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Abstract: »Der Austritt der DDR aus dem Warschauer Pakt - Erwartungen, Hoff-

nungen und Enttäuschungen in den deutsch-sowjetischen Beziehungen wäh-

rend des Dissoziationsprozess«. At first glance, the German Democratic Repub-

lic’s (GDR) dissociation from the Warsaw Pact or Warsaw Treaty Organization 

(WTO) appears as a success story. Even though the stakes were high, the pro-

cess remained peaceful and relations between Germany and the Soviet Un-

ion/Russia were not plunged into crisis immediately afterwards. This article 

argues, however, that this seemingly successfully managed dissociation 

sowed the seeds for later conflicts between Russia and the West, as the GDR’s 

withdrawal from the WTO and transition to the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-

zation (NATO) served as a blueprint for other WTO member states. Moreover, 

the dissociation led to internal political tensions within the Soviet Union. The 

internal conflict crystallised around ideational issues, among others the 

USSR’s status as a superpower. However, negotiations between the govern-

ments of Germany and the Soviet Union focused on material issues. The So-

viet government was offered money to cover the more technical aspects of 

the dissociation process but, by and large, the ideational dimension was ad-

dressed only in the form of vague promises of a “common European security 

structure,” which ultimately never came to be established. This led to disap-

pointments and accusations that persisted and were, for example, repeatedly 

used as a justification for Putin’s attacks on Ukraine. 
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1. Introduction – The GDR’s Withdrawal from the 

Warsaw Treaty Organization as a Blueprint for 

NATO’s Eastward Expansion 

On 24 February 2022, Russian President Vladimir Putin gave a speech justify-
ing Russia’s brutal invasion of Ukraine. However, Ukraine did not in fact play 
a large role in Putin’s demagogic diatribe – during its first half, following a 
brief comment on the situation in the Donbas region, Putin only talked about 
the USA, the West, and their behaviour towards Russia after the Cold War. 
Right at the beginning of his speech, he recalled the “fundamental threats” to 
Russia that, in his view, stem from the “expansion of the NATO (North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization) bloc to the east.” Putin only mentioned Ukraine, the 
target of his war, after a full 15 minutes, stating that Ukraine had already been 
militarily appropriated by NATO and claiming that the West wanted to estab-
lish an “anti-Russia.” In order to stop this alleged development, Putin had or-
dered a “special military operation” to achieve the “denazification” and “de-
militarisation” of Ukraine.1 

Putin had already cited his experiences with the West as a justification for 
Russia’s actions in 2014, when Russia annexed Crimea and supported sepa-
ratists in the Donbas region: “[Our colleagues in the West] have lied to us 
many times, made decisions behind our backs, placed us before an accom-
plished fact. This happened with NATO’s expansion to the East, as well as the 
deployment of military infrastructure at our borders.”2 Here, Putin was re-
calling the myth of the NATO countries’ broken promise at the end of the Cold 
War, questioning the legality of NATO’s eastward expansion by admitting for-
mer members of the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO). All of the Soviet 
Union’s former WTO allies are now on the side of the “West” – they are mem-
bers of either NATO or the European Union (EU).  

Although the WTO’s dissociation process was peaceful, tensions regarding 
the alliance structure in Europe have a huge impact today (Polianskii 2022, 
this issue). The “no-NATO-enlargement myth” has been highly politicised in 
the East and West ever since the 1990s, even though archival research has 
shown that in 1990, no written commitments were made not to expand NATO 
eastwards (Kramer 2009; Nünlist 2018; Sarotte 2010, 2014a, 2014b). Neverthe-
less, the narrative of broken promises has continued to resonate within Rus-
sia’s political elites and society, and even in Western societies. This narrative 
states that during the negotiations on German reunification, Western leaders 
promised their Soviet counterparts that NATO would not expand eastwards. 

 
1  http://kremlin.ru/events/president/news/67843 (Accessed 16 July 2022). Original quote in Rus-

sian. 
2  http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/20603 (Accessed 16 July 2022). 

http://kremlin.ru/events/president/news/67843
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/20603
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Later on, however, when the Soviet Union collapsed and Russia was weak, 
the US took advantage of Russia’s situation and admitted the former WTO al-
lies into NATO, proponents of this narrative hold (Radchenko 2020, 769-70). 
Some scholars dismantle the betrayal myth, but nevertheless argue that Rus-
sia might actually have perceived the negotiations and talks on German reu-
nification differently in the sense that implicit promises were made (Spohr 
2012; Sarotte 2010).  

The much-discussed question of enlargement began with the German Dem-
ocratic Republic’s (GDR) withdrawal from the WTO. In fact, fundamental de-
cisions on the alliance structure in Europe were made by the political actors 
during the 1990 negotiations on the question of Germany (Sarotte 2014a, 5): 
in the period from February to July 1990, West Germany and the Western al-
lies, especially the US, lobbied for Germany’s full membership in NATO. In 
July 1990, Mikhail Gorbachev, President of the Soviet Union and CPSU Gen-
eral Secretary, agreed on the GDR’s withdrawal from the WTO and the subse-
quent membership of unified Germany’s territory in NATO. The discussions 
at the top political level, which led to Gorbachev’s agreement, have been stud-
ied in depth ( Biermann 1998; Plato 2015; Sarotte 2014a; Spohr 2012). The 
GDR’s withdrawal from the WTO can be seen as a blueprint for the other War-
saw Pact member states: by 1990, the Eastern military alliance had already 
become unstable due to liberalisation and democratisation in the Central 
Eastern European countries (CEEC). In 1991, after all the CEEC announced 
their intention to withdraw from the alliance, the WTO dissolved.  

The reunification negotiations between West Germany and the Soviet Un-
ion are usually celebrated as a major achievement of international diplomacy 
(Savranskaya, Blanton, and Zubok 2010). However, Gorbachev achieved the 
agreement only because he was able to skilfully assert himself against or side-
step those who opposed his foreign policy (Zubok 2014, 641). Sharp criticism 
of the political treaties concerning Germany was voiced in the Soviet Union 
as early as 1990 and 1991, but the treaties were ultimately ratified nonetheless 
(Mueller 2021, 200).  

This article outlines the West German-Soviet negotiations concerning the 
issue of alliance, enquiring into the way the GDR’s dissociation from the WTO 
was managed. Since it had become clear by March 1990 at the latest that the 
GDR would be integrated into the Federal Republic, the West German gov-
ernment negotiated the conditions under which the GDR was released from 
the Eastern alliance. This essay argues that the West German government ac-
commodated the Soviet Union on both an ideational and a material level. 
However, it was material concessions involving both security issues and 
monetary payments to the Soviet Union that were key to resolving the disso-
ciation process. Accordingly, the political actors treated the conflict over the 
GDR’s dissociation from the WTO as a distributional conflict, which could 
thus be resolved peacefully (Dembinski and Peters 2022, in this issue). A 
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distributional conflict is characterised by the fact that during a given dissoci-
ation process, debates revolve primarily around material issues, around 
some kind of compensation for the departure from the common institution 
(Dembinski and Peters 2022, in this issue). Nevertheless, this article shows 
that the West German politicians and negotiators were well aware of the var-
ious currents in Soviet politics and society that feared the Soviet Union’s loss 
of its status as a superpower, and thus grasped the ideational component. The 
essay traces how West German diplomats and politicians succeeded in coun-
tering Soviet decision-makers’ concerns about the loss of the GDR. The Sovi-
ets were presented with the prospect of improved cooperation not only with 
Germany, but also with Western states in general, as well as the expansion of 
a collective security system. However, expanding the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) into an all-encompassing security system 
failed, disappointing Soviet expectations.  

2. The Warsaw Treaty Organization, Mikhail 

Gorbachev’s Eastern European Policy, and the 

“Common European Home” 

The fall of the Berlin Wall put the question of Germany’s alliances on the 
international agenda because the GDR, as part of the WTO, was strongly inte-
grated into the military structures of the Eastern Bloc. After the political sea 
change in the GDR brought reunification within reach, leaving the alliance 
seemed only natural. Although the WTO was officially held together by com-
mon values, by a shared ideological foundation, and by commitment to de-
fend the “socialist fatherland,” the alliance was in reality based on coercion: 
there was a hegemony of the Soviet Union within the Organization, and for a 
long time attempts to break ranks with the WTO were met with force (Brezh-
nev Doctrine), as illustrated by the suppression of the Prague Spring in 1968 
(Aust 2019, 33). 

A shift within the WTO bloc occurred after Gorbachev was elected General 
Secretary of the CPSU in 1985. Gorbachev made it clear that cooperation with 
the socialist brother states was one of his top priorities (Altrichter 2009, 329). 
His goal was to create a community founded on voluntary membership and 
equality rather than an alliance that existed solely on the basis of coercion 
(Pravda 2014, 306). In the long term, the aim – which aligned with earlier So-
viet propaganda – was for the military blocs to merge into a common Euro-
pean security architecture (Gorbachev 1987, 251). Gorbachev illustrated this 
vision with his image of the “Common European Home,” which he hoped 
would also win over the Western European states (Rey 2004, 39). 
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Part of the reason the General Secretary wanted to focus more strongly on 
the Eastern alliance was that he saw integration proceeding rapidly in the 
Western part of the continent. Gorbachev recognised the danger of being left 
behind by these integration processes and believed that his concept of the 
“Common European Home” could offer a constructive complement and thus 
counteract any further marginalisation of the Soviet Union in Europe (Al-
trichter 2009, 330). At the July 1988 meeting of WTO state party leaders, he 
admonished that the East for far too long had overlooked the “new giant” 
emerging on its borders, a giant that was both economically and technologi-
cally more advanced than its Eastern neighbours. “By now,” Gorbachev said, 
“the year 1992 is not far off, when the formation of the single market for 
goods, services, and capital will lead to a [...] qualitatively new structure of 
Western Europe not only in the economic, but also in the political sphere, and 
possibly in the military sphere as well.” Gorbachev’s idea was that the War-
saw Pact states likewise should offer a “European action programme.” 3 How-
ever, this idea never took on concrete shape, although Gorbachev set great 
hope on developing the CSCE further.4 

However, the liberalisation trend initiated by Gorbachev threatened the co-
hesion of the Eastern alliance. From 1989 onwards, social discontent in all 
non-Soviet member states of the WTO5 led to the overthrowing of the com-
munist parties’ monopolies on power, starting with Poland. As a result, the 
WTO, too, was criticised, but initially all non-Soviet member states empha-
sised their continued interest in the military alliance (Umbach 2005, 471).6 
Even the fall of the Berlin Wall did not lead to a complete public abandoning 
of this stance, neither in the Soviet Union nor among its allies. In Poland in 
particular, the fall of the Wall reaffirmed the country’s interest in continued 
membership of the military alliance, because the WTO was seen to guarantee 
protection against the revanchist Germany Poland feared would emerge fol-
lowing reunification (Multan 1992, 45). After the fall of the Wall, the contin-
ued existence of the WTO was thus still a realistic scenario within its member 
states (Kramer 2009, 42).  

Nevertheless, political developments from 1989 onward led the situation in 
the Warsaw Pact to become increasingly fragile, since the change in policy 
had deprived the alliance of its ideological foundation. The West German am-
bassador in Moscow described this aptly in a report to the Foreign Office in 
February 1990:  

 
3  Speech held by Mikhail Gorbachev at the WTO meeting in Warsaw, 15-16 July 1988, 9, in Bun-

desarchiv (BArch) DY 30/ 11728, 1-32, here 10. (Unless stated otherwise, all the following quota-
tions are cited from sources in German). 

4  Gorbachev’s Report to the People’s Deputies, 30 May 1989 (Gorbachev 1990, 29-30). 
5  Besides the Soviet Union and the GDR, the WTO included Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Romania, 

and Czechoslovakia in 1989. 
6  Cf. Memo Dept. 213, 29 January 1990; in Political Archive of the Foreign Office (Politisches Archiv 

des Auswärtigen Amtes, PA AA) B 41-ZA/151690. 
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The conceptual shift is dramatic: from an end in itself “to defend the social-
ist achievements of its members”, the raison d’être of the W[arsaw Pact] has 
degenerated into that of an institutional vehicle on the way to a new Euro-
pean security architecture (devoid of any ideological purpose).7 

This HSR Forum assumes that dissociation processes are particularly tense 
when the negotiation process is not just about material problems of distribu-
tion, but “the ideational dimension” is brought to the fore (Dembinski and 
Peters 2019, 100). Even though West Germany and the USSR in the end were 
able to solve the issue of the GDR’s withdrawal from the WTO – which was 
necessary for the reunification of Germany – on a material level in particular, 
the ideational dimension played an important role during the WTO dissocia-
tion process. For the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact in July 1991 ultimately 
came about because its non-Soviet member states rejected socialism as the 
foundation of the defence alliance, thus abandoning the values they previ-
ously had shared – at least officially – and turning away from the Soviet Union 
as a hegemon. While it is true that the USSR, too, renounced these values after 
the failed coup attempt against Gorbachev and the CPSU’s subsequent rapid 
decline in power, this does not alter the fact that the Soviet Union and then 
its legal successor Russia found itself without allies and deprived of the role 
as a major power that had been so important for its self-image and national 
identity as well as the legitimation of its rule during the Cold War (Radchenko 
2020, 774). East Germany, however, withdrew from the WTO in September 
1990, before the military alliance dissolved altogether in July 1991.  

3. The Question of United Germany’s Membership  

in NATO 

3.1 Initial Positions (November 1989 – March 1990) 

The GDR’s withdrawal from the WTO had been preceded by domestic devel-
opments, i.e., mass demonstrations, the peaceful revolution, and the fall of 
the Berlin Wall. Initially, there had been some concern that Moscow might 
intervene by force to reverse events. However, these fears subsided once Gor-
bachev publicly welcomed the opening of the Wall on 15 November 1989. Alt-
hough significant disagreements arose between Bonn and Moscow in Novem-
ber and December (Sarotte 2014a, 75-6), the positive signals from Moscow 
regarding developments in Germany outweighed the negative ones. In a 
memo of 12 January 1990 sent to West Germany’s Foreign Minister Genscher, 
the head of the Soviet Union Department in the West-German Foreign Office 

 
7  Cable of the West German Embassy to the Foreign Office (Auswärtiges Amt, AA), 27 March 1990, 

2; in PA AA B 41-ZA/151690. 
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summed up the Soviet position on the German question, saying that the USSR 
no longer completely ruled out reunification.8 However, he indicated that the 
Soviets were concerned about the speed at which matters were developing: 
“The pace should not allow the development in the WP [Warsaw Pact], which 
is already rapid, to get (even more) out of control. Modalities should not vio-
late Soviet political and security interests.” Moreover, he wrote, the Soviet 
Union had made it clear that the CSCE must be expanded in such a way that 
“it [could] be used as a framework for the S[oviet Union] to shape processes 
throughout Central and Eastern Europe that otherwise would be more or less 
uncontrollable.” Gorbachev’s proposal to bring the CSCE summit meeting 
planned for 1992 forward to 1990 also pursued this aim (Möller et al. 2015, 
129, fn. 21). 

West Germany’s Foreign Office was correct in its assessment that the Soviet 
Union was afraid of losing control. On 26 January, Gorbachev discussed the 
issue of Germany in a meeting with his close foreign policy advisers. He con-
cluded that there was no way of stopping German unification, but insisted on 
the need to keep control of the development, suggesting playing for time as a 
strategy so as not to be overwhelmed by events (Sarotte 2014a, 101). The ques-
tion of alliance was also a topic in this first substantive discussion of the situ-
ation in Germany within the leadership. Gorbachev himself stressed that “no 
one [should] expect a united Germany to join NATO,” for “the presence of our 
armed forces” would not allow this. He said that a withdrawal would only be 
possible “once the Americans withdraw their forces as well.” Aleksandr Ya-
kovlev, an important political adviser to Gorbachev, also spoke out on the al-
liance issue, advocating the “neutralisation [and] demilitarisation” of Ger-
many as a condition of reunification.9 The demand that Germany be neutral 
built on a long tradition in Soviet propaganda: as early as the Stalin Note of 
1952, the Soviet leadership made an offer of reunification, but the precondi-
tion would have been that Germany adopt a neutral status (Laufer 2004).  

Accordingly, in January, Moscow still categorically ruled out Germany’s 
NATO membership, but considered reunification a likely scenario. As a result 
of this conversation, in late January 1990 Gorbachev also publicly announced 
that Germany’s reunification was inevitable (Amos and Geiger 2015, 21). 
However, while the General Secretary’s domestic opponents had initially kept 
a low profile, in February “conservative”10 voices opposing Gorbachev’s re-
forms now began to make themselves heard with regard to the developments 
in Germany and Eastern Europe.11  

 
8  Memo, 12 January 1990; in Hilger 2011, 209-11. 
9  Debate on the question of Germany in the Staff of Advisors to General Secretary Gorbachev on 

26 January 1990, in Galkin and Chernyaev 2011, 286-91. 
10  “Conservative” refers to those communists who were critical of the reforms and wanted the 

status quo to continue. 
11  Among other sources, cables from the West German Embassy in Moscow to the AA, 30 January 

1990, 20 February 1990, 1 March 1990, 21 March 1990, in PA AA B 38-ZA/198443. 
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In an off-the-record conversation of 30 January 1990 with Vyacheslav 
Dashichev, a staff member of a foreign policy institute at the Academy of Sci-
ences who was also one of Gorbachev’s advisors, Dashichev stated he was 
confident that the General Secretary would be able to overcome the re-
sistance of his “conservative” opponents. In Dashichev’s opinion, however, 
they would still take a lot of convincing.12 He also referred to developments 
within the WTO, stating that it was “‘very important’ [...] to refute the argu-
ment that developments in Central and Eastern Europe, particularly in Ger-
many, proved that perestroika had done considerable damage to the S[oviet 
Union] in foreign policy terms before the CC [Central Committee] plenum.” 
The question of Germany in particular worried “conservative” representa-
tives in the elite, “who remained convinced that the division of Germany was 
in the Soviet interest.” Moreover, Dashichev pointed out that “[i]n the Soviet 
debate [...] the question of whether NATO should extend to the Oder in the 
future plays a major role.” He added: “There is definitely a debate about what 
point the WP [Warsaw Pact] could actually have in the future and whether it 
would not be better to dissolve it [...].”13 The future of the WTO and NATO in 
Europe thus featured on the agenda of foreign policy actors in the Soviet Un-
ion early on, and dissolving the WVO was a conceivable scenario.  

At the CC plenum, it became clear just how much potential for tension the 
developments in Germany held within the CPSU: “[Politburo member, S.M.] 
Ligachev’s speech of 6 February and Shevardnadze’s responding speech of 7 
February show that the German question has now become a significant issue 
within the domestic political debate here,” the Moscow embassy reported. 
The embassy noted that the issue was being used by “conservatives [...] to mo-
bilise Russians’ deep-seated emotions associated with the struggle against 
Hitler’s Germany – a struggle won by dint of the greatest effort and suffering 
– against the foreign policy of perestroika.”14 Despite these misgivings about 
reunification among the Soviet leadership, at a meeting with Chancellor 
Helmut Kohl in Moscow on 10 February, Gorbachev agreed that the right of 
self-determination of peoples also applied to the Germans, and that they 
themselves should be allowed to determine the “time and manner” of reuni-
fication (Sarotte 2014a, 113). Once German reunification had been agreed on 
in principle, the terms of the process became the focus of debate. Besides the 

mode of accession, the security policy implications were particularly con-
troversial. 

As the United States and its Western partners would only agree to the reu-
nification of Germany if the entire united country became a member of NATO 

 
12  Cable from the West German Embassy in Moscow to the AA, 30 January 1990, 1; in PA AA B 41- 

ZA/151629. 
13  Ibid., 1-3. 
14  Cable from the West German Embassy in Moscow to the AA, 7 February 1990, 1; in PA AA B 38-

ZA/198443. 
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(Sarotte 2021, 77), an international debate about the alliance membership of 
a future reunified Germany arose in February. Talks took place between Kohl 
and Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher and their Soviet counterparts, 
and the U.S. Secretary of State, James Baker, travelled to Moscow as well. To-
gether, the Western partners tried to sound out which settlement the Soviet 
Union would agree to regarding the issue of alliance (Sarotte 2014a, 107-15). 
Baker was able to coax Gorbachev into revealing what he considered an ac-
ceptable solution to the issue. Gorbachev stated that he would prefer a united 
Germany to be a member of NATO to German neutrality if NATO’s military 
sovereignty did not extend eastward (Sarotte 2014a, 110). However, Gorba-
chev’s remarks on the possibility of united Germany’s NATO membership 
contradicted his own previous statements in the Soviet leadership. Moreover, 
on 6 March, he spoke out publicly for the first time on the alliance issue, de-
claring NATO membership for a unified Germany to be generally “unaccepta-
ble.”15 He thus showed himself willing to negotiate in confidential talks with 
his Western counterparts while still taking a different stance in public. 

The West German leadership, by contrast, wanted united Germany to be a 
member of NATO, but stressed the importance of “respecting the justified se-
curity interests of our partners and neighbours, particularly the S[oviet Un-
ion].”16 Accordingly, West Germany’s goals in the negotiations with regard to 
the NATO issue were contrary to those publicly expressed by the Soviet lead-
ership. Gorbachev’s publicly stated position, however, continued to be wa-
tered down in diplomatic channels, with Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister An-
atoly Adamishin, for example, suggesting on 2 March that it might be possible 
for the USSR to tolerate Germany’s NATO membership if the other conditions 
were right. But Adamishin also pointed out the biggest obstacle: the psycho-
logical effect that united Germany joining NATO would have on the Soviet 
population, who had suffered so dreadfully in World War II.17 It did not help 
that ever since its founding, NATO had been demonised by the USSR as an 
“aggressive bloc” and had for years been accused of preparing for another 
world war (Mueller 2009, 71). The reports of the West German Embassy 
clearly reveal the fears that the Soviet leadership associated with the question 
of alliance. Firstly, it feared strong domestic opposition. Secondly, it sus-
pected that if the GDR left the WTO to join NATO, the Soviet Union would lose 
control, become isolated, and be left behind in the European integration pro-
cess, thus losing the ability to (co-)control events. The West German diplo-
mats were aware of these fears and tried to take Soviet security interests into 
account in their negotiating objectives (Hilger 2011, 11). 

 
15  Cable from the West German Embassy in Moscow to the AA, 8 March 1990; in PA AA B 38-

ZA/198443. 
16  Interim Report of the Foreign Office [...], 5 March 1990; in Möller et al. 2015, Doc. 66, 329-39, 330. 
17  Memo, 5 March 1990; in Möller et al. 2015, Doc. 64, 328. 
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However, two events in March 1990 showed just how quickly the dynamics 
of this period narrowed the Soviet Union’s room for manoeuvre and how dif-
ficult it was for both the Soviets and the West Germans to control events: first, 
the WTO Foreign Ministers’ meeting in Prague on 17 March, and second, the 
East German People’s Parliament elections on 18 March. The meeting in Pra-
gue did not go according to the Soviet plan. When the subject of the possible 
NATO membership of a future unified Germany came on the agenda, Hun-
gary, Poland, and Czechoslovakia did not raise any objections, contrary to So-
viet wishes. Instead, they “held that NATO membership could be useful [and] 
neutrality was harmful [...].” Only the GDR’s Foreign Minister Oskar Fischer 
joined the Soviet Union in arguing for a neutral Germany.18 Now a nightmare 
scenario had come to pass: the USSR was no longer able to count on the sup-
port of its allies concerning the issues important to it. This was the first shock, 
but not the last: against all expectations, in the People’s Parliament elections 
of 18 March the East German population voted overwhelmingly in favour of 
a rapid reunification by voting for representatives who supported this posi-
tion (Amos and Geiger 2015, 30). Thus, the Soviet Union was no longer able to 
rely on the GDR to support its position. 

3.2 The Path to Soviet Agreement to a Free Choice of Alliance 
(March – July 1990) 

The outcome of the People’s Parliament elections deprived the Soviet Union 
of a lever for controlling the unification process. The West German ambassa-
dor in Moscow reported that the mood was correspondingly dismal:  

Based on our impressions of the last few days, the election result in the GDR 
came not just as a surprise, but as a shock here. [...] Besides this shock at 
the futility of decades of effort, there is an underlying heightened concern, 
familiar to us from the warnings against “faits accomplish”, that now even 
more leverage has been lost in the 2+4 talks and the forthcoming negotia-
tions connected with them. […] The question of NATO membership is thus 
becoming a tactical instrument – and, after the [Warsaw Pact Foreign Min-
isters Meeting], an increasingly transparent one – for imposing a collective 
security system, even though the Soviets have themselves not yet decided 
the concrete way this system is supposed to function.19 

According to the assessment of the West German diplomats, the Soviets’ con-
tinued refusal was no longer a matter purely of conviction, but of tactics. 
Viktor Kremenyuk, a foreign policy expert, argued in a similar fashion in an 
off-the-record conversation with the Moscow Embassy. Kremenyuk held that 
the issue of alliance firstly was a question of domestic politics, as the leader-
ship would not be able to communicate not just the imminent “loss” of the 

 
18  Cable from the West German Embassy in Prague to the AA, 17 March 1990; in PA AA B 41-

ZA/151690. 
19  Cable of Ambassador Blech, Moscow, 21 March 1990; in Möller et al. 2015, Doc. 75, 377-80.  
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GDR, but its simultaneous accession to the “aggressive NATO bloc” to the pub-
lic. Secondly, the Soviet Foreign Office, steeped in “old ways of thinking,” was 
trying to sow “discord” within NATO by refusing to resolve the alliance issue 
and “had hoped to gain time for a temporary consolidation of the [Warsaw 
Pact].” Thirdly, by doing this the Soviet president was attempting to achieve 
a better negotiating position in the ongoing 2+4 talks and to regain greater 
influence over the process, while at the same time obtaining a commitment 
to a collective security system.20  

The leadership, however, was correct in its assessment of the mood among 
the population. A Foreign Ministry poll leaked to the West German Embassy 
by a journalist showed that the leadership’s categorical “No” to NATO mem-
bership had struck a chord among the population. Sixty-seven per cent of re-
spondents from nine Soviet republics favoured a neutral status for Ger-
many.21 Readers’ letters to the editor of the party organ Pravda also expressed 
concern about a possible NATO accession (Sokolov 2021, 109). One letter to 
the editor, for example, demanded that in addition to Germany’s neutrality 
there should be no resurgence of militarism and revanchism.22 Accordingly, 
the alliance issue was certainly a highly emotional and explosive topic among 
the population, and the long-standing Soviet demand that Germany adopt a 
neutral status was widespread.  

In the Politburo of the CPSU likewise, the question of NATO membership 
was a matter of significant controversy. The hardliners insisted that Gorba-
chev must prevent Germany becoming a member of NATO (Savranskaya 
2014, 350). Germany expert and CC member Valentin Falin, for example, sent 
Gorbachev a forceful memorandum, criticising that the “West has decided to 
fight a deciding battle in this regard.”23 Moreover, he warned that “[m]any ef-
forts are being made [...] to prepare the ground for NATO’s plans regarding 
the GDR and the Warsaw Pact [...].”24  

Despite these warnings, Gorbachev concluded during May that he would 
have to come to an agreement with Kohl on the alliance issue (Zubok 2014, 
638). Firstly, Western-oriented representatives in the bureaucracy, who be-
lieved that NATO membership was inevitable following reunification, ad-
vised him to take this step (Zubok 2014, 636). Secondly, by the spring of 1990 
the Soviet Union had fallen into a severe economic crisis and was unable even 
to guarantee its food supply. Gorbachev therefore was in desperate need of 
money and asked Chancellor Kohl for financial assistance. The USSR was 
subsequently granted a loan of 5 billion DM. This further weakened the 
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negotiating position of the Soviets, who had already been at a disadvantage 
due to domestic pressure on the Soviet president and the many crises (Amos 
and Geiger 2015, 34). Furthermore, the Soviet Union’s position on this issue 
had already been watered down in numerous personal conversations. The 
West German government knew that under the right conditions, united Ger-
many’s accession to NATO was conceivable for Gorbachev and his entourage.  

Gorbachev already gave in on the NATO matter at the end of May during his 
summit with U.S. President George H. W. Bush at Camp David. To the sur-
prise of his advisers present, of whom Falin was one, he declared that Ger-
many had the right to choose its alliances freely. In doing so, he relinquished 
one of the Soviet Union’s most important negotiating positions without much 
debate, disregarding instructions from the Politburo (Zubok 2014, 639). How-
ever, the exact terms of Soviet approval had yet to be negotiated with the West 
German government. The fact that NATO was willing to respond to Soviet 
concerns had a positive impact on these talks. During the NATO summit held 
in London on 5 and 6 July, the heads of government of the NATO countries 
adopted a policy statement on the alliance’s shift from confrontation towards 
cooperation. In addition, the NATO countries advocated institutionalising the 
CSCE.25 Gorbachev was able to sell this to the Soviet public as a concession by 
the West (Spohr 2019, 396). 

Gorbachev set out to the CPSU Party Congress in July 1990 strengthened 
both by the West’s concession regarding NATO’s shift in policy as well as by 
the financial assistance received from West Germany. At the Congress, both 
he himself and his confidants, especially Foreign Minister Shevardnadze, 
were subjected to ferocious attacks from opponents within the party (Al-
trichter 2009, 393). Nevertheless, Gorbachev was able to prevail and cut his 
opponents down to size once more. This gave him more room for manoeuvre 
in the negotiations with Kohl on 15 and 16 July in Moscow and Arkhyz in the 
Caucasus. There, the Soviet president gave his approval to united Germany’s 
NATO membership. The negotiations took place on a small scale with only a 
few experts. Neither critical Politburo members nor Foreign Ministry staff 
were involved in the talks, so Gorbachev was able to push the agreement 
through over the heads of critical elites (Zubok 2014, 641). 

Kohl was prepared to make commitments in return: for a transitional pe-
riod of three to four years, Soviet soldiers would still be stationed on the ter-
ritory of the former GDR, and only German combat units that were not inte-
grated into NATO would be allowed to be stationed on this territory. After 
that, German NATO soldiers would be permitted to be stationed on the terri-
tory, but not foreign troops and nuclear weapons. In addition, it was agreed 
to limit the Bundeswehr to 370,000 soldiers (Amos and Geiger 2015, 43-4). 
Moreover, Kohl and Gorbachev agreed on a comprehensive German-Soviet 
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treaty package, which was to regulate material issues associated with the 
withdrawal of troops among other things. During the talks, Gorbachev made 
it clear that the Soviets’ final approval concerning troop withdrawal and the 
entire treaty framework would be given only if the Germans made sufficient 
“financial concessions.” The Germans were willing to do so, wanting to com-
pensate the Soviet Union to some extent for the loss of its ally; their aim was 
for the Soviet Union, too, to benefit from German reunification (Amos and 
Geiger 2015, 44). 

The German diplomats and politicians, in cooperation with their Western 
partners, had thus responded to the needs of the Soviet leadership, and Kohl 
was able to achieve his historic negotiating success. As a result, the free 
choice of alliance was enshrined in the 2+4 Agreement. Now the way was 
clear for reunited Germany’s membership in NATO and thus for reunifica-
tion. Subsequently, the GDR’s membership in the military alliance had to be 
formally terminated. Since the alliance treaty itself did not provide for the 
withdrawal of any partner, it was decided, on the basis of general conventions 
of international law, to inform all parties to the treaty in advance of the GDR’s 
intention to withdraw.26 They accepted the withdrawal, and the GDR thus left 
the WTO at the end of September 1990. 

4. Managing the Dissociation Process 

4.1 Material Concessions: The German-Soviet Treaty Package 

In the aftermath of the withdrawal, some commitments arising from the for-
mer military cooperation still needed to be clarified. First of all, this involved 
special equipment that the GDR possessed because of its cooperation in the 
WTO, which it undertook to return in part without compensation. The GDR’s 
claims were to be offset against the general costs for withdrawal from its ter-
ritory financed by West Germany.27 In the early 1990s, however, the question 
of the real estate owned by the Western Group of the Soviet Armed Forces 
(WGF) on the territory of the GDR still led to major disagreement with Russia 
following the dissolution of the Soviet Union. The Russian delegation initially 
demanded a lump sum of eight billion DM for what the German negotiators 
considered to be worthless real estate, which furthermore had been severely 
environmentally damaged.28 After a long haggling process, the dispute was 
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resolved by Germany providing a further half a billion DM for the troop with-
drawal, and Russia renouncing any financial claim to the WGF real estate in 
1992. In return, Russia committed to completing the withdrawal of its troops 
six months earlier.29  

The German-Soviet treaty package agreed at Arkhyz contained the most sig-
nificant material concessions. In the Transition Agreement (Überleitungsab-
kommen), which was finalised in August and September 1990, the German 
government committed to paying the Soviet Union 12 billion DM. These costs 
were related to the agreements on troop withdrawal, which was governed by 
the Treaty on Stationing and Withdrawal (Aufenthalt- und Abzugsvertrag). 
However, the negotiations on the amount to be paid were no longer as har-
monious as the talks in Arkhyz. Ultimately, it was not until September that an 
agreement was reached in two dramatic telephone conversations between 
Kohl and Gorbachev (Amos and Geiger 2015, 46). The 12 billion DM were in-
tended, among other things, for subsistence and transportation costs associ-
ated with the withdrawal of the Soviet troops. The largest part of this sum 
went towards subsidising the Soviet housing construction program for re-
turning officers. In addition, Germany granted the Soviet Union an interest-
free loan of 3 billion DM. The Foreign Office later assessed this sum not as the 
“price of Germany’s unification” but as an “investment in the future in the 
interests of the West.”30  

In addition to the Transition Agreement and the related Treaty on Station-
ing and Withdrawal, West Germany and the Soviet Union concluded a so-
called “comprehensive treaty” or “Treaty on Partnership” and an agreement 
on cooperation in the fields of economics, industry, science, and technology. 
The economic agreement in particular came about at the USSR’s request.31 
The Soviet Union’s interest in cooperating more closely with Germany and 
Europe in the economic sphere had already been evident throughout 1990 in 
embassy reports. Thus, the foreign policy expert Kremenyuk already called 
for improved cooperation in March, saying that while there was an interest 
in a better relationship with the United States, “for the S[oviet Union], the real 
potential for cooperation in economic, technological, and cultural terms lies 
in (Western) Europe.”32 He stated that the Soviet Union was particularly keen 
on improved economic cooperation, especially with Germany. For the Soviet 
Union’s future development, “a fundamental change in the economy of the 
S[oviet Union] and a drastic increase in the standard of living [was needed].” 
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He also noted that “on its own, even if the reform measures were to take hold, 
the S[oviet Union] would be able to do this only to a marginal extent. The cur-
rent generation already is scarcely willing to accept its plight.”33 The im-
portance of economic cooperation was also noted in the Foreign Office in 
talks held in May 1990 with Soviet counterparts, who demanded that eco-
nomic relations with Germany, the Soviet Union’s “future ‘number one busi-
ness partner,’” be expanded.34 By drawing up the economic agreement, Ger-
many complied with this request. 

The “Treaty on Partnership”35 likewise promised good future prospects and 
a special relationship between Germany and the USSR – this was the first time 
the term “partnership” was used in a German-Soviet treaty. It also contained 
agreements on regular government consultations and among other things es-
tablished the framework for scientific, youth, and cultural exchanges. The 
Foreign Office saw the treaty as the “basis for a forward-looking cooperation 
between us and the Soviet Union” and judged it “important” to “cement the 
S[oviet Union’s] confidence in its German partner following the end of the 
GDR.”36 With the German-Soviet treaty package – which, in combination with 
the 2+4 Agreement, was what made reunification possible – the German gov-
ernment fulfilled some of the Soviet government’s wishes, even if its financial 
commitments remained below the expectations of the Soviet decision-mak-
ers: material and financial concessions on the one hand and the promise of a 
privileged partnership in the future, especially in the economic sphere, on 
the other.  

In the Soviet Union itself, however, the treaty package did not meet with 
uniform enthusiasm. Admittedly, in a survey conducted in the Soviet Union 
in the autumn of 1990, 57 per cent of respondents viewed the reunification of 
Germany positively, and only 9 per cent negatively. Fifty-four per cent rated 
a politically and economically strong Germany as advantageous to the Soviet 
Union.37 However, political “conservatives” inveighed against the agree-
ments. This was clearly evident, for example, in the discussion about the rat-
ification of the German-Soviet treaties in the Supreme Soviet, which dragged 
on until the spring of 1991 (Mueller 2021, 202). Although the treaties ulti-
mately were ratified, the German Embassy sent a concerned cable in January 
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1991, noting that “in recent days critics have often publicly argued that the 
financial contributions we have made are considerable but insufficient in 
view of the Soviet Union’s deplorable economic and financial situation.”38 

During these debates, those in support of the treaties stressed that, although 
the treaties were a compromise, they were nevertheless in the best interests 
of the Soviet Union. One point of fierce contention in the Foreign Affairs 
Committee had been the NATO issue, Chairman Aleksandr Dzasokhov re-
ported.39 This is reflected in a letter sent by a veteran to the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, holding that reunified Germany should have at least adopted a 
neutral status. While the author states that now it is propagated that “NATO 
is no longer an aggressive bloc, but a peace-loving union,” he clearly does not 
consider this credible. He goes on to criticise Gorbachev, saying that good 
relations with Kohl, Bush, and Thatcher are more important to him than “tak-
ing an interest in the opinion of his own people.”40 Despite voices such as this 
among the population, the treaties on Germany were adopted on 4 March and 
2 April 1991, and thus the Arkhyz agreements came into force. It should be 
noted that the treaties in the end were recommended unanimously by the 
Foreign Affairs Committee, despite the loud criticism.41  

4.2 The Promise of Integration within the Framework of the CSCE 
as an Ideational Concession 

The CSCE summit that took place in Paris from 19 to 21 November 1990 also 
needs to be seen in the context of the 1990 international agreements on the 
reunification of Germany. That increasing the importance of the CSCE was in 
Gorbachev’s strong interest became evident in many talks held over the 
course of 1990. The foreign policy expert Kremenyuk already got to the heart 
of the matter in March 1990: 

For G[orbachev], a further aspect probably was to achieve [...] an accelerated 
and effective orientation of Germany and NATO as a whole towards legally 
binding CSCE structures. [...] Up until now the CSCE had been “a child of the 
Cold War and the East-West antagonism.” It needed to shake off this status. 
It would need to become viable, and this viability would have to be guaran-
teed [...] and have a legal foundation [...] Such a scenario would allow G[or-
bachev] to renounce the demand for a non-NATO G[ermany].42 
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This piece of information, given in an off-the-record conversation, was em-
phasised in numerous further talks at the political level, for example by 
Vladislav Terekhov, the Soviet ambassador in Bonn. The ambassador told Di-
eter Kastrup, political director of the West German Foreign Office, that “at the 
present stage [i]t was psychologically very important for the S[oviet Union] 
[to] take steps toward a united Europe,” but that “the continued existence of 
the ‘blocs’ would run counter to this development.” A “continuation of NATO 
as a closed alliance,” Terekhov continued, “would necessarily immediately 
‘poison’ the atmosphere in the new Europe.” He advocated dissolving both 
NATO and the WTO “in the longer term.”43 Terekhov’s statements refer to the 
dissolution of the military blocs, which had been called for in Soviet policy 
since the 1960s and which Gorbachev, too, took up again in his vision of a 
“Common European Home.” 

Although the Soviet Union’s ideas about the CSCE clearly went further, the 
Paris Summit marked a step in the direction of a pan-European security sys-
tem. It was there that the 35 heads of government of the CSCE member states 
adopted the “Charter of Paris for a New Europe.”44 The Charter documented 
the member states’ willingness to build a new peaceful order beyond the di-
vision of Europe into East and West. Moreover, the Charter set out the first 
steps toward institutionalising the CSCE, as the Soviet Union had wanted 
(Amos and Geiger 2015, 48).  

Accordingly, 1990 was the year the division of Europe was overcome. From 
the perspective of the USSR, however, its own system of alliances continued 
to disintegrate. At the June 1990 meeting of defence ministers, the WTO mem-
ber states agreed that “even under present conditions [...] [the Warsaw 
Treaty] continues to be an instrument ensuring stability and advancing the 
pan-European process.”45 Later that year, however, all states called for the 
dissolution of at least the military structures of the WTO, even though they 
initially wanted to retain it as a political organisation that would act as a sta-
bilising force during the transitional period (Umbach 2005, 509).  

This prospect gave rise to considerable frustration in Moscow, as the Ger-
man ambassador reported in October 1990:  

 In this situation, with the S[oviet Union] lacking both the political and the 
economic means to further bind its neighbours, there is growing concern 
about possible efforts to expand NATO. Experts from the institutes here 
seismographically record not only the development of their neighbours’ 
contacts with NATO, but also every Western, and particularly American, 
statement that contrasts NATO, as a pre-existing, established, and flourish-
ing organization, with the institutionalisation of the CSCE, which is still in 
its infancy, thus making NATO the real place to guarantee European 
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security. The concern about this potential development has led a highly 
knowledgeable scholar, who has also closely followed the domestic debate 
with conservative security politicians, to issue this warning to the West: if 
NATO is expanded, the W[arsaw Pact] destroyed, and the CSCE stifled, then 
in the Soviet view the Paris Summit would be a “Peace of Versailles.”46 

The dissolution of the WTO was not long in coming: at a meeting of Warsaw 
Pact foreign and defence ministers in Budapest on 25 February 1991, the dis-
solution of all military structures was sealed and a date for the Organization’s 
complete dissolution already discussed. In a statement, the WTO member 
states declared that the Charter of Paris made the Organization redundant 
(Matějka 1997, 62-3). This led to further intense debate about the threat of 
NATO expanding into former WTO territory in the fierce disputes raging 
within the Soviet Union in 1991 (Kramer 2005, 54). Some foreign policy advi-
sors even advocated using force to gain control of the situation and prevent 
the Soviet Union’s allies from drifting away (Umbach 2005, 479). However, 
Gorbachev let the Central Eastern European states go, and the WTO was dis-
solved at a meeting in Prague at the beginning of July 1991. The Soviet presi-
dent did not travel to Prague himself but sent his vice president, Gennadiy 
Yanayev, instead. Yanayev stated quite openly at the meeting that in return 
he would like to see NATO dissolved, too, as envisaged in the idea of a com-
mon security system after the blocs had been overcome (Matějka 1997, 62-4). 

Following the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact in July, “conservative” hard-
liners attempted to usurp power in August 1991, including the signatory of 
the WTO’s declaration of dissolution, Vice President Yanayev. The putschists’ 
goal was to reverse some developments in order to preserve the Soviet Union 
(Kramer 2005, 67). This attempt failed, the CPSU was banned on the territory 
of the Russian Soviet Republic, and the rise of Boris Yeltsin began. Only half 
a year after the dissolution of the WTO, the Soviet Union itself disintegrated 
(Umbach 2005, 557-63). It was unable to benefit from the integration pro-
cesses on the European continent, nor was its legal successor Russia, for the 
transformation of the CSCE into a long-term European security system failed 
as well. While the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe 
(OSCE) was founded in 1995, it did not play a significant role, as the develop-
ments in the 1990s would show (Teltschik 2019, 58-68). In the end, it was pre-
cisely here that the hopes of the Soviet actors at the time were disappointed.  

5. Conclusions 

The GDR’s withdrawal from the WTO, the terms of which had been negotiated 
over the course of the international talks on reunification, was relatively free 
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of tension and did not lead to any subsequent major resentment between Ger-
many and the Soviet Union and its legal successor, Russia. This succeeded 
mainly because Gorbachev and Shevardnadze, the main Soviet actors, 
wanted a peaceful solution and were in favour of reunification in principle, 
probably also because of their good personal relations with their German 
counterparts (Biermann 2005). Moreover, the German negotiators did a great 
deal to address the Soviets’ concerns. They intimated that the Soviet Union 
would likewise benefit from overcoming the division of Europe. In addition, 
Germany provided loans and aid in the form of food deliveries. Despite dis-
putes over the amount of the monetary payments, German-Soviet relations 
after reunification initially were positive, as underscored by the ratification 
of the German-Soviet treaty in March 1991 by the Supreme Soviet of the Soviet 
Union (Hilger 2011, 10).  

The relationship between the Federal Republic of Germany and the Soviet 
Union had never been as well secured by treaty as it was by the new agree-
ments, particularly the “Treaty on Partnership.” This recalibration of rela-
tions compensated the Soviet Union to some extent for its lost close relations 
with the GDR. After the collapse of the USSR, Russia took over the interna-
tional treaties with third countries. The agreements concluded in Arkhyz con-
tinued to apply. But soon the first crises in this seemingly harmonious rela-
tionship ensued. Sharp disputes arose over the amount of money to be paid 
in connection with the withdrawal of troops, but these were eventually re-
solved. On 31 August 1994, the last soldiers of the WGF left Germany.  

The WTO’s dissolution in 1991 was also surprisingly free of tension, some-
thing that had seemed unthinkable a year earlier (Matějka 1997, 64). Tensions 
were all the more evident within the Soviet Union itself, however, and pri-
marily concerned the ideological conflict over the USSR’s position in the 
world and the direction it should take. It was this that ultimately led to the 
coup against President Gorbachev in August 1991. The question of the Soviet 
Union’s dignity as a superpower was taken up in the putschists’ “Appeal to the 
Soviet People,” with which they tried to mobilise support for their attempted 
coup d’état:  

Yesterday, the Soviet citizen abroad felt himself to be the dignified citizen 
of an influential and respected state. Today, he is often regarded as a sec-
ond-class foreigner and treated with contempt or pity. The pride and hon-
our of the Soviet citizen should be restored to their fullest extent.47 

Yeltsin and his supporters managed to foil the coup with peaceful protest. 
The attempt to halt the processes eroding the Soviet Union by force failed.  

The year 1990 was marked by great expectations for a new security system 
in Europe, on which the Soviet Union in particular was building. The USSR 
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also hoped to benefit, especially economically, from overcoming the division 
in Europe. But in many cases, the 1990s were a traumatic period for the pop-
ulations of the Soviet Union’s successor states. In Russia, there was one do-
mestic crisis after another: the 1993 constitutional crisis in which the parlia-
ment building was shelled was followed by the outbreak of the First Chechen 
War in 1994. In addition, Russia’s population had to cope with the conse-
quences of the economic “shock therapy” that caused the country’s GDP to 
drop by 50 per cent between 1990 and 1996. Many people were cast into pov-
erty, and crime was rampant (Klein 2015). For most of the Russian popula-
tion, the promises of the market economy thus remained unfulfilled. Putin 
referred to this period in a 2021 television documentary, claiming that at that 
time he had hired himself out as a cab driver to support his family.48 Whether 
this is true, or whether he simply wanted to present himself as sharing his 
electorate’s experiences, is anyone’s guess.  

The disintegration process also continued where foreign policy was con-
cerned: after the GDR, the Soviet Union’s other former allies likewise turned 
to NATO. Although there were no written commitments not to expand NATO, 
embassy reports and ministerial discussions show that government officials 
were already well aware that this was an explosive issue in 1990 and 1991 
(Hilger 2011, 11). Unlike Germany, however, the Central Eastern European 
states did not have to negotiate their alliances with the Soviet Union. The So-
viet Union had gained the right to have a say in Germany’s status through its 
victory over Germany in the Second World War. No such obligation applied 
to the Central Eastern European states, which for their part had been liber-
ated by the Soviet Union after the Second World War but subsequently op-
pressed. At the urging of the Central Eastern European states, which saw 
themselves threatened by both the unstable situation and revisionist currents 
in Russia, NATO decided to make them an offer of membership. In 1999, Po-
land, the Czech Republic, and Hungary joined NATO, with other states fol-
lowing in 2004. Although Germany had already anticipated the disappoint-
ment this development would entail thanks to detailed reports from Moscow, 
the Western alliance decided in favour of enlargement in order to accommo-
date the legitimate security interests of the Central Eastern European coun-
tries.  

Despite the commitments made to a new order of peace and security in the 
“Charter of Paris,” this order ultimately failed to materialise. In the 1990s, 
there were some Western initiatives that attempted to integrate the Russian 
Federation into the Western order. The G7 became 8, the NATO-Russia Coun-
cil was established, and the CSCE evolved into the OSCE, but this did not result 
in a security zone from “Vladivostok to Vancouver.” It was not possible to 
consolidate the structures created in the 1990s, and the idea of a Partnership 

 
48  https://www.faz.net/aktuell/vom-taxifahrer-zum-praesidenten-wie-putin-in-den-90ern-geld-

verdiente-17681663.html (Accessed 22 June 2022). 

https://www.faz.net/aktuell/vom-taxifahrer-zum-praesidenten-wie-putin-in-den-90ern-geld-verdiente-17681663.html
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for Peace, which the United States initially presented to Russia as an alterna-
tive to NATO’s eastward expansion, came to nothing, also due to a shift in US 
foreign policy (Radchenko 2020; Sarotte 2021; Savranskaya and Blanton 2018). 
Under Putin, Russia came to act in an ever more authoritarian manner, and 
gradually abandoned the European security structures (Polianskii 2022, this 
issue).  

Thus, the expectations of 1990, which had been marked by new values and 
ideals, were ultimately disappointed. It had been hoped that overcoming the 
East-West division would lead to a security system in a new Europe. However, 
the integration-focused notions of that time lost their vitality in the years that 
followed. For the Soviet Union and its legal successor, the dissociations in the 
former Eastern alliance system and the turning of its former partners to the 
West gave rise not just to material problems, but to major ideational problems 
as well: not much remained of the fraternity and partnership that had existed 
between the WTO states – if only on paper. This was largely because the WTO 
had been a coercive organization – member states had joined not by choice, 
but under the (military) pressure of Soviet hegemony. Following the disinte-
gration of the Warsaw Pact, Russia was left without allies and faced severe 
domestic problems, which it soon began to counter with military force – dur-
ing the First Chechen War, for example, which broke out in 1994. Russia’s 
demands that it be allowed to co-determine the security status of the Central 
European states and Ukraine with the “West” are remnants of the imperialist 
worldview that prevailed during the Soviet era. The fact that over the years 
these demands were echoed by relevant political actors in the West made it 
easier for Russia to infantilise these states.  
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