of the communist community that they realized the 
need for a distinct Yugoslav road to communism. The more liberal form of 
communism practised by Belgrade was therefore an afterthought, created 
in part by the need for national mobilization and cohesion and in part by 
the need to appeal to the West for support. 

 By the mid-1950s, however, Yugoslav particularism had become an 
established trend, both in the country itself and in its international appeal. 
‘Titoism’—a term Stalin had created as an opprobrium, possibly because 
it sounded like the hated ‘Trotskyism’—began having a more positive 
value, connected to Yugoslavia’s promotion of concepts such as work-
ers’ self-management in collectively-owned enterprises and profi t-sharing 
between workers and the government in larger companies. Even after the 
partial post-Stalin reconciliation with Moscow from 1955, the Yugoslav 
leaders kept their ideological predilections, which now had come to be a 
signifi cant part of their identity. Though Yugoslav socialism was less than 
a success in domestic economic terms, at least over time, its distinctiveness 
helped Tito build close relations with Third World revolutionaries who 
also wanted to be socialists without accepting the full Soviet package of 
centralization and rigorous planning. 

 Such is the role that chance sometimes plays in history. The outcome 
can be far removed from the intended result. What is most surprising, 
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perhaps—especially in light of our mystery outlined above—is that 
Yugoslav reform communism and Western European radical social democ-
racy (and later euro-communism) did not pull more closely together 
throughout the Cold War. That such a convergence did not happen vis-
à-vis  Eastern  Europe is not diffi cult to explain. ‘Titoism’ was the main 
target of Stalin’s Eastern European purges in the late 1940s and early 
1950s. Eastern European leaders after Stalin feared the effect the Yugoslav 
example could have and policed their own parties ruthlessly against any 
‘Titoist infections’. But it is also clear that Tito himself did not see any 
advantages for Yugoslavia in other Eastern European countries turning in 
his political direction. The challenge to the Soviets would be too great and 
might endanger Yugoslavia’s own security. 

 With regard to Western Europe there was also a great deal of Yugoslav 
reluctance to enter into closer relations with the left. Tito feared that 
Western European infl uence, which grew in the 1960s and 1970s through 
tourism and migrant workers, could endanger his and his party’s grip on 
power at home. At times, leaders in the Yugoslav party were almost as fear-
ful of Western European inspiration as the Soviets and their allies. Indeed, 
this fear was a main reason why the Third World alternative came to over-
shadow Western European links. Like with Eastern Europe, Tito was 
also worried that too close links with Western European socialists would 
provoke the Soviets, in return for very limited gains to the Yugoslavs 
themselves. Throughout its existence, the heads of the Socialist Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia were far more interested in Western fi nancial sup-
port and security links than with any anti-Cold War ideological alliances 
inside the West.  5   

 The Balkan Pact of 1953/4 is the best example of Yugoslavia’s need 
for security against the Soviet Union, the very good reasons for which 
are laid out in Mark Kramer’s chapter. The only example of a formal alli-
ance across ideological boundaries in the Cold War, the Balkan Pact pro-
vided for military assistance from the other parties if one of them were 
attacked. It linked together a conservative monarchy in Greece, a national-
ist and centralist republic in Turkey, and a Communist state in Yugoslavia 
in a defensive alliance. But the incongruousness of Yugoslavia’s presence 
in such company was soon overshadowed by tensions between the two 
 non- communist NATO member states, which rendered the pact useless 
only a few years after its signing. If Yugoslavia’s break with the Soviets 
was the fi rst Balkan Cold War earthquake, then the Greco-Turkish confl ict 
over Cyprus was certainly the second. 
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 How NATO and the West managed to avoid the collapse of their 
Balkan alliance system is discussed in several chapters in this vol-
ume (Ays ̧egül Sever, Effi e Pedaliu, Eirini Karamouzi, and Mehmet 
Dös ̧emeci). As the authors point out, the main reason was the com-
bination of two deep fears held both in Athens and Ankara: that a war 
between them would weaken both states internally and that they would 
fi nd themselves excluded from the anti-communist external security that 
NATO membership (and eventually the hope of European Community 
membership) entailed. Given the intensity of confl ict between the two 
over Cyprus—both before and after the Turkish invasion that led to the 
1974 partition of the island—that both countries tried to exploit, the 
advantages of their NATO membership is perhaps not surprising. But, 
for our purposes here, it is worth noting that it was at least in part big-
ger Cold War concerns that prevented the centrifugal bilateral relation-
ship from throwing one or both countries out of their US and Western 
European alliance. 

 In contrast with the turbulence within the Cold War experienced by 
Yugoslavia, Greece, and Turkey, Bulgaria had a stolid, almost staid expe-
rience after the fi rst post-war years of social upheaval. Part of the reason 
for the relatively uneventful Bulgarian communist experience was that the 
country was perhaps the only place in Eastern Europe where communism 
delivered what seemed a viable development strategy. From the early part 
of the twentieth century, Bulgarian elites had sought ways in which to 
achieve forms of industrialization and agricultural effi ciency that would at 
least bring them up to the same level as their more advanced Balkan neigh-
bours. The Soviet development model delivered reasonable growth for 
Bulgaria, obviously in part because of the low starting point. But political 
stability along with learning from the Soviet economic experience meant 
that by the end of the Cold War in terms of per capita income Bulgaria was 
not only ahead of the other Balkan Communist states, but also equalled 
that of Turkey or of Poland.  6   

 By contrast, the ‘national communist’ experiments in the Balkans did 
not do well in economic terms, at least not from the 1960s on. Yugoslavia’s 
economic growth stagnated. Albania, with its curious Chinese alliance, 
was even by communist standards an economic basket case. Romania, 
whose leaders constantly challenged the Soviets within the COMECON 
and Warsaw Pact from the mid-1960s, did not fare well either. In fact, 
the decline in Romania’s economic fortunes was especially precipitous, 
since most of the visible economic progress was based on foreign loans. In 
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economic terms, at least, Cold War dissent was not a safe way to progress 
in the Balkans. 

 Contrast this with the Greek experience. Through its links with 
Western Europe and the United States, Greece went through an eco-
nomic revolution. In 1950 its gross domestic product per capita was only 
slightly ahead of Bulgaria’s. Forty years later, it was about three times 
bigger. This sea change began in the 1960s, but sped up after Greece’s 
democratization and took off after its 1981 European Community mem-
bership. Greece, it seems, benefi tted both from an open and trade-based 
economy and from its Cold War alliances. It is worth asking whether the 
former would have been possible without the latter. Even though it is 
now abundantly clear that parts of Greece’s economic integration with 
capitalist Europe was premature both for that country and its partners, it 
is still obvious that Greece’s overall development was helped by its ability 
to join Western alliances. 

 Put together, these points—culled from the research that is presented 
in this volume—may help us understand why the Cold War proved more 
durable as an international system in the Balkans than the high level of 
internal bloc dissonance may at fi rst seem to allow for. Greece benefi tted 
in many ways from the Cold War (even though its dreadful experience 
with civil war and dictatorship long seemed to indicate otherwise). So did 
Bulgaria, though it was even less free than Greece to choose its own part-
ners. As for Romania and the Greco-Turkish confl ict, the United States 
and the Soviet Union were willing to live with Cold War mavericks as long 
as open rebellions inside the alliances could be avoided. 

 The Cold War, it seems, played a useful role for many of the regional 
power-holders. The external superpower threat helped keep alliances and 
regimes afl oat, even when many national purposes might have led in a dif-
ferent direction. In the Balkans, local confl icts kept the Cold War in place, 
while the Cold War kept local confl icts if not frozen, then contained. This 
is true both for the Greco-Turkish confl ict, which it is hard to think would 
not have led to war if not for the fact that both countries belonged to the 
same international alliance, and for the internal confl icts in Yugoslavia, so 
disastrous after the Cold War was over. 

 Other explanations could, of course, also be brought to bear. 
Yugoslavia—the only Balkan state that could have been a serious threat to 
inner-bloc stability, especially after 1956—deliberately limited any impact 
its alternative model of communism might have had within the Warsaw 
Pact countries. In terms of European signifi cance, especially from a strate-
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gic point of view, Poland and north-eastern Europe were (and are) much 
more important to great power relations than any Balkan country, and 
their potential defection from the Soviet camp a much more existential 
threat to the Cold War system. But, even so, it is hard not to draw the 
conclusion that Balkan discord was less of a danger mainly because local 
self-containment fi tted with the ordering and domination that were pri-
mary superpower aims during the Cold War. 

         NOTES 
     1.    The role of the maverick is of course not unknown in earlier bipolar 

confl icts either. I write this close to Walsingham in Norfolk, a place 
that saw more than its fair share of idiosyncrasies during the 
Reformation.   

   2.    President Harry S Truman’s Address before a Joint Session of 
Congress, 12 March 1947, http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_cen-
tury/trudoc.asp.   

   3.    For an overview, see Svetozar Rajak’s excellent chapter in  The 
Cambridge History of the Cold War , eds. Melvyn P. Leffl er and Odd 
Arne Westad (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 1: 
198–220.   

   4.    Mark Kramer’s (Chap.   2    ) superb overview in this volume shows just 
how precipitous Stalin’s actions were, and how disastrous their 
consequences.   

   5.    See Evanthis Hatzivassiliou’s (Chap.   4    ) in this volume for an over-
view of Western views.   

   6.    Stephen Broadberry and Alexander Klein, ‘Aggregate and per Capita 
GDP in Europe, 1870–2000: Continental, Regional and National 
Data with Changing Boundaries’,  Scandinavian Economic History 
Review  60, no. 1 (2012): 79–107.         
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