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Foreword 

Georgi Arbatov 

The necessary research, writing, and editing have finally been completed, and we 
have before us an impressive volume, which I, before writing this foreword, have 
read carefully. And, in truth, I have read it with great interest. I hope this interest is 
shared by a broad audience of readers after the publication of the book. 

Still, my task, as I understand it, is not to evaluate the quality of the work done 
by this group of distinguished American, Russian, West European, and Israeli 
scholars, nor to introduce the readers to the process and results of their investiga­
tions. My challenge, I think, is rather to discuss the "grand design" of the study and 
the importance of its topic, as well as to highlight its main dimensions. In addition, 
I should offer a point of view on how the major events described in the book can be 
evaluated today, given our present knowledge and experience. I am not sure I can 
accomplish all of this, but I shall do my best. To begin with, I would like to say a lit­
tle about the phenomenon of the Cold War itself and, in particular, to address the 
question of whether we should consider it to have been a more or less usual state of 
international relations or an aberration, a deviation from whatever can be defined 
as normal in our far-from-perfect world. 

Violence and war are ancient institutions, actually inherited from the period 
prior to recorded history. The famous British philosopher Thomas Hobbes de­
scribed the most primitive stage of human society as a war of all against all. Of 
course, he had in mind primarily the internal state of affairs in each society, not in­
terrelationships among them. He was suggesting that domestic chaos played a large 
role in the birth of law and legal institutions, of the governments and codes of be­
havior that made possible the preservation of societies. Very rarely was the result 
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real peace, much less perfect law and order, but more often than not societies could 
at least survive. 

Much more complicated than the internal life of societies was their relation­
ship with each other. Those who say that human history was mostly a record of 
wars are deplorably close to the truth. Even within and among highly developed 
civilizations, in international relations the law of the jungle prevailed. To be sure, 
international law existed for centuries, but it was born as a law of war, designed to 
decrease the losses and the sufferings of peoples and to introduce a few rules into 
this dirty game. Violence, killing noncombatants, and destroying cities, property, 
and institutions remained a "legitimate" mode of behavior. 

World War II was a watershed in this sense. After it ended, quite a few of its per­
petrators were tried as criminals, sentenced, and punished. But neither war as a 
continuation of policy nor violence in international relations was outlawed. And 
even after the most bloody and criminal war in history, new military conflicts were 
waged in such places as Korea, Vietnam, Hungary, the Middle East, Afghanistan, 
Yugoslavia, and Chechnya. What was especially sad was that, long before the 
wounds of World War II were healed and those who lost their lives were buried, 
preparations for a new all-out war, with more-destructive and really ultimate weap­
ons, had begun. 

Yet I believe that in contrast with the "hot" wars in the millennia-long experi­
ence of mankind, the Cold War was not normal but abnormal and irrational. I 
would say more. Despite serious differences among the victorious allies in their 
fight against the common enemy, despite natural suspicions deriving from their 
opposing ideologies, and despite the character of some of these nations' lead­
ers—including symptoms of paranoia in Stalin—the leaders of the major nations 
of the anti-Hitler coalition had almost certainly not intended to gravitate from al­
liance to bitter hostility, suspicion, and preparation for another even bloodier war. 

Of course, the alliance could not have been sustained on a permanent basis af­
ter the common enemy had disappeared. The breakup of such alliances is a usual 
consequence of victorious wars, and one cannot suspect Roosevelt, Churchill, and 
Stalin of being so naive that they hoped for an exception in this case. 

But this does not mean that the wartime alliance had to be immediately suc­
ceeded by cold war and an intensive arms race. There were other alternatives, and 
the leaders of the United States, USSR, and Great Britain thought about them and 
even prepared for them. If not, why did they worry so much about creating the 
United Nations organization? And why did they think so much about the postwar 

world order in general? Remember that these leaders expected such a substantial 
increase in trade and economic cooperation that, to service it, the American gov­
ernment established a new Export-Import Bank. Even Stalin anticipated such ex­
panded contacts and cooperation with the outside world (mainly with the West) 
that at the end of the war he established a special, and by our standards unprece-
dentedly privileged and lavishly financed, Foreign Literature Publishing House 
(where I worked from 1949 to 1953). 
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So, though the end of the war meant also the end of the Grand Alliance, we 
were not at all condemned to fight the Cold War. Given somewhat less hysteria, 
relations could have developed along other lines, not in an idyllic sense but in a 
more or less peaceful way, with many problems and difficulties but without decades 
of balancing on the brink of nuclear war. I hope that in future years historical 
scholars will be able to demonstrate this more and more clearly. 

In any case, whether we could have avoided the Cold War is not the issue at 
hand. We did have it. Indeed, we had it for almost half a century. And now new 
questions about the Cold War have become interesting and important. One is how 
the Cold War really came to a close, and with what results? In other words—who 
won, and who lost? 

In the West, and among quite a few people in Russia, the conventional wisdom 
is that the Cold War ended with a clear victory on the part of the United States. 
Nevertheless, I am absolutely sure that, like much conventional wisdom, this is 
mistaken. 

I understand why this view has become widespread. The main reason is that the 
end of the Cold War coincided with the collapse of the Soviet Union and of Com­
munism as a political system and ideology. Yet it is important to realize that these 
deep crises were connected mainly with internal shortcomings and seeds of self-
destruction in the Soviet system and not with the course of events in the Cold War. 

Those who defend the opposite view often claim that it was the policy of Presi­
dent Reagan that, by scaring the Russians and compelling them to follow the 
American lead in a new and expensive round of the arms race, undermined the So­
viet economy and Soviet willingness to compete. I do not agree. 

As for "scaring" the Russians, new weapons or the threat of their creation could 
hardly add anything to the terror that for years had remained—for Russians and 
Americans alike—the basis of deterrence and the cornerstone of strategic rela­
tions. The economic arguments are even less convincing. Soviet leaders could 
hardly have been led to reform by a more expensive arms race because they them­
selves did not know the whole truth about the economic condition of their coun­
try. This was largely because they were constantly misled by their own bureaucracy, 
which did not dare report on how difficult the situation was and did not want to 
tell the truth about the staggering cost of military hardware. The armed forces 
dared not frighten the political leaders so much that the military appropriations 
they asked for would be denied. 

Moreover, one should not forget that Cold War military expenditures were a 
double-edged sword, impacting on both sides. Even if the Americans did plan to 
bleed the Soviet economy white (and this is not yet proved), the fact is that, being 
not only richer but also greater spendthrifts, they transformed themselves during 
Reagan's years from being the biggest creditors in the world into being its biggest 
debtors. 

I think in general that the Cold War was a lose-lose game. Nobody could win it; 
both sides lost. Therefore the question of who won is the wrong one. A more cor­
rect one is: Who contributed more to putting an end to the Cold War? And here I 
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can say, with considerable direct knowledge, that it was the Soviet Union, its lead­
ership, and in particular Mikhail Gorbachev that played the largest role. 

What were the motives behind Gorbachev's policy and the changed Soviet be­
havior on the international scene? I think they were mainly of an internal nature 
and were rarely directly connected with the Cold War. One of them was the obvi­
ous fact that all Moscow's plans and hopes for the "great leap" forward had failed. 
We had neither reached the "paradise" promised for 1980 by the Party Program nor 
overcome the painful economic, social, and political difficulties that nagged at us 
and even became aggravated as time went on. Furthermore, the victorious and glo­
rious march of Communism across the globe had not hurried to manifest itself. In 
the countries where Communists came to power great achievements remained ab­
sent or at least invisible. 

So the principal way the domestic situation helped to end the Cold War was by 
generating the hope that if we managed to throw from our shoulders the heavy bur­
den of continuing international conflict, this would make it easier for us to handle 
our internal challenges. 

An added consideration was that thoughtful people in my country (and it was 
lucky that the future president turned out to be among them) as well as some in 
other countries had come to the conclusion that the Cold War was not only dan­
gerous and expensive but also futile and without the prospect of positive results. 

The end of this gloomy and dangerous period in the history of modern interna­
tional relations was a tremendous blessing. Of course, for those who had illusions 
that the end of the Cold War would bring an immediate solution to all our prob­
lems—that it would bring us a peaceful and harmonious world—there were to be 
bitter disappointments. Still, for such heartbreaks we should blame not the end of 
the Cold War but the naivete and political ignorance of the "disappointed ones." 
The Cold War and the danger of a nuclear holocaust obscured other problems for a 
time but could not and did not eliminate them. 

In this connection I have found the latest book of the British historian Eric 
Hobsbawm (Age of Extremes: The Short Twentieth Century, 1914-1991 [New York: 
Pantheon Books, 1994]) particularly helpful. He points out that the Cold War had 
transformed the international scene in several respects: 

First, it had entirely . . . overshadowed all but one of the rivalries and conflicts that charac­
terized world politics before the Second World War. Some disappeared because the empires 
of the imperial era vanished and with them the rivalries of colonial powers over dependent 
territories under their rule. Others went because all the "great powers" except two . . . were 
no longer autonomous, or indeed of more than local interest.. . . 

Second, the Cold War had frozen the international situation, and in doing so had stabi­
lized what was an essentially unfixed and provisional state of affairs The combination of 
power, political influence, bribery, and the logic of bipolarity and anti-imperialism kept the 
divisions of the world more or less stable— The shadow of the mushroom cloud guaranteed 
the survival not of liberal democracies in Western Europe, but of regimes like Saudi Arabia 
and Kuwait. (253-254) 
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And then the British historian comes to post-Cold War realities: 

The end of the Cold War suddenly removed the props which had held up the international 
structure and, to an extent not yet appreciated, the structures of the world's domestic politi­
cal systems. And what was left was a world in disarray and partial collapse, because there was 
nothing to replace them. . . . 

The consequences of the end of the Cold War would probably have been enormous in 
any case, even had it not coincided with major crises in the world economy of capitalism 
and with the final crisis of the Soviet Union and its system. . . . The end of the Cold War 
proved to be not the end of an international conflict, but the end of an era— (255-256) 

Aside from the inevitable reasons for disappointment, there were also factors of 
another kind connected with the policies of the major international actors and, in 
particular, of both superpowers. It is astonishing but the end of the Cold War 
caught both countries—to use a well-known American expression—"flat-footed," 
without a well thought out and long-term policy. 

Such planning was badly needed. A whole period of international attitudes 
came to an end with the end of the Cold War. As a result the very approach to for­
eign policy should have been changed. At first this was vaguely felt by the leaders. 
President Bush talked about a "new world order," President Gorbachev about "new 
political thinking." But it was not quite clear what they had in mind. And soon 
even these weak attempts to face up to the new realities and new opportunities 
faded without leaving recognizable traces in the theory and praxis of foreign policy. 

Up until now neither country has had a coherent post-Cold War program. And 
without suitable strategic goals and concepts, policy is doomed to be a series of re­
actions to events, reactions that tend to revive old suspicions and distrust, espe­
cially if they are accompanied by behavior that can be interpreted by the other side 
as hostile (as, for instance, the expansion of NATO to the East). 

I will be more emphatic: The dialogue between the two countries has declined 
in substance and importance. Russian-American relations and diplomacy today do 
not have a clear and really adequate agenda regarding major problems. Granted, 
this is a separate and important topic that requires separate consideration and dis­
cussion. I shall offer, therefore, only a few comments. 

One set of present-day problems involves the vast legacy of the Cold War. This 
is a serious inertial force that will always tend to pull us back, if not into a renewed 
Cold War, at least to a revival of suspicion, rivalry, and hostile attitudes. It will poi­
son our relations even if we do not do anything particularly bad or harmful. 

What do I have in mind? First of all, mountains of redundant weapons left over 
from the East-West conflict. These weapons are not simply heaps of old, conoding 
hardware. They have a peculiar ability to spread: by being sold, stolen, lost, forgot­
ten during movement of troops, and the like. And they can easily get into the 
wrong hands—inside the country or abroad. Meanwhile, the international arms 
trade continues to be a favorite and profitable pastime, one that can create serious 
dangers, sow distrust, and serve as an excuse to drag one's feet with regard to con­
version of the defense industry. 



xvi Foreword 

Another part of the legacy of the Cold War is a tremendously big defense estab­
lishment, together with the related defense-science partnership. In the Soviet Un­
ion this sector constituted roughly half of the economy of the country. Often a 
defense enterprise was so dominating as to form a whole town around itself. To shut 
down the factory now means real disaster for this town and many thousands of its 
inhabitants. One can imagine what an albatross around the neck of Russia this ar­
rangement becomes. 

And not only economically. It is in fact an embodiment of the military-
industrial complex, the danger of which President Eisenhower warned us in his 
farewell address. We know now from first-hand experience that it constitutes a 
lobby not only for arms racing and militarism but also for a militant foreign policy, 
backed by every antidemocratic, nationalist movement in its area. 

Besides liberating ourselves and the world from the after-effects of the Cold 
War, we must have on our agenda another very important item—to construct a 
system of international ties that guarantees peace, security, equality, and human 
rights. This will require an effort by many nations to enlarge the scope of multilat­
eral policies and their implementing instruments. Starting, obviously, with the 
United Nations, but also with regional organizations and an adequate system of in­
ternational treaties, we must provide the international community with a solid le­
gal basis for cooperation. 

There is an even more basic point, however. To surmount the legacy of the Cold 
War and build a truly new world order, we must, first of all, fortify and secure the 
democratic processes of our own countries. One thing we have surely learned: No 
foreign policy can be reasonable, flexible, and stable unless the system and leaders 
behind it are open, responsible, and just—unless, that is, they are open to their 
people and responsive to their wishes. Foreign policy inevitably reflects domestic 
politics, for better or for ill. 



Introduction 

Patrick M. Morgan 

This book is the end result of a lengthy project about a complicated subject. The 
project was initiated by members of the Global Peace and Conflict Studies Pro­
gram (GPACS) at the University of California, Irvine, as the first stage in a re­
search program on the "foreign-domestic nexus." It is obvious that foreign and 
domestic affairs interact and that foreign policy decisions are made with both do­
mestic and external considerations in mind. The problem is sorting out the rela­
tive and often reciprocal influence of domestic and external factors, and 
perceptions thereof, in explaining foreign policy making. It is also clear, though 
this often receives less attention, that the same applies to domestic policy deci­
sions—both international and internal considerations apply, but just how is uncer­
tain. The foreign-domestic nexus program is devoted to the further exploration of 
this subject. 

Work on this volume was initiated when GPACS faculty members suggested 
that the Cold War was a potentially interesting subject for collaborative research 
because it could now be tackled by a research group that could include Russian 
scholars who could draw, and help the others to draw, on the wealth of material be­
coming available from Russian and other East European archives. This turned out 
to be feasible. In the end several Russian scholars, others from Germany, Sweden, 
and Israel, and three GPACS faculty members at Irvine joined in the effort. This 
was a disparate group in terms of field, specialty, nationality, age, gender, and meth­
odological persuasion, making management of the project sometimes akin to herd­
ing cats. Cohesion was initially supplied by the fact that the members have a 
significant professional (and often personal) interest in the history of the Soviet 
Union and particularly in its relations with the outside world. Many have also long 
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had an interest in American foreign and national security policy during the Cold 
War. All were attracted by the idea of reexamining the Cold War in the light of 
how it ended and, where appropriate, by utilizing the new information now avail­
able.1 

This desire to explore the links between domestic politics and foreign policy as 
well as the broader relationship between domestic systems and the international 
environment was stimulated by the same factors that have been inciting renewed 
interest in this aspect of foreign policy on the part of both historians and political 
scientists during the past decade. While over the years historians had more often 
than not remained sensitive to the interplay between the two sectors, by the 1980s 
political scientists had turned from earlier explorations of this in comparative for­
eign policy to neo-Realism's primary emphasis on the international system, par­
ticularly in the form of systemic constraints on state behavior. In security-oriented 
studies, although the neo-Realist perspective readily admitted that a theory of for­
eign policy must include domestic factors, neo-Realists and neo-Liberal institu-
tionalists pressed theories and other analyses that modeled the impact of the 
international system on actor behavior. In international political economy stud­
ies, rising interdependence incited particular emphasis on the penetration of do­
mestic systems by external actors and the global economy. 

For both historians and political scientists the end of the Cold War has invited a 
return to seeing foreign policy as made from the inside out. Its demise seemed to 
have derived from the Soviet Union's domestic situation, the impact of a particu­
lar leader, and the surprising shift in foreign policy he introduced. The pressures 
from the global system were relentless at the time, but the responses to them 
seemed to have been clearly shaped by the peculiarities of that political system and 
its remarkable leader. Even before the end of the Cold War there had been a shift in 
international political economy studies toward "bringing the state back in" 
through a focus on the impact of state structures on foreign economic policy and by 
an insistence that substate actors were playing an increasing role in shaping state 
preferences and policies in foreign affairs. The participants in our project agreed 
with this perspective—we were particularly interested in the domestic roots of 
much that went on in the international politics of the Cold War. 

If the project was clear in terms of its general outlook, the question remained as 
to what analytical framework might be employed to bring coherence to the indi­
vidual studies. The members of the project considered this question at length. In 
particular the group explored the utility of the "two-level-game" framework devel­
oped by Robert Putnam at Harvard.2 In the end there was no consensus on adher­
ing rigorously to that framework. Nevertheless, the impact of Putnam's framework 
pervaded the group discussions by clarifying the existence of multiple layers of the 
"domestic" arena for policy making and highlighting the reciprocal interaction be­
tween international and domestic politics as opposed to thinking about them in 
sequential or additive terms. Thus it is useful to say something further here about 
Putnam's approach. 
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Putnam claimed that although many analysts had detected a constant interplay 
between the foreign and domestic levels of analysis in shaping policy making, they 
had found no consistently effective way of conceptualizing this that could facili­
tate more rigorous, less impressionistic, research and generate reliable findings. He 
suggested that progress could be made by viewing the chief political official (the 
person responsible for international negotiations) as seeking an agreement with a 
similar actor in another state and as having to engage in two simultaneous political 
games to bring the agreement into effect. In pursuit of a satisfactory agreement the 
first political game (level one) is the interaction in which the two sides bargain to 
achieve a mutually acceptable deal. This involves exchanges of information, ef­
forts at persuasion, even attempts at coercion. The key to what results at level one 
is whether the "win-sets"—the collection of what would be acceptable agree­
ments—of the two parties overlap or can be adjusted so that they overlap. If they 
overlap, a mutually acceptable agreement can be concluded. If they do not overlap 
and they cannot be adjusted to make them do so, then one or both parties will ref­
use any tentative agreement proposed. 

One implication is that the chief political official, or CoG (Chief of Govern­
ment), must try to ascertain whether the win-sets do indeed overlap, and thus 
whether the prospective agreement he or she has in mind is feasible. A second is 
that when the ascertainable win-sets do not overlap, the CoG must either find a 
way to shift the win-set of the other side, such as by offering additional induce­
ments on other issues or by threatening an unfavorable reaction on other issues, 
and the like, or adjust his own side's win-set so that he settles for less than planned 
but still gets an agreement. Finally, the CoG naturally seeks the best bargain that 
falls within the overlap. With this in mind it should be possible to characterize the 
various strategies available to the CoG and to explore which ones work or do not 
work under various conditions, developing hypotheses that could be tested against 
case studies to tighten our understanding of the foreign-domestic nexus. For in­
stance, at times it may be advantageous to make one's win-set very clear, at other 
times it will be better to leave it ambiguous. 

Within such a framework we can hypothesize that the larger the win-sets of the 
two parties, the higher the likelihood of reaching an agreement. However, each 
party will normally press for an agreement that falls at the margins of the other's 
win-set so as to maximize its own benefits. For this purpose it may seek bargaining 
leverage by suggesting that it has a narrow win-set, and it will therefore benefit 
when this is manifestly true. Hence the final shape of an agreement does not neces­
sarily reflect the overall political (or other) strength of the two sides; bargaining 
leverage is not simply a function of power measured in a standard way. This makes 
it important to explore how ongoing negotiations or other developments may af­
fect the parties' win-sets and enhance or diminish the chances of reaching an 
agreement. 

Putnam then suggested that the CoG plays in a second political game (level 
two), one equally important for achieving a workable understanding. Normally, 
someone at home must approve of the CoG's negotiated agreement. This is a do-
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mestic "ratification" game. Domestic elements—key leaders, or the legislature, or 
major interests, or public opinion—must accept the agreement, or it cannot be 
sustained and implemented. This is easy to see in the legislative ratification of a 
treaty—the agreement must command the required majority. However, it readily 
applies to other kinds of ratifiers. In a cabinet system, the treaty could require ma­
jority support in the cabinet. If the support of key bureaucracies is needed for effec­
tive implementation of an agreement, then they become ratifiers. It might be that 
if there is little public support, the agreement will not be significant even if for­
mally ratified, and thus the public is a ratifier. For example, the agreements on de­
tente in the Nixon years became of less import when elite and public support for 
detente began to fade in the United States. 

This is also a problem shaped by win-sets. To the ratifiers there is a range of ac­
ceptable international understandings. The CoG must either come up with an 
agreement that falls within their collective win-set or find a way to shift its 
boundaries. Once again, the CoG has a variety of options, from seeking renegotia­
tion of an agreement to trying to alter an unfavorable domestic win-set through a 
variety of tactics. Here also, Putnam contended that his framework can facilitate 
the development of hypotheses about the behavior of states and leaders that is in­
volved. 

Ultimate success results from a conjunction of two groups of win-sets, while 
CoG tasks and tactics concern getting such a conjunction and then determining 
where, within the overlap, the eventual resting point is to lie. This overall perspec­
tive can help us work through the many layers of political activity usually required 
and thereby facilitate taking into account in a systematic way, via a common ap­
proach to both games, the interplay between foreign and domestic factors in shap­
ing foreign policy regardless of the differences in the nature of the systems 
involved, differences that have greatly complicated arriving at reliable cross-
national generalizations in the past. 

To this Putnam added further speculations. One was that the CoG need not be 
merely a mouthpiece for state or ratifier interests, but that he would have interests 
and preferences, perceptions, and skills of his own that would play a role in deter­
mining the kinds of agreements sought, the tactics used, and the degree of effort 
mounted. This inserts the CoG as a player in his own right, not just on behalf of 
others, as various analysts of foreign policy decision making have often urged. 

Putnam also suggested that the interplay between the two games sometimes 
produces an agreement that would not have been possible before the games started 
and thus not intended when the process began. The process could have a synergis-
tic element, in which exploring win-sets and trying to adjust them leads to discov­
ery of an unanticipated type of agreement or of bundles of agreements. In 
extending this point beyond Putnam's argument, we might anticipate some mani­
festations of negative synergy as well—in which the process of seeking agreement 
uncovers previously unexplored barriers or complications, leading to little or no 
agreement when prospects initially seemed good or even leading to the cancella­
tion of existing agreements. 
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EXPLORING REFINEMENTS 

With this understanding of a two-level-game approach in hand,3 we secured 
the assistance of Professors George Breslauer (Berkeley), Jack Snyder (Columbia), 
and Putnam himself in conducting what amounted to a lengthy tutorial on the op­
tions and pitfalls in employing a two-level game framework for the American-
Soviet relationship. Those intensive discussions were extremely beneficial in fo­
cusing the group's periodic reexaminations of the thrust of the individual studies. 

For instance, consideration was given to features of the U.S.-Soviet relation­
ship that seemed to require adjustments in the two-level game approach. For one 
thing, the approach emphasizes the search for agreements, implying that this is a 
central objective of the parties, but in the Cold War the superpowers often be­
haved as if agreement was not very probable or desirable and thus not a high prior­
ity. Obviously there were occasions when the two sides sought agreement and 
when, presumably, the two-level-game framework should apply. But often agree­
ment seemed quite unlikely, proposals for agreements seemed designed to serve as 
political ammunition, and even official negotiations were pro forma in nature. The 
question was whether the two-level-game approach could be applicable to a rela­
tionship characterized by intense political conflict. 

Another possible problem lay in the applicability of the framework to the So­
viet political system. It is easy to see how to apply the concept of domestic ratifica­
tion to a democratic system, particularly when there are institutionalized 
requirements for the ratification of foreign affairs agreements. But its relevance is 
less obvious for a highly centralized and authoritarian system that accepts no seri­
ous limits on the leaders' ability to conduct the regime's foreign policy largely as 
they saw fit. 

In the end we agreed that Putnam's framework could indeed be relevant. It was 
possible to broaden the notion of an agreement. In many cases the United States 
and USSR sought informal understandings on rules for limiting their conflicts, 
mutual understandings that appeared to have been subject to two-level-game ne­
gotiating. Detente, for example, quite apart from specific agreements reached, was 
often a subject of intense political debate in both countries and could not be un­
dertaken without both the willingness of the two parties to move in this direction 
and a degree of ratification by key domestic elements. There were also many in­
stances in which agreement appeared to be the goal of the two sides in spite of the 
difficulties involved. As for the applicability of the agreement to the Soviet politi­
cal system, the Soviet Union was far less dominated by a single leader after Stalin's 
death, and collective leadership imposed constraints on potential deals with other 
governments that amounted to a ratification process. 

Another refinement pertained to the levels of analysis. We noted that each su­
perpower, as leader of a large international coalition, had to consider the wishes of 
its allies in shaping agreements with the enemy. Although the United States and 
USSR dominated their respective camps and could not be stopped if they were de­
termined to reach an agreement with which their allies disagreed, considerations 
of retaining their legitimacy, bloc solidarity, and international image required that 
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in most instances major agreements between them have at least a modicum of sup­
port from the allies. This was particularly true when they negotiated as a bloc with 
the allies (even though they were in charge of the specifics), as in the Mutual and 
Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks, or where they were charged with negoti­
ating on behalf of their allies, as in the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF 
negotiations. 

O n occasion, the relationship between allies and superpowers was reversed, so 
that allies, individually or collectively, took the lead in pressing for agreements 
(intrabloc or on their own)—as West Germany did in pursuing Ostpolitik—which 
acted as an incentive to the superpowers to broaden their willingness to seek agree­
ments and to expand their win-sets in the resulting negotiations. 

The implication is that relations with allies concerning prospective agreements 
constituted an additional (third) political game for CoGs. As in the other games it 
was necessary to find (or create) an overlap in allied win-sets to make an agree­
ment possible and to have that win-set coincide sufficiently with the other side's 
collective win-set to sustain a pact. One thinks, for example, of the preliminary 
discussions between Reagan and Gorbachev at Reykjavik about getting rid of nu­
clear deterrence capabilities and how the resulting uproar among U.S. allies (as 
well as critics at home) led to shelving the idea shortly after the President returned 
home. It seems clear that sometimes agreements acceptable in Moscow and Wash­
ington foundered due to the heavy opposition of important allies. 

We also gave some consideration to including a fourth political game as well. 
Once the CoG is singled out as a player and as the person(s) responsible for seeking 
and designing a potential agreement, it is difficult to treat the entire government 
or administration as a single actor. Instead, the rest of the administration and rele­
vant parts of the government become players in yet another ratification game. As 
often noted, presidents negotiate with Cabinet members and bureaucratic agen­
cies to get the support necessary for a policy to be adopted and implemented, and 
when that support is not achieved, the president is severely handicapped. Arms 
control negotiations with the Russians sometimes involved far more elaborate ne­
gotiations within the U.S. government to hammer out the official position. To sell 
agreements in Congress often required a unified administration stance, so any 
agreement had to fall within the win-sets of key leaders and agencies. Judging by 
accounts of Kremlin politics, something similar occurred in many cases in the So­
viet Union. Even with a dominant leader in the Politburo, sustaining sufficient po­
litical support among its membership for prospective agreements was often a 
necessity. In the same way, no agreement with Washington on arms control, for ex­
ample, that was flatly opposed by the Soviet armed forces could be reached. 

This invites us, in effect, to further adjust the concept of ratification. In the Put­
nam framework, "ratification" normally pertains to an approval after the agree­
ment has been signed. It is clear, however, that in many important international 
agreements the approval is sought in advance, during the negotiations, so that 
once the agreement is signed, ratification is pro forma. This occurs so often, par­
ticularly when the agreement is a highly sensitive one, that it makes more sense to 
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consider ratification as a functional step in a successful process without trying to 
specify specifically when in that process it occurs. 

As a result, we learned to expect that in many cases in U.S.-Soviet relations the 
search for an agreement would have involved games on three or even four levels, 
each with win-sets relevant for success and therefore of concern to CoGs in man­
aging the political processes involved. This enlarges the complexities involved in 
exploring efforts and agreement and assessing the factors that contributed to suc­
cess or failure. One implication is that once the Cold War was up and running, 
many potential agreements were bound to be very difficult to achieve because so 
many levels were involved. An overlap in win-sets at the highest level could be 
readily undone by mismatches in win-sets at the alliance level, within each gov­
ernment, or within elements beyond the government whose support was essential. 

THE RESULTS 

It was inevitable that the great variety in backgrounds and perspectives of the 
participants in the project made close adherence to a common intellectual frame­
work impossible. Though the two-level-game approach proved useful in stimulat­
ing discussions and helping orient each study, the participants ended up drawing 
on it unevenly. For several of us it was the primary basis for organizing both our re­
search and the discussions in our chapters. For others it was employed as a useful 
broad metaphor and framework but not as a plan for analysis. For still others it 
served only as a stimulus to thinking and research. Thus this book is not meant to 
be used to draw conclusions about the analytical utility of the two-level-game ap­
proach, in particular its strengths and weaknesses. Rather it offers an opportunity 
to observe several different ways, Putnam's and others, of trying to encompass the 
foreign-domestic nexus while examining many different eras in Soviet-American 
relations. 

Historian Jon Jacobson (UC Irvine) leads off with an extended exploration of 
the formative years of Soviet foreign policy in the 1920s, of the roots of what was 
eventually to become the Cold War. This period gave birth to Soviet perspectives 
on the threatening nature of the West and the need to hold it at arm's length even 
when interactions with it took place. Moreover, it was during this time that Stalin 
developed his unique attributes and attitudes as a statesman. Jacobson traces the 
ways in which the revolutionary imperative of the Soviet state contributed to its 
isolation and insecurity internationally, a pattern that continued throughout most 
of its existence. This was soon supplemented by an effort to curtail the previously 
presumed links between the necessities of regime survival on the one hand and de­
velopments in the international system on the other—to suspend the ideological 
insistence of that era that a socialist revolution in Russia could not survive without 
foreign assistance—so as to stimulate and legitimize the construction of socialism 
in one country. For the time being, international capitalism was stable, and there 
would be no revolutions in the West to come to the aid of the Soviet state. Instead, 
that state could use the period of stabilized capitalism to build its own economic 
and social system. Indeed, it was vital to do so because the inherent conflicts of the 
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capitalist world and that world's inevitable antagonism toward the Soviet Union 
would soon recur. Thus the extensive debate on the proper route to development 
and rapid industrialization in the late 1920s was not a turning inward, dismissing 
foreign policy concerns, but was directly linked to—even driven by—such con­
cerns. Soviet diplomacy was expected to exploit conflicts among capitalist states 
to keep them from interfering while national development proceeded. At the 
same time, Jacobson suggests, emphasis on capitalist hostility was used to sustain 
national unity and regime dominance by linking the external enemy to the class 
enemies at home. 

Jacobson establishes the existence of a circular relationship operating in the 
foreign-domestic nexus of the Soviet system. The intense concern of Soviet lead­
ers about present and future threats from outside, particularly on Stalin's part, 
drove their domestic policies in important ways. However, it was their initial, ideo­
logically based, conception of their state's role in the international system, the do­
mestic ideological basis of their rule, that established this way of viewing 
international politics. 

Professor Victor Mal'kov (Moscow State University) continues the exploration 
of Soviet foreign policy by examining the Soviet approach to nuclear weapons in 
the early years of the Cold War. This is a daunting task because not all the perti­
nent archives are open, and on the basis of those that are, as the report of a recent 
conference about the Korean War puts it: 

Historians of Russia cannot produce a study of relations between foreign and domestic pol­
icy under Stalin that i s . . . comprehensive and sophisticated; we just do not know what that 
relationship was. In view of the new evidence, historians face a mammoth new task of syn­
thesizing and analyzing Stalin's overall thinking.4 

Mal'kov shares this view. He notes that in addition to incomplete access to the ar­
chives, the historian must contend with the unfortunate fact that Stalin and his 
major associates were often unwilling to put intimate discussions and private 
thoughts about foreign policy down on paper. 

However, the parallels with the 1920s are striking. Once again, the Soviet lead­
ership confronts the possibility of a more normal relationship with the West and 
cannot reconcile this with its ideological perspective and its domestic political re­
quirements. As before, catching up with the West in a crucial national capabil­
ity—this time nuclear weapons—is vital to lay the basis for a coming era of struggle 
and war. As before, the attempt to achieve complete national autonomy breeds 
isolation and culminates in justifying tighter controls at home. Once again, this is 
accompanied by efforts to play Western states off against one another because they 
are seen to be inevitable rivals. Mal'kov describes the interplay between domestic 
fears and the shaping of a foreign and national security policy in which the drive 
for nuclear weapons was paralleled by deliberately deepening the discord with the 
West. He traces the roots of this behavior partly to the stimulation of Stalin's inse­
curities, never difficult to do under any circumstances, provided by the atomic 
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bomb and by evidence, via the Gouzenko case, of how contacts between his society 
and the West could readily spread damaging information about the Soviet Union. 

Mal'kov goes beyond the impact of intense security considerations and the de­
structive effects of pervasive secrecy to show that this broad policy was not incon­
sistent with important aspects of the mass political culture of the nation. To this he 
adds a particularly innovative analysis that stresses the deficiencies of Soviet intel­
ligence and the government's processing of intelligence information. Political in­
telligence was damaged by the totalitarian nature of the system and by the 
domination of politically derived analyses of the international system, while it also 
labored under the burden of Stalin's excessive confidence in his own intuition and 
judgment. 

Patrick Morgan (UC Irvine) introduces the American side of the Cold War 
story to the volume by examining the Eisenhower years. He recounts the U.S. con­
tribution to extending and deepening that conflict in the first years after Stalin's 
death, at a time when hope was widespread that the struggle could be sharply cur­
tailed instead. Casting his analysis explicitly within a four-level-game approach, 
he tracks Eisenhower's rising determination and frustration as he sought to bring 
the relevant win-sets into sufficient alignment to permit various East-West agree­
ments. 

This leads to consideration not just of the president's efforts to reach a meeting 
of minds with Soviet leaders on such agreements but of the constraints imposed by 
the divergent views of the Allies, the resistance to possible agreements mounted 
within the administration by key officials and bureaucratic actors, and the prob­
lems raised by domestic political forces and considerations. The author finds that 
these daunting obstacles were magnified by the president's leadership style and the 
implications of his personal view as to how the nature of the Soviet Union limited 
the realistic chances for any fundamental breakthrough. Nevertheless, the presi­
dent persevered, trying various tactical maneuvers to evade these constraints and 
achieve at least a partial mitigation of a conflict he viewed as too dangerous to be 
allowed to continue developing as it had been. The four-level game framework 
calls attention to how intricate the interrelationships were that sustained the Cold 
War, suggesting that relaxation of the conflict was perhaps never really a viable al­
ternative politically and psychologically, just its collapse. 

The study by Vladislav Zubok (National Security Archives) returns the volume 
to the Soviet side of the Cold War. He takes up Soviet-German relations as a way 
of tunneling into the larger matter of Soviet Cold War policy-making. Influenced 
by the four-level-game approach but not specifically applying it, Zubok depicts So­
viet leaders as putting together their German policy out of legitimacy concerns in 
domestic elite politics, the desire to mobilize support from key bureaucracies, and 
the need to build consensus among their East European allies. He depicts the So­
viet leaders in the 1950s as caught up not only in a power struggle but in a "legiti­
macy" struggle as well. Their fundamental dilemma with regard to Germany was 
that steps to consolidate the East German state and the Soviet position there al­
ienated the West Germans and diminished Soviet influence with them—that is, 
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with the more important Germany. Nevertheless, in a departure from explana­
tions often found in the literature, Zubok sees Khrushchev's initiative vis-a-vis 
Austria as driven primarily by his domestic political competition with other top 
Soviet leaders and not by the desire to use a resolution of the Austrian problem as a 
stepping stone to agreement with the West on Germany. Though Khrushchev was 
not averse to the opportunities that the Austrian agreement gave him to lure 
Adenauer into improving relations with Moscow at little or no expense, his de­
marche was due less to Soviet strategic planning than to the power struggle over 
the succession to Stalin in Moscow. 

This approach to the German problem then ran afoul of the rising strength of 
West Germany and its growing integration into the Western alliance, alongside 
the unrest in Eastern Europe in 1956. This led Khrushchev into abandoning over­
tures to Bonn in favor of a drive to squeeze the West on Berlin to force a settlement 
on his terms of the German Question, an initiative also spurred by Khrushchev's 
need to offset Chinese pressure to get tougher with the West (particularly on the 
problem of Taiwan) and bolstered by the spreading image of Soviet strength in the 
aftermath of Sputnik. Zubok draws a picture of Khrushchev as dominating the for­
eign policy process, repeatedly pursuing new initiatives with, apart from the Aus­
trian breakthrough, only modest efforts to build a consensus at home or with the 
relevant Soviet bureaucracies and the allies. In the end he confronted a mounting 
list of failures due to backlash from the West and pressures from the German 
Democratic Republic and other allies. He was forced to retreat from plans for a fi­
nal settlement of the German Question, forced into accepting the status quo. In ef­
fect, Khrushchev failed to find a way to shape the relevant win-sets so that they 
would accommodate a resolution of the German problem, in large part because he 
did not effectively play each of the political games in which this matter was de­
cided. 

Falling in the same time frame as the Zubok chapter is the study by Jasmine Ai-
maq, a Swedish scholar, which reflects many aspects of the multilevel-game ap­
proach. She traces the political considerations that helped shape the Soviet effort 
to weaken the Western alliance by courting the government of Charles de Gaulle 
from the late 1950s through the following decade, which in turn has an important 
impact on Soviet domestic politics. She thereby traces a circular relationship in 
the foreign-domestic nexus in a fashion that parallels the Jacobson study. Her 
analysis begins with Soviet leaders' appreciation of the gaps between French poli­
cies and those of other allies as displayed in the French rejection of the European 
Defense Community (EDC), gaps Moscow wished to exploit. However, she fol­
lows this by recalling the subsequent Soviet rocket rattling toward France and 
Britain during the Suez crisis, a policy that tended to drive the Western allies to­
gether. She links the latter, seemingly irrational, policy to a domestic political 
struggle among Stalin's heirs for legitimacy and effectiveness in the conduct of for­
eign policy, a struggle Khrushchev won by emphasizing the need for Soviet 
strength, particularly the military strength associated with nuclear weapons as op­
posed to counting on and exploiting divisions among the Western powers. 
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The subsequent effort to court de Gaulle stemmed in part, in her view, from 
Khrushchev's mounting domestic difficulties, particularly in trying to reform the 
economy. Emphasis on an active foreign policy resting on Soviet military strength 
now gave way to calls for putting greater resources into the consumer economy via 
cuts in defense spending. Politically, this could only be justified by citing an easing 
of the international situation and this was one of the attractive features of cultivat­
ing a relationship with France. 

Professor Keith Nelson (UC Irvine) takes up the American side of the Cold 
War again in a close examination of the domestic aspects of Nixon's pursuit of de­
tente. The question at hand is much like the one that animated the Morgan study: 
Were there opportunities to ease the Cold War in the 1970s that were lost for rea­
sons best understood within a two-level-/four-level-game framework? Nelson be­
gins by establishing the central foreign policy concern in the Nixon 
Administration as Vietnam, with detente with the Soviet Union and China seen 
by the president and Kissinger as the key to extracting America from the war. Such 
an approach required that any deals with Moscow and Beijing be linked to their 
help in ending the war. Their reluctance to provide that assistance made agree­
ments difficult to obtain. At the same time public feelings against the war and in 
favor of detente, the desire of various agencies to pursue detente agreements irre­
spective of any linkage to ending the war, and pressures on both levels against Nix­
on's efforts to sustain or escalate military pressure on North Vietnam steadily 
undermined this grand strategy. The administration also had to confront the urge 
for detente in Europe (a third political game), something that was particularly re­
flected in the emergence of West Germany's Ostpolitik. 

This background helps explain why, in important respects, the openings to 
Moscow and Beijing negotiated by Nixon and Kissinger were a reflection of the 
American government's weakness. Soon Nixon was seeking summit meetings as a 
way of deflecting domestic antiwar pressures and ensuring his reelection. With this 
in mind he significantly enlarged his win-set to promise the Soviet Union a loose-
fitting agreement on strategic arms control and a lucrative trade arrangement. In 
seeking a deal with China he chose to abandon Taiwan. In each case, this fit well 
with the other side's wishes. The resulting summits and agreements were dramatic, 
but when these electoral and other considerations subsided and Third World tur­
bulence resurfaced, support for the agreements in the nation, and support for de­
tente itself, proved to have shallow roots. Contributing to this were Nixon's (and 
Kissinger's) own conceptions of international politics as inherently conflictual 
and the Cold War as impossible to resolve, conceptions that placed limits on what 
detente could be expected to accomplish. In this fashion, according to Nelson, de­
tente was ambushed by a broad set of factors in the last years of Nixon's second 
term. 

Taking our volume into the waning years of the Cold War, Professor Egbert Jahn 
(University of Mannheim) shows how the fundamental attitudes that dated back 
to the 1920s and to Stalin, along with the main policies that flowed from them, 
were finally unraveled in the Gorbachev era. Jahn's analysis traces the way in 
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which, from a multilevel game perspective, the nature of Soviet foreign policy de­
cision making shifted during the Gorbachev years. Domestic ratification of a pol­
icy initiative or agreement in the Soviet era involved securing a consensus among 
the ruling oligarchs, men driven by personal desires for power and personal rela­
tionships as much or more than by the general imperatives of their worldview or by 
explicit pressures from domestic "interests," even though these could not be ig­
nored. Gorbachev came into office convinced that the foreign policy and interna­
tional burdens of the USSR were standing in the way of the reforms desperately 
needed to save the Soviet system and socialism. A transformed foreign policy 
would clear the way for domestic revival, while domestic reform would win friends 
and secure agreements abroad to make the new foreign policy a success. But under 
perestroika the players in the domestic game, and the range of views represented, 
grew enormously. Domestic ratification now became a major effort, what with the 
opposition from old elites in the Party and state machinery, together with pressure 
from radicals to carry reforms much further. And soon, with the "New Thinking" 
on foreign policy, the old ideological framework began to collapse. Gorbachev 
sought to command the middle of the political spectrum and retain dominance for 
the view that a reformed Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) should 
run a liberalized socialism in the USSR within a reformed, almost Wilsonian inter­
national system. But domestic policy failures, minority group separatism, and the 
collapse of the Eastern European regimes ran events well past what his perspective 
could encompass or his power could control. 

By 1991 this became a case of a leader losing control in foreign affairs not for 
lack of sufficient domestic and foreign support (Gorbachev had considerable suc­
cess in his foreign policy and received plaudits, for the most part, for it at home) but 
because the turmoil in the domestic system and the interplay between that system 
and the foreign influences that had poured in led the political system into out­
comes that outran his personal win-set. Indeed, the impact of the dissolution of the 
system at home on the Soviet position in Eastern Europe was far greater than he 
could handle. This reaffirms one of the themes of the book, the crucial nature of 
domestic politics and other domestic developments at many points in shaping 
Cold War foreign policies. 

Galia Golan (Hebrew University) carries the discussion of the Gorbachev pe­
riod and the last years of the Soviet Union into analysis of Soviet policies in the 
Middle East, particularly in its interactions with the West over Iraq's seizure of Ku­
wait in August 1990. Like Jahn, she emphasizes that Gorbachev's reforms called 
for shifts in policy at home and abroad, with each intended to reinforce the other 
and with each dependent on the benefits that would flow from a flourishing rela­
tionship with the West. She puts a bit more stress than Jahn on the complex exter­
nal limitations on Gorbachev's policymaking. She delineates, both in general 
terms and in the specific circumstances of the Gulf crisis, what he needed for suc­
cess or faced in the way of constraints from the international system, from relations 
with the United States, from the domestic system, and from intragovernmental 
politics inside the Soviet regime. The "new thinking" in foreign policy and the 
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need for Western support on other matters required condemning Iraq's action, but 
this opened the door for domestic critics of perestroika to attack Gorbachev not 
only for domestic failures but for abandoning fundamental Soviet interests as a 
great power. She traces the ways in which President Bush's appreciation for Gor­
bachev's dilemma led to several adjustments that allowed him to stand somewhat 
apart from, without abandoning, the anti-Iraq coalition. 

However, Gorbachev was soon squeezed between conservative pressures at 
home and the worsening situation in the Gulf, and there proved to be no effective 
way to reconcile the two. With little leverage over developments, Gorbachev was 
forced to accept an American decision for war, which demonstrated the collapse of 
Soviet influence, and this did nothing to ease the conflict with the conservatives 
over his policies. All this contributed to the 1991 coup against Gorbachev and the 
disintegration of the Soviet Union that was to follow. The Gulf crisis exacerbated 
the political contest at home first by offering conservative elements an additional 
opening for attacking the reformers and then by demonstrating that Gorbachev's 
efforts to build relations with the West could not be translated into the mainte­
nance of significant international influence. 

CONCLUSION 

The variety of perspectives in this volume coalesces around several common 
beliefs. The most basic is that we need a rigorous consideration of the interplay of 
domestic and foreign elements, factors, and negotiating games if we are to refine 
our understanding of the Cold War. The second is that we need to place consider­
able emphasis on domestic political elements in explaining Cold War policies. 
This means that we need sophisticated notions of the action-reaction dynamics 
that were involved, whether in arms racing, propaganda, economic assistance, po­
litical posturing, or other areas. We must continue to explore how each side often 
posed problems for the other—setting problems or challenges not just in direct re­
lations but also, and particularly, by inciting domestic political difficulties for the 
other superpower or within the other side's allied governments. We must continue 
to investigate the sources of positive initiatives to determine the extent to which 
they were driven primarily by less-than-obvious interests and concerns. 

A third contention is that the influence of allies on the superpowers and on the 
course of the Cold War should be taken very seriously. Notions that the superpow­
ers dominated everything and readily ignored the interests or inputs of their allies 
were common during the Cold War, but the richer understanding supplied by stud­
ies like these will set such views aside on a good many matters. 

The Cold War is and will remain, just like the events that led up to and consti­
tuted the two world wars, a vast laboratory for the development, testing, and re­
finement of interpretations of foreign policy-making, and a compelling focus of 
historical analysis—particularly on how that remarkable conflict could flourish for 
so long only to disappear so quickly. Apart from addressing the specific subjects of 
these chapters, we hope we offer some useful considerations bearing on how studies 
to come will have to be designed and directed. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Internal and External Factors in 

Soviet Foreign Relations during 
the 1920s 

Jon Jacobson 

INTRODUCTION 

This essay examines the internal and external factors behind the policies formu­
lated and conducted by the party/state elite of the Russian Federation and the So­
viet Union between the end of the Civil War in 1920 and the beginning of the First 
Five Year Plan in 1929. Domestically, this period is identified with the New Eco­
nomic Policy (NEP); in foreign relations these were the years of what has been 
called "the first cold war." The party/state elite referred to here was composed of 
the somewhat overlapping membership of the Politburo and the Executive Com­
mittee of the Comintern (ECCI), as well as of the Sovnarkom and the Collegium 
of the Commissariat of Foreign Affairs (NKID). With the Commissariat of Foreign 
Trade these bodies made up the foreign policy-forming institutions in the Russian, 
and later All-Union, Communist Party, the Soviet state, and the international 
Communist movement. The foreign-domestic nexus is examined in four loca­
tions—in the relationship between national security requirements and the im­
peratives of "proletarian inter-nationalism," in the relationship between the 
international situation after 1923 and the formation of a doctrine of socialist de­
velopment in Russia, in the relationship between foreign trade and the alternative 
strategies of industrialization propounded by the party/state leadership, and in the 
impact of the advent of Stalinism on foreign policy. 

Reference is made only occasionally to the two-level-game approach, largely 
because this chapter is not focused on efforts by the fledgling Soviet government to 
reach any extensive agreement with foreign powers. However, the discussion 
clearly demonstrates how, in the 1920s, Soviet leaders struggled to reconcile the 
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terms of possible agreements abroad with what was ideologically defensible and 
politically acceptable at home. It also traces the emergence of Stalin's distinctive 
approach to foreign relations, one that can be termed "the leader as hawk" in a 
two-level-game analysis. Stalin became preoccupied with economic autarky, mili­
tary preparedness, and national self-sufficiency, rejecting the concessions required 
for major agreements and true rapprochement with the capitalist states. His mo­
tives (in addition to his desire to defeat Trotsky, Bukharin, and other rivals) in­
cluded fear that the imperialists would, sooner or later, exploit any Soviet 
dependence that agreements had created, and the desire to use alleged machina­
tions of the imperialists against Soviet socialism to justify greater repression and 
political control at home. This sharply limited the Soviet win-set for agreements 
with other great powers and characterized Soviet foreign policy for decades there­
after. 

The theses put forth here include: (1) that efforts to sharpen social conflicts in 
Europe and nationalist conflicts in Asia, and thereby to promote the end of the im­
perialist dominated world order on which the security of socialism in Russia was 
presumed ultimately to depend, directly increased the isolation and insecurity of 
the Soviet state; (2) that the doctrine of socialist development adopted in 
1924-1926 ("socialism in one country") was premised on a particular estimate of 
the post-1923 international situation ("international capitalist stabilization") in 
which the conditions for the development of socialism in Russia could be facili­
tated through a "prolonged respite" achieved by Soviet diplomacy; and (3) that 
the way in which Russia acquired the means of production for development was 
determined by its foreign relations as well as through intraparty political struggle. 
Soviet Russia's integration into the world economy or isolation from it mandated 
one or another strategy of socialist industrialization. It also determined whether 
the regime would be susceptible to the pressures of international opinion and to in­
ternational democratic and humanistic norms. 

A fourth thesis of the chapter is that the rhetoric of the "third period" ("a new 
era of wars and revolutions") that developed within the Comintern at the time of 
the USSR's "great turn" into the administrative-command economy in 
1928-1929 was not consistent with the pursuit of "peaceful coexistence" that 
emerged at the same time. This contradiction is explicable primarily in terms of 
the requisites of the First Five Year Plan that included (a) gaining foreign technol­
ogy, (b) maintaining social cohesion and national integration, and (c) sustaining 
deterrence against foreign interference. 

NATIONAL SECURITY A N D INTERNATIONAL 
REVOLUTION: THE PROBLEM OF "THE DUAL POLICY , , 

Soviet foreign relations were founded on twin principles. One was that the 
revolution that began in Russia in 1917 could be continued by forming an interna­
tional Communist movement and aligning it with mass-based, noninsurrection-
ary proletarian organizations in Europe and with nationalist and anticolonial 
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movements in Asia. The other was that the survival of the new Socialist Republics 
depended on protecting them against further intervention by foreign powers and 
on reconstructing and industrializing the Russian economy. To achieve the latter 
objectives, Soviet foreign policy sought to obtain up-to-date technology from the 
advanced industrial countries, construct zones of protection around the USSR 
composed of stable and independent states, and find a regular place for Soviet Rus­
sia within the capitalist international system. Thus those who made the October 
Revolution now sought conventional commercial and diplomatic relations with 
the capitalist governments of Europe and the authoritarian modernizers of Asia, 
none of which were at all sympathetic to the international Communist move­
ment. 

To achieve these ends, the Bolsheviks developed not one but two foreign poli­
cies. With one, they coordinated and assisted the efforts of national Communist 
parties in Europe and Asia that stood in revolutionary opposition to the metropoli­
tan and colonial governments of the imperialists. With the other, they sought con­
ventional diplomatic and commercial relations with those same governments. 
The international conditions for the latter were generally referred to as "peaceful 
coexistence;" those favoring the former were subsequently termed "the world 
revolutionary process." To those who made the October Revolution, both seemed 
essential.1 World revolution was the means by which the regime would reproduce 
itself; "peaceful coexistence" would allow the regime to survive as it did. By 1921 
the Bolsheviks were committed to both, and they could renounce neither. 

Consequently, while the NKID announced that socialism and capitalism could 
exist side by side in mutual benefit, Comintern manifestoes proclaimed a coming 
civil war in Europe and the end of capitalism there. Such contradictory statements 
created difficulties both for the conduct of Soviet diplomacy and for international­
izing the October 1917 revolution. How could the governments of Europe and 
America feel confident about the reliability of diplomatic relations with Soviet 
Russia knowing that the ruling party affirmed the doom of the present system of in­
ternational relations? On the other hand, how could Communist party members 
in Russia and in Europe maintain faith in the coming socialist revolution when the 
Bolsheviks reinforced capitalism with offers of industrial concessions, access to 
natural resources, and even payments on prewar Tsarist debts? 

This has been termed "the dual policy." Justifiably characterized as the most 
fundamental contradiction in early Soviet foreign relations, two rather different 
explanations for it have been offered. During the most intense period of the Cold 
War, some scholars contended that the revolutionary drive of the Communist In­
ternational was the central intention of Soviet foreign relations and that diplo­
macy and foreign trade were a facade behind which the USSR retreated 
temporarily at a time of vulnerability and weakness. But subsequent scholarship 
has emphasized Lenin's realism and pragmatism and depicted the survival and se­
curity of the revolutionary regime in Russia as the goals to which all forms of Soviet 
foreign relations were subject.2 The common element in these two interpretations 
is the suggestion that the pursuit of revolution on the one hand and security on the 
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other were integrated in early Soviet foreign relations and that this was achieved 
by prioritizing one or the other. 

How much integration was there? Lenin himself did not regard the security of 
the Soviet state and the advance of international proletarian revolution to be con­
tradictory. Speaking and writing in the three years after the end of the Civil War in 
late 1920, he articulated a concept of foreign relations with the capitalist powers in 
which security and revolution interacted dialectically. Without crediting him 
with a complete and coherent strategy of foreign relations, analysis of his state­
ments on international relations uncovers the outlines of a foreign policy concept 
by which the class struggle would be advanced under conditions of "peaceful coex­
istence." Lenin suggested, for example, that assistance on the part of the proletar­
iat of the major capitalist states (along with the ability of Soviet diplomacy to 
exploit contradictions among imperialist states) had prevented the success of al­
lied intervention during the Russian Civil War, despite the vastly greater military 
potential of the intervening countries. "The massive sympathy of the working peo­
ple all over the world," Lenin affirmed in December 1921, was "the decisive reason 
for the complete failure of all the attacks directed against us."3 This success could 
be duplicated again if aggression by the imperialist states could be checked by ex­
ploiting diplomatically contradictions among them and if European workers could 
prevent their governments from launching a second war of intervention or from 
imposing another economic blockade on Russia. A Soviet state secured and de­
fended in this manner, with access to industrial technology from America and 
Europe, would restore and develop the Russian economy. With the economy re­
constructed, this "dictatorship of the proletariat" could be consolidated in Russia, 
and the example of successful socialism would encourage and inspire the workers 
of Europe to duplicate the Soviet experiment. The Soviets would in turn aid the 
newly victorious proletarian states "and protect them from strangulation by 
American capital," as Lenin phrased it.4 Thus, in what might be termed "the for­
eign relations of late Leninism,"5 international proletarian revolution and Soviet 
national security were not incompatible—theoretically. 

In practice, the parties of the Communist International were informed in reso­
lutions adopted by Comintern and Russian Communist Party (RCP) congresses 
that there was no distinction between the interests of Soviet Russia and those of 
the European working class. Indeed, the purposes of international proletarian 
revolution were formally subordinated to the imperatives of Soviet national secu­
rity and economic reconstruction in June-July 1921 when the Third Congress of 
the Communist International resolved: 

The unconditional support of Soviet Russia remains as before the cardinal duty of Commu­
nists in all countries. Not only must they vigorously oppose any attack on Soviet Russia, but 
they must fight energetically to clear away all the obstacles that the capitalist states place in 
the way of Soviet Russian trade on the world market and with other nations.6 
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This notion—that foreign Communist parties existed to protect Soviet Rus­
sia—was sustained for decades both as a central tenet of proletarian international­
ism and of Soviet foreign relations. 

Meanwhile, governments that entered into recognition treaties and trade 
agreements with Soviet Russia were assured that the Soviet government would not 
interfere in their domestic affairs, and when those governments subsequently pro­
tested against the propaganda and the subversive activities supported by the Com­
munist International, they were informed that the Soviet government and the 
Comintern were separate organizations. 

In actuality, the dialectic of "world revolution" and "peaceful coexistence" was 
clumsy, both in Lenin's era and after. At times, pursuing normal relations with the 
capitalist powers and preparing the proletariat of Europe and the oppressed of Asia 
for revolution complemented one another. But for the most part, attempts to 
sharpen social conflicts in Europe and nationalist conflicts in Asia in an effort to 
the promote the "proletarian internationalism" on which the national security of 
the Soviet Union was presumed to depend actually increased the immediate inse­
curity of the Soviet state. 

The examples are many. The series of trade and recognition agreements negoti­
ated by the Foreign Affairs Commissariat beginning in 1921 necessarily restricted 
the dissemination of revolutionary propaganda. Boshevik rhetorical commitment 
to global revolution posed a formidable obstacle for Soviet diplomacy to overcome 
in its attempt to establish economic and diplomatic relations with Europe and 
America. Trade and loan agreements with those countries presupposed a stable 
and prosperous system of states ready to transfer technology, grant credits, and 
make loans; however, internationalizing the October Revolution in Europe di­
rectly threatened what Comintern theses termed "international capitalist stabili­
zation." 

In Asia, Comintern strategy vested the Nationalist Revolution in China with 
momentous expectations. However, the ideological encouragement, the political 
advice, and the military assistance given to the Nationalist Revolution in China in 
1923 to 1927 along with the financial aid given to the General Strike in England 
in 1926 was rendered at the expense of diplomatic and commercial relations with 
Great Britain, which severed both in 1927, only three years after recognizing the 
Soviet government. This was significant not only because Britain was the major 
foreign power in China but because it was the state from which most other govern­
ments took their lead in relations with the USSR. It was also important because it 
provoked Russia's most severe foreign relations crisis between the end of the Civil 
War and the German invasion of 1941—the war scare of 1927 with Britain. 

The strategy for revolution in Europe articulated in Comintern theses and reso­
lutions was designed to increase contradictions among the capitalist powers by 
supporting Germany in opposition to the victors of the World War, and to sharpen 
class antagonism by encouraging proletarian revolutionary opposition to the bour­
geoisie both in the Allied Powers and Germany. Hence, Comintern rhetoric con­
demned the Treaty of Versailles as the instrument by which the German working 
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class was exploited and the German people were oppressed. This effort to promote 
Soviet solidarity with the German proletariat in opposition to the reparations-
collecting European bourgeoisie indirectly encouraged revanchist and nationalist 
forces in Germany, diminished the prospects for international stability in Europe, 
and put Russian national security at risk. Eventually it ruined the efforts of Soviet 
diplomacy to establish a security system in the years between the two world wars. 

At the same time, Comintern strategists failed to recognize and grasp the op­
portunity for strategic, as opposed to tactical, "united front" collaboration with the 
forces of social democracy in Europe against the threat posed by Fascism. Instead, 
from 1924 to 1934 Comintern spokesmen from Radek, Trotsky, and Zinoviev to 
Stalin and Bukharin attacked both under the heading of "social-fascism".7 Again, 
the effect was to undermine the political forces most favorable to the stability in 
Europe, essential both to the security of Russia and its construction of socialism. 

Because Comintern-coordinated revolutionary activities created difficulties 
for the NKID, Foreign Minister Georgii Chicherin repeatedly petitioned the CP 
Politburo to disjoin the two levels of Soviet foreign affairs and to separate the ac­
tivities, personnel, instruments, and policies of the Comintern from the Soviet 
government. He first did this at the start of the NKID's efforts at detente with 
Europe and America in 1921, and he continued this until the eve of his retirement 
in 1930. Lenin supported him by insisting in 1921 that the Politburo adopt an offi­
cial ban on foreign policy statements by party leaders unless they had Chicherin's 
prior consent. Indeed, Lenin himself ceased to couple the policies of the govern­
ment and the Comintern in his public speeches and directed that Soviet diplo­
matic representatives not engage in propaganda and agitation: "We have the 
Comintern for such purposes." Trotsky, however, was openly derisive of such prin­
ciples on several occasions, including the Fourth Comintern Congress in 1922.8 

As it was, Politburo members sat on the Comintern Executive Committee; leading 
diplomats had Comintern connections; some Soviet embassies housed Comintern 
emissaries—all of which undermined the credibility of the campaign for "peaceful 
coexistence." While the Foreign Commissariat announced that socialism and 
capitalism could exist side by side in mutual benefit, Comintern manifestoes pro­
claimed the violent demise of capitalism and the inevitability of proletarian revo­
lution. 

Comintern rhetoric troubled Soviet diplomacy not only in relations with the 
victorious Allies but with "defeated and oppressed" nations. Soviet foreign rela­
tions under Chicherin's leadership were based on favorable ties with Weimar Ger­
many and Kemalist Turkey. These states were the anchors of his foreign policy in 
Europe and Asia respectively, and good relations with them was the major 
achievement of his career. He was therefore particularly sensitive to damage 
caused by the Comintern to diplomatic relations with either country. Following a 
series of statements in 1926 and 1927 by Nikolai Bukharin, at that time the leader 
of the Comintern, Chicherin wrote to him directly: "Would you please stop equat­
ing Chiang Kai-shek with Kemalism. This is absolutely ridiculous and spoils our re-
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lationship with Turkey. Isn't spoiling our relationship with Germany enough for 
you?. . . Now you are definitely spoiling our relations with Turkey!"9 

In the end, internationalizing the October Revolution while normalizing rela­
tions with European capitalists and Asian nationalists was no simple task. The two 
efforts complicated each other. No way was found both to participate in and to 
overthrow capitalist international relations. Nor, despite Chicherin's efforts to do 
so, were the two projects separated from each other within Soviet foreign rela­
tions, either institutionally or rhetorically. 

Recalling the two-level-game perspective, we see that the steps needed to fully 
normalize Soviet relations with the other great powers carried a stiff price tag—in 
terms of abandoning revolutionary activities—that made them unacceptable in 
domestic (regime) politics. As a result the win-sets of the Western powers and the 
Soviet Union did not overlap sufficiently to make real bargaining possible. As 
Chicherin repeatedly discovered, the agreements he sought could not be ratified 
domestically. He himself had little leverage or political resources in the main cen­
ters of power for trying to adjust the domestic win-set, and he could enlist the aid of 
powerful domestic figures only intermittently. As the next sections demonstrate, 
the source of the problem of a very narrow win-set for such agreements lay in the 
internal battle over power and in political/ideological struggles over how to de­
velop the country. 

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS A N D THE DOCTRINE OF 
SOCIALIST DEVELOPMENT 

The central theme of the doctrine of "socialism in one country" was that social­
ism could be constructed in the Soviet Union alone—in the absence of proletarian 
revolution in Europe, and on the basis of the social circumstances and economic 
resources of the USSR. Russia had, after all, achieved and consolidated proletarian 
power without the assistance of revolution in Europe. A secondary proposition was 
that although it was possible to construct socialism in the USSR independently, 
there would be no "complete victory" for socialism, and no guaranteed security for 
the revolution in Russia, until the threat of imperialist interference and interven­
tion was banished by proletarian revolution in several European countries. Thus 
while "socialism in one country" apparently deprioritized international revolution 
and asserted the primacy of Soviet internal development, revolutionary interna­
tionalism was not ideologically renounced. It remained an integral feature of the 
Bolshevik theory of global history. 

The doctrine of "socialism in one country" was implicit in elements of Bukhar­
a ' s thought as early as November 1923, at the time of the failure of "the German 
October"—the second abortive Communist revolution in Germany within a two 
and one-half year period. Stalin first enunciated the idea formally in December 

1924. Bukharin began to address the question publicly and explicitly in April 
1925. Resolutions of the Fourteenth Party Congress the following December 
adopted the doctrine as the central principle of socialist construction. It was Buk-
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harin who worked "socialism in one country" into a proto-program for the mod­
ernization, industrialization, and socialization of Soviet Russia, and who 
developed the theoretical basis for it. Stalin popularized the idea by proclaiming it 
in his speeches and writings during the two years extending from late 1924 to late 
1926. Thereby he gained the political benefit that accrued from acceptance of the 
doctrine among the party rank and file. Together they utilized it to inflict a decisive 
political defeat not only on Trotsky but on Stalin's erstwhile partners in the post-
Lenin triumvirate, Lev Kamenev and Grigorii Zinoviev.10 

While in prison in 1906 for his activities during the 1905 Revolution, Trotsky 
had put forth the idea of "permanent revolution": 

Without the direct state support of the European proletariat, the working class of Russia 
cannot remain in power and convert its temporary domination into a lasting socialist dicta­
torship. Of this there cannot for one moment be any doubt.11 

Twenty years later Stalin, Kamenev, and Zinoviev perverted the meaning of "per­
manent revolution" by attributing to Trotsky three suppositions—that Russia was 
too backward to achieve socialism on its own, that genuine socialism could not be 
constructed in Russia until European proletarian revolution occureed, and that the 
USSR could not survive without the support of revolution in Europe. Trotsky, they 
maintained, had lost confidence in the Russian Revolution, and thereby they cre­
ated "the myth of Trotskyism".12 As of 1924-25, Trotsky no longer held those posi­
tions if he ever had (although he would reassert the doctrine of "permanent 
revolution" in 1929). Indeed, he maintained that the idea of "permanent revolu­
tion" was of strictly antiquarian significance and without present relevance. 
Moreover, he made no reply to "socialism in one country" until late 1926, after the 
political battle was decided and he was about to be removed from the Politburo and 
Central Committee. What opposition there was to "socialism in one country" in 
1925 came from Zinoviev and Kamenev.13 

"Socialism in one country" was a significant ideological innovation. Before 
1924-1926 the transition from capitalism to socialism had been linked in 
Marxism-Leninism to transnational proletarian revolution, the result of a single 
process during one historical period lasting, the Bolsheviks thought at first, for 
weeks, then for months, and then perhaps for years. This was Lenin's original vi­
sion of "world revolution," and it was this conception rather than "permanent 
revolution" against which Stalin was really polemicizing in 1924-1926, although 
he obviously could not say so and still pose as "the best Leninist" among Lenin's 
successors.14 

In contrast to the original Leninist vision, "socialism in one country" formu­
lated the proposition that socialism could be achieved independently in separate 
nations at different times, that Soviet Russia could survive indefinitely in a world 
composed of nations as well as of classes, and that socialism's complete victory 
would be guaranteed only when revolution in one or more imperialist powers ren­
dered capitalist interference with socialist construction in Russia impossible. 
Thus, the achievement of socialism became a national occurrence and its survival 
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and ultimate triumph a matter of relations among states. It has aptly been termed 
"a theory of international relations par excellence"15 

Indeed, the doctrine was accompanied by a thorough consideration of the ma­
trix of foreign relations in which the Soviet experiment was set. In the mid-1920s 
that matrix began to be characterized both within the Comintern and the RCP as 
"the international stabilization of capitalism." This was no mere catchphrase. 
Rather it integrated ideologically the concept of foreign relations and the concepts 
of socialist construction and economic development adopted by the Central Com­
mittee majority in 1924-1926. It also had some basis in reality. Beginning in late 
1924—within months after the diplomatic recognition of Moscow initiated the 
previous February by Rome and London—Soviet foreign policy sustained several 
serious reversals. First, Gustav Stresemann and the German Foreign Ministry engi­
neered a rapprochement with Britain and France that undermined the "special" 
Soviet-German relationship symbolized by the Treaty of Rapallo (1922). Second, 
the Conservative government of Stanley Baldwin and Austen Chamberlain re­
nounced the Anglo-Soviet Draft Treaty negotiated by their Labour predecessors 
and refused to discuss measures to improve or repair relations with Moscow. Third, 
as part of a reestablished Anglo-French entente in 1924, the British and French 
agreed to coordinate their policies toward the USSR. In effect, Germany, Britain, 
and France put relations with the USSR on hold while they resolved their differ­
ences and concluded agreements regulating reparations, war debts, trade, and se­
curity. It was in this context that the debates on the future of socialist construction 
and economic development took place in Moscow. 

Stalin and Bukharin were impressed by the reversals of 1924: the fall of the La­
bour government, the rejection of the Anglo-Soviet Draft Treaty, the formulation 
of the Dawes Plan, the intervention of American capital in Europe, and the move­
ment of Germany toward what Stalin called "the capitalist camp."16 In these 
events they saw a decisive turning point in the international situation, one that 
would influence an entire phase of history. Bukharin first proclaimed—in June 
1924—that a new stabilization in the history of capitalism was beginning, a notion 
he then vigorously defended in theoretical debates. Stalin explained the interna­
tional situation to the party membership in a series of articles, interviews, 
speeches, and reports beginning in September 1924 and culminating in December 
1925 with his Political Report of the Central Committee to the Fourteenth Party 
Congress.17 

The conception of world politics held by the Central Committee led by Stalin 
and Bukharin began with the proposition that "world revolution" was not an event 
but a lengthy process. The "epoch of world revolution" begun in Russia in 1905 
comprised "a whole strategic period, which will last for a number of years, perhaps 
even a number of decades." An equilibrium resulting from the ebbing of the revo­
lutionary tide and the recovery of capitalism was now the characteristic feature of 
the international situation. The imperialist system had "succeeded in extricating 
itself from the quagmire of the postwar crisis" and had achieved a "partial" and 
"temporary" stabilization. The Soviet system had stabilized as well. The economy 



10 Re-Viewing the Cold War 

was growing; socialism was under construction; the exploited of Europe and the 
oppressed of Asia were rallying around the USSR. The result was "a certain tempo­
rary equilibrium between these two stabilizations." Although its duration could 
not be predicted, "there is no doubt," Stalin stated, that "it will be a long one." In 
1918, Lenin thought the end of the war with Germany would be followed by a 
short "peace break;" after the Civil War he predicted a lengthier truce; in 
1924-1925 Stalin announced "a whole period of respite." What had begun in 
1920-1921 as a tenuous breathing space, Stalin told the Fourteenth Party Con­
gress, "has turned into a whole period of so-called peaceful coexistence of the 
USSR with the capitalist states."18 

The data for this analysis was collected from current events: With the failure of 
revolution in Germany in November 1923, "the period of revolutionary upsurge" 
had come to an end. A "new situation" existed in which Communist parties would 
have to find their bearings.19 The stabilization of capitalism, although temporary 
and partial, was now definite. Postwar inflation had ended and curcencies had sta­
bilized. Agricultural and industrial production was increasing and international 
trade was expanding; all were approaching prewar levels. This financial-economic 
stabilization had been achieved "mainly with the aid of American capital, and at 
the price of the financial subordination of Western Europe to America."20 Ger­
many—once the locus of revolutionary upsurge in Europe—had been, Stalin said, 
"Dawesified" into an appendage of Anglo-American capital. The British, the 
Americans, and the French had reached agreement regarding "the scale on which 
[Germany] was to be robbed," and the United States had moved to the verge of fi­
nancial hegemony in the capitalist world.21 Simultaneously, the British, Ameri­
cans, and Japanese had struck a deal over China (the Washington treaties of 
1922), and the imperialists had promised to respect each other's colonial posses­
sions. And there was one more arrangement in the works. "The stabilization of 
capitalism," Stalin forecast, "may find expression in an attempt on the part of the 
imperialist groups of the advanced countries to strike a deal concerning the forma­
tion of a united front against the Soviet Union."22 

However, "the process of capitalism's 'recovery' containfed] within itself the 
germs of its inherent weakness and disintegration," according to the dialectic Sta­
lin elucidated in 1925.23 Stabilization had not settled the issues over which the 
First World War had been fought. The imperialists still struggled over markets. 
Anti-imperialist national liberation movements were "growing step by step" and 
"beginning in some places to assume the form of open war against imperialism 
(Morocco, Syria, China)."24 And while "the capitalist world [was] being corroded 
by a whole series of internal contradictions,. . . the world of socialism [was] becom­
ing more and more closely welded, more united." Soviet industry had revived and 
would continue to develop, giving the USSR's proletariat "a new way of life" and 
leading the workers of Europe to demand workers' states of their own. At the same 
time, the working class of Europe had come to regard the Soviet state "as its own 
child," Stalin asserted, and "having adopted our state . . . is ready to defend it and 
fight for it" against imperialism and its interventionist machinations.25 
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In predicting the eventual demise of capitalist stabilization, the Stalin-
Bukharin duumvirate counted heavily on the Dawes reparation agreement desta­
bilizing the Weimar Republic. Their hypothesis was that German workers would 
be required to bear the costs of reparations to France, Britain, and Belgium in addi­
tion to what was normally extracted from them by the German bourgeoisie, a 
"double yoke" of exploitation. "To think t h a t . . . the German proletariat will con­
sent to bear this double yoke without making repeated serious attempts at a revolu­
tionary upheaval means believing in miracles." The Dawes Plan must inevitably 
lead to a revolution in Germany. As a result, the British, French, and Italian gov­
ernments would have to increase taxes to make war debt payments to the United 
States, meaning that "the material conditions of the working people in Europe . . . 
will certainly deteriorate and the [European] working class will inevitably become 
revolutionized."26 

Such conflicts were being covered over by what Stalin called a facade of "false 
and mendacious bourgeois-democratic pacifism." When the London Conference 
adopted the Dawes Plan in 1924, Prime Ministers Ramsay MacDonald of England 
and Eduard Herriot of France had envisaged a future of peaceful collaboration, rec­
onciliation with Germany, and normalization of relations with the USSR. Stalin 
maintained that this camouflaged not only the contradictions among the victors 
of the World War, but also "the intense antagonism between Germany and the en­
tente" and "the deadly enmity of the bourgeois states" toward the Soviet Union.27 

When the Locarno agreements regarding Germany's western frontier were con­
cluded in October 1925, there was additional rhetoric from London and Paris laud­
ing a "a new spirit" of international cooperation and peace. Stalin contended that 
international relations were now recapitulating the pre-1914 era. Like the treaties, 
agreements, and conferences that preceded the World War, Locarno was "an ex­
ample of the matchless hypocrisy of bourgeois diplomacy, when by shouting and 
singing about peace [bourgeois statesmen] try to cover up preparations for a new 
war." "If the Dawes Plan is fraught with a revolution in Germany," Stalin main­
tained, "Locarno is fraught with a new war in Europe."28 

Such was the concept of Soviet foreign relations and of world politics formu­
lated by the Stalin-Bukharin duumvirate. It was linked closely to the doctrine of 
"socialism in one country" and was adopted by the Party Congress in December 
1925 alongside that doctrine. This was of considerable significance for the history 
of post-revolutionary Russia. 

The truth was that the Dawes Plan and Locarno Treaties called into question 
the fundamental precepts of Leninist foreign relations as formulated in 
1920-1921: that the German problem was insoluble, that postwar crisis would 
bring proletarian insurrection to Europe, and, most of all, that interimperialist 
conflict was inevitable and could be counted on to protect the Soviet Union from 
a united anti-Soviet coalition. Reconciliation between Germany and the entente 
and the increasing stabilization of international relations made imperative a com­
prehensive and agonizing reappraisal of Soviet security policy. 
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Evidently, such a reappraisal took place both in the ECCI and in the NKID.29 

Nevertheless, doctrinally the party continued to assert Lenin's belief that antago­
nisms among the imperialist powers would benefit Soviet interests. Thus in speak­
ing to the Moscow Party Organization Stalin counted "the struggle, conflicts, and 
wars between our enemies," as one of the three available "allies of Soviet power," 
the other two being the proletariat of the advanced capitalist societies and the op­
pressed colonial peoples.30 This not only reaffirmed Lenin's belief that interimpe­
rialist conflict would protect the USSR, but raised relations among nations to the 
level of class conflict as a factor in deciding the contest between socialism and 
capitalism. 

From these principles and the new situation the Stalin-Bukharin duumvirate 
derived the prognostication for the future that was then adopted by the Fourteenth 
Party Congress (December 1925). Both by diplomacy and through the activities of 
foreign Communist parties, it stated, the war-prone tendencies of the imperialists 
could be moderated and "peaceful coexistence" extended. This prolonged respite 
constituted an opportunity to construct an independent industrial economy. The 
notion that the imperialist powers posed a threat to the USSR was not discarded, 
however, and that threat, the resolution concluded, made imperative the creation 
of a modern military establishment.31 

In the campaign to build up Soviet defenses, Stalin played a central role. Al­
though he informed the Party Congress that the international situation was in a 
stable equilibrium, he had told a closed session of the Central Committee the pre­
vious January that "a radical change in the international situation has begun 
lately." On at least three occasions during the relatively tranquil 1925, he stated 
that the international situation resembled the one prior to the outbreak of the 
great imperialist war in 1914, with developing anticolonial movements and great 
power rivalries. There was another crisis in Morocco; the powers of Europe were 
again contesting for control of North Africa and the Balkans; a renewed postwar 
arms race was underway; the French were building a large air force; and the British, 
Americans, and Japanese were competing in naval power in the Pacific. "The con­
flict of interests among the victor countries is growing and becoming more in­
tense," he argued; "collision among them is becoming inevitable, and in 
anticipation of a new war, they are arming with might and main." Differing notably 
from the "line" adopted by the party as a whole, Stalin maintained that a second 
imperialist war would break out "not tomorrow or the day after, of course, but in a 
few years time."32 

And the USSR, Stalin contended, must prepare by building up its armed forces. 
Military preparedness was a national priority because, in his mind, war was inevita­
ble and imminent. He distinguished between imperialist and interventionist wars, 
just as Lenin had done in 1916. He viewed both as inevitable and both as threats to 
the USSR. The central concern that he voiced was that conflict within the capi­
talist camp would develop into an anti-Soviet war as the imperialists, either as a 
prelude to or a consequence of war with each other, attempted to thwart the inter­
national socialist revolution. Because Stalin believed that war among the imperi-



Internal and External Factors in Soviet Relations 13 

alists would be accompanied by intervention against the USSR, the threat to 
Russia was close at hand. 

Thus, as Stalin emerged as spokesman for the party's conception of foreign rela­
tions, and as a member of the duumvirate, he carried a distinctive set of opinions 
about the international situation. Despite "temporary stabilization" capitalism was 
"ridiculously unstable," and a second imperialist war was inevitable and imminent. 
Moreover, the approach of that war would "intensify the internal, revolutionary 
crisis both in the East and the West," bringing revolution to Germany and upris­
ings to the colonies of the European powers. That revolutionary surge "is bound to 
turn the ruling strata of the Great Powers against us." Threatened with global revo­
lution, they would attack its source. "The danger of intervention," Stalin con­
cluded, "is again becoming real."33 

Stalin's personal version of the international situation made significant inroads 
into the collective opinion of the Soviet elite. In May 1925 resolutions of the 
Third Soviet Congress noted: "The capitalist states are making preparations for 
new conflicts and new wars," preparations accompanied by "a hostile encirclem­
ent of our Union that takes the form of an entire system of military conferences, 
agreements, and support for the measures taken by different governments against 
the USSR." The Fourteenth Party Congress in December partially incorporated 
Stalin's perspective into resolutions it adopted that assailed the "blocks of capital­
ist states under Anglo-American hegemony [that are generating] the frenzied 
growth of armaments and therefore . . . the danger of new wars, including the dan­
ger of intervention." Both assemblies stressed the need for the USSR "to guard its 
frontiers from possible attack," to strengthen the country's defense capabilities, 
and "to intensify the power of the Red Army and the Red Navy and the Air 
Force."34 

FOREIGN TRADE A N D STRATEGIES OF 
INDUSTRIALIZATION 

During the period that "socialism in one country" was introduced and adopted, 
what has been termed the "industrialization debate" was being conducted within 
the party/state elite. Contrary to some views, that debate was not a retreat from the 
international scene following upon the disappointing results of the attempts to ex­
port revolution in 1917-1923. Actually, the debate over industrialization was 
closely linked to foreign policy considerations, in particular to a woreisome con­
ception of a world divided into two camps. As the camps stabilized, it was sug­
gested, the contradictions between them would grow stronger and lead to new 
wars, both interimperialist and interventionist, preceded by efforts on the part of 
capitalist Europe to impose diplomatic isolation and economic blockade on the 
USSR. This scenario formed the basis for the conclusion that the Soviet Union 
must achieve economic independence from the capitalist states. 

Bukharin was convinced that the capital required for economic development 
and socialist construction would not be coming from Europe. The collapse of the 
"German October" insurrection of 1923 made clear to him that the USSR could 
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not count on a Communist Germany to be its technological and industrial pro­
vider. Nor, he realized, after the failure of the Genoa Conference (1922) and the 
Anglo-Soviet Conference (1924) to resolve the issue of Russian debts, could Mos­
cow expect to receive large-scale loans from European banks. Subsequently, Buk­
harin hoped that the grain surplus held by prospering farmers might be sold abroad 
to finance imports of industrial equipment. However, the difficulties encountered 
by the government in procuring that surplus after the harvest of 1925 convinced 
him that the Soviet economy must not be dependent on an international market 
controlled by the bourgeoisie. He concluded that the capital for development 
could only be amassed from the increasing profitability of state industry, from a 
progressive income tax on entrepreneurs prospering under NEP, and from the vol­
untary savings deposits of the peasantry. These sources would not provide the nec­
essary sums very soon, however, and Bukharin's protoprogram for socialist 
development included no real solution to the problem of capital accumulation. It 
was not a critical issue for him. Vast amounts of capital were unnecessary, he be­
lieved, because existing machinery could be used more intensively, enabling in­
dustrial socialism to develop in the USSR without substantial investment— 
slowly, gradually and "at a snail's pace," he stated in December 1925. Bukharin's 
contribution to the debate, therefore, was to transform the New Economic Policy 
that Lenin had introduced in 1921 (to partially integrate Russia into the capitalist 
system) by identifying it with building socialism slowly in isolation.35 

Stalin, too, seems to have given little thought to how industrialization would be 
financed. During 1924-1925, when he first proclaimed that socialism could be 
constructed in Russia separately, he apparently believed that the funds simply 
could be borrowed from the state treasury. Of greatest importance, he thought, was 
the international political situation. Economic dependence on Europe must be 
avoided, primarily because it would lead "to a whole series of new dangers," in the 
phrase of the Fourteenth Party Congress or, in Stalin's words, make the USSR 
"vulnerable to blows from the side of our enemies."36 The immediate challenge, he 
thought, was the Dawes Plan. Western observers from John Maynard Keynes to 
Stanley Baldwin had suggested that the best solution to postwar indebtedness 
would be for Germany to create the favorable balance of payments necessary to 
fund reparations to France and Britain by selling manufactured goods in the USSR 
in exchange for agricultural commodities and raw materials. Stalin objected 
strongly to such proposals, which were intended, he maintained, to "squeeze 
money out of the Russian market for the benefit of Europe." As he put it, "We have 
no desire to be converted into an agrarian country for the benefit of any other 
country whatsoever, including Germany."37 

Stalin's own program for industrialization included a strong rhetorical com­
mittment to economic independence, which to him included the notion that Rus­
sia would produce the various means of production rather than acquire them from 
abroad. The Soviet Union must be converted, he stated, "from a country that im­
ports machines and equipment into a country that produces machines and equip­
ment In this manner the U S S R . . . will become a self-sufficient economic unit 



Internal and External Factors in Soviet Relations 15 

building socialism."38 This contrasted sharply with the integrationist consensus 
that had formed in 1920-1921 under Lenin's auspices and had guided economic 
development and foreign policy since then. Moreover, it is significant that, in 
Stalin's concept of economic development, independence was not just the goal but 
the basis of industrialization. It was not just the way the USSR would become inde­
pendent of capitalism; the USSR had to be independent to industrialize. Both the 
capital and the technology for industrialization could, should, and would come 
from Russia's own resources. Otherwise, the capitalist states would stifle or inter­
rupt Soviet industrialization through the imposition of blockades. Autarky was the 
means as well as the end of economic development for Stalin. 

The alternative was formulated by Trotsky, who of all the leading Bolsheviks, 
Richard B. Day has argued, examined the difficult and complex issues of industri­
alization most realistically.39 After his dismissal as Commissar for Military and Na­
val Affairs in January 1925, Trotsky served on the Supreme Council of National 
Economy (Vesenkha) and as chairman of the Principal Concessions Committee, 
from which he observed firsthand the many problems of planning and managing 
the weak and undeveloped industrial sector. During the most intense period of the 
industrialization debate, Trotsky identified low labor productivity—rather than 
the threat of dependence on the capitalist camp—as the most critical problem of 
Soviet economic development. The solution, he decided, was to encourage for­
eign trade and capital imports, to transfer the advanced technology of America 
and Europe to the USSR, and to achieve thereby a rapid tempo of industrialization 
and a high level of industrial productivity. Bukharin's industrialization "at a snail's 
pace" simply perpetuated the misery of the masses. And Stalin's approach, based 
on Russia's indigenous engineering and metallurgy, would simply bind the USSR 
to a primitive technology, require an industrialization period of many years, and re­
sult in low-quality products. Importing the most sophisticated and expensive tech­
nology, on the other hand, would catapult the USSR into the future and create the 
basis for true economic independence. For these reasons, Trotsky argued, the So­
viet Union could not isolate itself from the global economy. Industrialization re­
quired not a reduction but an increase in relations with the outside world and a 
temporary increase in dependence on the world market. 

Accordingly Trotsky was in 1925-1926 the leading exponent in the party lead­
ership of integration into the world economy and political accommodation with 
Europe and America. Russia, he noted, lacked not only advanced technology but 
also capital. It needed foreign concessions to develop its resources and foreign 
credits to purchase machinery. He announced this in a Pravda article in June 1925, 
and in August he told the British representative in Moscow of the terrible state of 
Soviet technology, stressed the crucial importance of machine building, and in­
formed him that unless the British stopped insisting on cash-and-carry, they would 
lose out, in machine sales, to the United States.40 Trotsky did not hesitate to follow 
the implications for diplomacy of his development strategy. He supported the 
debt/loan negotiations that opened with France in February 1926, seeing prospects 
for credits three times the size of what Vesenkha expected to invest in industry in 
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1925/1926, and he urged noninterference in the British General Strike the follow­
ing May in order not to jeopardize prospects for loans from Britain and elsewhere.41 

At the December 1925 Fourteenth Party Congress, the Central Committee 
committed the party to building socialism separately and to transforming the 
USSR into a self-sufficient industrial nation. Important issues were left undecided, 
however. At what tempo would socialism be constructed? With what technology 
would the USSR be industrialized? How would industrialization be financed? This 
irresolution was largely the result of intraparty politics. The commitment of Stalin 
and Bukharin to "socialism in one country" bound them in theory to industrializ­
ing the USSR with indigenous technology and capital. To deny this would have 
constituted a victory for Trotsky. On the other hand, to call for industrialization 
without designating sources of investment capital was to run the risk of economic 
crisis. 

Unless capital was acquired through foreign loans, the available alternative was 
the one espoused by the leading party economist, Evgenii Preobrazhenskii. He ad­
vocated immediate and rapid industrialization paid for with capital mobilized by 
transferring to state industry what could be accumulated internally within the pri­
vate sector, especially agriculture. At the center of his strategy was expropriation of 
agrarian surpluses, or "primitive socialist accumulation."42 Preobrazhenskii's pro­
posal represented a direct challenge to the smychka, the worker-peasant alliance 
on which NEP was based, and to Bukharin's gradualist, voluntarist, and harmoni­
ous concept of how socialism would be constructed. Bukharin ridiculed Preobraz-
henskii's strategy as industrialization at any cost, or "super-industrialization." And 
he included Trotsky, who shared Preobrazhenskii's preference for rapid industrial 
growth, in his condemnation—even though Trotsky did not identify himself with 
the notion of peasant expropriation but favored rapid industrialization funded by 
foreign capital.43 Stalin simply ignored the problem of investment, probably to 
avoid any dispute with his political ally, Bukharin. 

Thus, one strategy (Bukharin's) posited during the "industrialization debate" 
envisioned social equilibrium, evolutionary industrialization, and the crisis-free 
construction of socialism. The other, based largely on Stalin's, Trotsky's, and Preo­
brazhenskii's ideas and adopted at "the great turn" of 1928-1929, took "a great leap 
forward" into rapid-tempo industrialization, collectivized agriculture, and intensi­
fied class conflict. What has sometimes been overlooked is that socialist industri­
alization by the latter strategy, even more than by the other, could be achieved 
most efficiently by importing advanced technology from America and Europe. 

To fund the acquisition of advanced technology, two alternatives were consid­
ered. One was to acquire capital from Europe and America in forms ranging from 
short-term credits to what amounted to long-term development loans. London, 
Paris, Brussels, and Washington, however, set political prerequisites: The USSR 
had to recognize the debts of all past Russian regimes (although it was not asked to 
pay them in their entirety) and to behave both internationally and domestically as 
a "normal state." What stood in the way of this, of course, was Comintern/govern­
ment involvement in "the anti-imperialist struggle" in Asia, the rhetorical en-
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couragement given to civil disobedience within European armed forces, and 
repression of opposition and dissent within the USSR. 

The other method of funding, the one eventually adopted, involved (1) state 
control over the production and distribution of grain and (2) compulsory loans ex­
tracted from the public. This had serious consequences for the long-term develop­
ment of the Soviet polity. Whereas foreign loans depended on favorable world 
opinion, internal loans and state control of grain production freed socialist con­
struction in the USSR from concern about attitudes overseas, allowing the regime 
to defy international norms and perpetuate the use of preemptive state terror. 
Thus, the way in which the first socialist society was to acquire the means of pro­
duction was of grave importance for the future of Soviet foreign relations. 

FOREIGN RELATIONS A N D "THE GREAT T U R N " 

In his report on the international situation to the Sixth Comintern Congress 
(July to September 1928), Bukharin discussed the changes that had taken place 
since the 1924 congress. The era of "temporary capitalist stabilization" was coming 
to an end, he announced, and a "third period" in the history of the world since the 
October 1917 Revolution was beginning. The documents subsequently adopted 
by the congress on the international situation and world political economy reaf­
firmed the "general line" that Bukharin, with Stalin's support, had been formulat­
ing since late 1926: namely, that the contradictions to which imperialism was 
subject were sharpening at an accelerated rate, and that, as this happened, the 
masses of Europe and Asia were becoming increasingly radicalized while the secu­
rity of the USSR was becoming increasingly threatened. The "third period" would 
be a time of crisis, characterized in the resolutions of the congress as systemic and 
international, that is, involving intensified class struggle and renewed imperialist 
war. In the "Resolution on the Measures of Struggle against the Dangers of Imperi­
alist War," the future was defined in catastrophic terms, as a time of growing impe­
rialist hostility toward the Soviet Union, a time when "two imperialist groups of 
states" would clash "in a struggle for world hegemony," and a time when "a mighty 
revolutionary movement" would come into being.44 

Adoption of this general line within the Comintern was one of several interre­
lated developments taking place in 1928-1929. A "socialist offensive" was under­
taken against both independent peasant agriculture and small business. The 
moderate Bukharin-Rykov-Tomskii group was defeated, and Stalin and his sup­
porters gained control of the party Central Committee. They initiated what is of­
ten called "the great turn" in Soviet history, putting into effect the optimum 
variant of the First Five Year Plan and launching "Stalin's industrial revolution" 
with its "class war ideology." There was continued talk among the leadership of a 
mounting "foreign threat" as Stalin became a spokesman for the view that the So­
viet Union was surrounded by foreign enemies, linked to "enemies" at home, who 
plotted the ruination of the industrialization drive and the downfall of the Soviet 
regime. These developments, along with Comintern resolutions forecasting a new 
imperialist war, seemed to suggest that the party majority no longer based its con-
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cept of foreign relations on an indeterminate period of "peaceful coexistence." 
Such momentous changes in party leadership, in strategies of economic develop­
ment, and in the general line of the international Communist movement might 
well have been accompanied by a shift in policy toward the major capitalist pow­
ers. Yet there was none. 

"People often forget," Izvestiia stated in May 1929, "that the Five Year Plan de­
fines our foreign policy," and that the plan makes it necessary "to delay the war 
threat and make use of. . . world markets."45 Aleksei Rykov, the perpetual integra-
tionist and the last remaining member of Lenin's Politburo other than Stalin, 
stated the case for peaceful relations in his report to the Fifth Soviet Congress that 
same month: 

Comrades, the fulfillment of the Five Year Plan is bound up with an enormous development 
in our exports and imports, the import of a vast mass of equipment for our industry, agricul­
ture, and transport. Therefore we are not less, but more interested than before in the devel­
opment of peaceful relations and trade agreements. The fulfillment of the Five Year Plan 
demands consistent and systematic work over a number of years. Therefore in international 
relations we are trying for such solidarity and firmness in relations with individual states 
that no setback or loss will occur from that quarter in carrying out the colossal schemes of 
works laid down in the plan.46 

Thus, at the very time when Comintern resolutions proclaimed the entire capi­
talist system to be in catastrophic crisis, the First Five Year Plan was launched on 
the assumption that world trade would continue to flourish to the benefit of Soviet 
industrialization. In the face of this contradiction, official announcements stressed 
continuity in foreign policy. The search for trade agreements continued, and "the 
struggle for peace and disarmament" remained the key slogan of Soviet diplomacy, 
particularly at the World Disarmament Conference in Geneva. It was the contin­
ued dependence of Soviet economic development on peace and trade that deter­
mined that there would be no abrupt change in relations with Europe and America 
to accord with the catastrophic analysis of the international situation contained in 
the Comintern doctrine of the Third Period. 

Nevertheless, the divergence between Soviet foreign policy and Comintern 
doctrine is striking. It has usually been presumed that by 1928 the Comintern was 
becoming increasingly the servant of Soviet national interests and foreign policy. 
However here we have an instance in which the Comintern proclamation of a new 
era of wars and revolutions could only conflict with efforts to present Soviet for­
eign policy as one based on peaceful agreements and expanded trade with the capi­
talist world. How is this contradiction to be explained? How is the shift from 
"capitalist stabilization" and "international equilibrium" to "a new era of wars and 
revolutions" to be understood? 

Recent research47 concludes that—as is the case with many issues in the history 
of the politics and foreign policy decision-making during the Stalin era—a defini­
tive answer can only be made when archival sources are available. Provisionally it 
refuses to dismiss the apocalyptic statements appearing in the reports and resolu-
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tions of the Comintern as ideologically delusionary, or as meaninglessly rhetorical. 
It asserts that the "new era of wars and revolutions" doctrine was a key factor in the 
continuing struggle among the leadership of the Russian Communist Party. It 
originated with Bukharin as a response to the criticism directed by the Trotsky-
Zinoviev United Opposition at Stalin and himself during the 1927 war scare with 
Britain,48 and Stalin subsequently sustained it as a way of defining and defeating 
those whom he regarded as his enemies, including Bukharin, first of all within the 
party and then within the international Communist movement. 

The slogan originated as Bukharin's way of understanding the international 
situation in terms of Communist ideology. Its importance for Soviet foreign rela­
tions does not end there, however. It can also be understood as a measure of na­
tional security and a means to national integration. At a time when the Soviet and 
foreign Communist Parties included those who sympathized with the Trotsky Op­
position or with the Bukharin moderate group, solidarity could be forged in reac­
tion to a supposed enemy threat to the socialist homeland. Indeed, the "foreign 
threat," along with domestic "class enemies," could be utilized as a new basis for 
social cohesion at a time when collectivization and industrialization were seri­
ously disrupting Soviet society. While the USSR was without stable diplomatic 
alliances, the support of an international working class alerted to the supposed 
threat of an imperialist attack provided one of the few measures of preparedness 
available. And at a time when the Soviet defense establishment was unprepared, 
the slogan "a new era of wars and revolutions" stood as a warning to the capitalist 
powers and a deterrent against attack: "War against us will bring revolution to 
you. ^ 

Stalin benefited from all this. It is doubtful, however, that he really believed 
that capitalism was on the eve of collapse in 1927-1929 or that war was imminent. 
He was nevertheless vitally concerned with security issues. The "policy program" 
he implemented in his "revolution from above" was shaped by his concept of Rus­
sia's situation in world politics. He believed that the international situation con­
fronting the USSR made imperative the development of a modern arms industry. 
Well before 1928 he had decided that Russia's "backwardness" and isolation neces­
sitated the construction of "socialism in one country." "To transform NEP Russia 
into a socialist Russia," Robert Tucker has stated, "was to construct an industrially 
and militarily powerful Soviet Russian state owning the instruments of production 
and capable offending for itself in a hostile world." The requirements of national 
defense were primary for Stalin. "All else had to be subordinated to the one great 
task of amassing military-industrial power in a hurry."50 

Constructing a military-industrial complex carried foreign relations impera­
tives of its own, namely a prolonged period of peace. Stalin stated this in 1927: 

We can and must build socialism in the USSR. But in order to build socialism, we first of all 
have to exist. It is essential that there be a respite from war, that there be no attempts at in­
tervention, that we achieve some minimum of international conditions indispensable for us 
so we can exist and build socialism."51 
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Preventing the formation of anti-Soviet coalitions and forestalling intervention 
by the imperialist states and their clients while socialism—and the heavy industry 
and the modern military capacity that accompanied it—was constructed in the 
USSR became the paramount issue of Soviet foreign relations as "the great turn" 
was taken. Termed "stretching out the breathing space," the task was assigned by 
Stalin to Soviet diplomacy.52 Consequently, there was no pressure from him to give 
diplomatic relations with Europe and America the temper characteristic of 
Comintern proclamations during this period. In fact, dealing with whatever prob­
lems those proclamations might create for the relations of the USSR with the capi­
talist world was part of the assigned task. 

CONCLUSION 

By the time of the "great turn," the basic institutions of Soviet national security 
had been formed and the most important institutions and doctrines for Soviet for­
eign policy had been set on the course they would follow for decades. These insti­
tutions and doctrines were not inherent in the revolutionary origins of the regime 
nor taken directly from pre-World War Marxism-Leninism. They were formed in 
an interplay of internal and external factors in Soviet foreign relations between 
the Bolshevik and Stalinist revolutions. 

First, by the summer of 1922, Soviet diplomacy had become discouraged on the 
prospects of a comprehensive peace settlement between the socialist and capitalist 
camps, and by 1926 the special relationship with Germany had been seriously 
eroded. Thereafter, NKID efforts were no longer aimed at dramatic breakthroughs 
with one or more of the capitalist powers. Thereafter, the search for a secure place 
in the world was concentrated instead on gradual improvements in the tenor of re­
lations and on efforts at piecemeal agreements between the USSR and other coun­
tries.53 

Second, a massive effort to create an industrial complex that would provide So­
viet armed forces with weapons of current design was launched and given first 
claim on national income and other resources. Beginning with the war scare of 
1927, this was justified by extreme overestimates of "the foreign threat," and with 
the Shakhty trial in 1928 it was linked to the use of preemptive state tenor. Soon it 
would have priority above all other economic, social, human, and environmental 
requirements. 

Third, the doctrine that informed foreign policy was synthesized from several 
sources: the capitalist world order was incapable of prolonged stabilization; the 
more coherence that order demonstrated, the greater the dangers that confronted 
the USSR; the Soviet Union would be made more secure by participating in capi­
talist world politics than by separating from them; any rapprochement between 
the USSR and the capitalist world could, however, go no further than a "peaceful 
coexistence" standoff. 

As long as this perspective dominated Soviet foreign policy-making, and as 
long as the state was guided by a leader with such a profound disinclination to trade 
adjustments in his policies for foreign agreements, there was to be very little room 
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for a true rapprochement with the capitalist states. Even the Molotov-Ribbentrop 
Pact and related agreements of 1939 can be seen as efforts by Stalin to preserve So­
viet independence and bolster Soviet military capabilities. Stalin's win-set on 
most serious agreements was to remain very narrow indeed. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Domestic Factors in Stalin's 
Atomic Diplomacy 

Victor L. MaFkov 

Nuclear diplomacy at the end of World War II turned out to be disappointingly 
complex. Operating in accord with a well-entrenched political mentality, Wash­
ington policymakers had developed a relatively clear picture of a new and better 
international regime and how they would achieve it. This world order would be as­
sured, they believed, by the American (and later United Nations) possession of 
the atomic weapon, a generous American involvement in the world economy, and 
benevolent American support for a conciliation policy in Europe and around the 
world. One can imagine the Americans' surprise when this scenario did not come 
to pass due to what seemed perverse behavior on the part of Soviet decision makers 
in 1945-1949. They could explain this only by attributing it to Joseph Stalin's per­
sonal calculations and his misperceptions of U.S. policy, as well as to his commit­
ment to expansionism. It did not seem rational from a Western perspective that 
the Soviet Union, with its demolished industrial and agricultural infrastructure, its 
losses in manpower and demographical "holes," and its seriously undernourished 
population, would push itself near bankruptcy by engaging in a defense-spending 
contest it could not win. Nor did it seem rational to the West that Moscow would 
try to achieve military parity in the most technologically sophisticated and eco­
nomically demanding armaments of mass destruction. 

Achieving a durable peace for at least two or three decades on the basis of inter­
national interdependence and an American deterrence capacity, an idea widely 
discussed by such political leaders as Franklin D. Roosevelt and Cordell Hull in 
1941-1945, had a great influence in shaping the liberal/realist approach of postwar 
foreign policy planners. Unfortunately, the majority of them (in preaching the pre-
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eminent significance of power correlations in shaping the postwar settlement)1 

failed to foresee the increasing role of domestic factors and traditional values. 
Thus, in the months after Roosevelt's death White House policy debates on the 

future of Soviet-American relations were canied out largely from the perspective 
of a "one level (international politics) game." Very soon, however, it appeared that 
the scenario anticipating "normal" reactions on the part of Soviet leaders to an ex­
tremely unfavorable and asymmetrical weapons situation did not materialize. The 
Soviet decision makers' response to the American atomic monopoly in 1945-1949 
proved instead to be an example of a tactic (or a strategy) aimed at what some ana­
lysts call "a non-cooperative stalemate."2 This tactic could be dangerously pro­
vocative in some cases, although we do not yet possess solid evidence as to what its 
real objectives were. 

In truth, many historians argue that it is too early to treat this subject because 
the archival repositories of top governmental Soviet authorities dealing with this 
issue continue to be restricted. Melvyn Leffler, for instance, is in no hurry to 
achieve closure. "Scholars remain uncertain," he wrote recently, "about Stalin's 
aims and motives after World War II."3 David Holloway, the author of the pioneer 
book on the history of Soviet nuclear policy (a volume that can be considered a 
real breakthrough in a field that is shrouded in secrecy), is also cautious. "A great 
deal of new material," he writes in his introduction, "became available while I was 
writing the book. . . . All of these sources have been extremely helpful. They re­
main nevertheless unsatisfactory by comparison with those which historians of 
American or British nuclear policy can use. I have been able to work in Russian ar­
chives but some of the most important archives remain closed. The records of the 
main nuclear policy-making bodies are not yet accessible."4 

No doubt the essential sources are still scarce, fragmentary, and disorganized. 
But they do give enough information to go beyond the "conventional" themes and 
questions that produced the initial impetus for a great variety of studies of Soviet 
nuclear policy. Moreover, they provide sufficient evidence to refute the simplistic 
constructions of various professional storytellers (such as Pavel Sudoplatov and his 
coauthors),5 constructions that derive from the needs of their own lives, ignore the 
social and historical context, and reduce the role of domestic politics to trivial as­
sumptions about the nature of the totalitarian regime or Stalin's guilt. The per­
sonal factor is what very often makes these sensational stories irrelevant in 
assessing the conflict mentality and national- international linkages in the active 
stage of atomic diplomacy.6 

To be sure, we may never achieve the final goal, stipulated by Leffler, of reveal­
ing "Stalin's aims and motives after World War II." Indeed, Stalin, the central ac­
tor in U.S.-USSR diplomacy during 1945-1949, remains more obscure today than 
any of the other main participants. Nikita Khrushchev's brief and general remarks 
about him, widely noted by scholars, only fortify the notion that, in the end, 
Stalin's reactions will not be verified by solid historical documents. 

There are two main reasons for this pessimism. First, within the Soviet appara­
tus there was no working mechanism or analytical body to formulate or implement 
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long-term tasks in foreign policy or to keep records of highly sensitive discussions 
or conversations among top-level officials, including Stalin and his closest associ­
ates. Together with the traditional "opacity" of Soviet politics, which made it im­
possible even for Stalin himself to discuss his limits and opportunities, this 
emptiness in the most sacred Kremlin files could plunge an historian into a state of 
genuine despair. Second, Stalin's practice was to avoid situations in which the de­
cisions would be marked by personal "fingerprints" in the form of written remarks, 
notes, memos, or personal correspondence. He was, for example, absolutely 
sphinxlike during his meetings with leading scientists and engineers summoned to 
the Kremlin to report in person on the preparations for the first Soviet atom bomb 
test in 1949.7 This was almost certainly a security precaution against his internal 
and external enemies, present and future. Stalin had converted his unique sense of 
history into a paranoia in which witnesses were always unwanted. 

Nevertheless, historians can hope to be rewarded by diversifying their search 
for sources and focusing on untraditional "indicators" such as Academy of Sci­
ences' Archives (which include scientists' reports on their foreign trips and con­
versations) or records of the subdivisions of the Communist Party and 
governmental bodies. These indirect or reflective data help us to understand the 
options that Soviet leaders faced in a potentially explosive situation shaped by ero­
sion of the consensus built during World War II and by concern about the new 
military technology of mass destruction acquired by the "imperialistic" West. 
When one adds to this corpus Foreign Office documents, research institutes' 
manuscript collections, and the State Archives of the Russian Federation (i.e., the 
so-called Stalin, Beria, Malenkov "folders" of the Kremlin Archives), an historian 
has a "fighting chance" to master the Soviet decision-making environment in the 
early stages of the Cold War. Good examples of the successful use of such sources 
are recent volumes by Sergei Goncharov, John W Lewis, and Xue Litai, and by 
Vladislav Zubok and Constantine Pleshakov.8 

Yet difficulties remain. One can, for example, find materials prepared for the 
"eyes" of top-level party officials such as Viacheslav Molotov, Andrei Zhdanov, 
Georgi Malenkov, and Mikhail Suslov, but usually these documents do not bear re­
marks exposing the personal views of the recipient. They often contain only direc­
tions for distribution ("Attention Comrade Molotov," one reads). If one is lucky, 
one may find underlinings on documents that communicate the mood of a reader. 

What was behind such super-discreet behavior? Was it a cult of collective irre­
sponsibility ? Was it a concern about (or fear of) finding oneself (as Russians used to 
say) "running before the engine"? Or was it the established tradition of forming a 
consensus by means of "irreversible" oral conversations, phone talks, or personal 
clearance with "the boss" himself? All these possibilities should be taken into ac­
count. But this reality leaves us, perhaps forever, with incomplete records regard­
ing atomic energy and its political implications. We cannot be more than 50 
percent sure that such records reflect the changing pattern of the Soviet elite's ap­
proach to nuclear issues. 
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Does this mean we should limit our conclusions to what can be completely veri­
fied? Or that we should be forced by our documentation into focusing primarily on 
the international ramifications of the bomb? I hardly think so. Scholars who disre­
gard domestic cleavages and follow the postulate that one of the international ac­
tors—the Soviet leadership, in this case—cared only about international gains 
and faced no domestic constraints cannot make much progress.9 

In the various chapters of this volume the attempt is made to show that both 
foreign and domestic factors impact on foreign policy. Demonstrating this is diffi­
cult but not impossible for the Soviet Union in the first years after the war. The 
evidence is far from satisfactory, but it indicates the existence of certain patterns, 
which we intend to examine. 

However, this volume also includes efforts to apply versions of two-level-game 
analysis to decisions of the chief-of-government. Here our lack of detailed evi­
dence is a more serious problem. Because we cannot fully ascertain the perceptions 
and calculations of the Soviet leader, whether in regard to his government's deal­
ings with other states or in his work with his colleagues in the government and the 
party, use of two-level explanations is hard to justify. We will be content with a few 
comments about this at the end. 

Although we still have no precise knowledge of what actually happened in 
Stalin's Kremlin after Hiroshima and Nagasaki (August 1945), the main outlines 
are clear. The seriousness of the questions produced a kind of disarray among for­
eign policy planners already stunned by the sudden stoppage of Lend-Lease in May 
1945. It took almost two weeks for any policy of relevance to be generated, and 
what was produced seems to have been primarily motivated by domestic consid­
erations. 

The first indication of new thinking came on August 19,1945, when the Soviet 
press announced to an exhausted Soviet people a five-year plan that envisaged a 
considerable increase in industrial production over the prewar level as well as com­
plete restoration of the war ravaged tereitories.10 There would be no breathing 
space, no shift in priorities; industrial production would remain the predominant 
goal; the tempo of development would be accelerated; sacrifices would be ex­
pected. Stalin himself offered no comment. Throughout the fall and early winter 
he made no public appearances and did not make any significant international 
statement. He did, however, receive numerous foreign emissaries in Moscow and 
at his vacation retreat in Gagra, among them some Americans. 

The second indication of government policy came on November 7,1945, when 
Foreign Minister Molotov delivered a speech commemorating the twenty-eighth 
anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution. It was, in fact, the Soviet response to a 
speech by President Harry S. Truman on October 27 in which the President had re­
peated his previous assertion that America would retain the atomic bomb and se­
crets of its production until it could be safely outlawed forever.11 On this occasion 
Molotov made it clear that the Kremlin had decided to pursue policies vis-a-vis the 
United States that would not neglect the popularity of the regime at home. Hint­
ing at the Truman-Stalin conversation at Potsdam in July 1945, he argued that it 
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was a mistake for anyone to try to exploit the atomic bomb in international affairs. 
No technical secret could long remain the exclusive possession of any one country 
or group of countries, he predicted. With peace restored, "we shall have atomic en­
ergy, and many other things too in our country."12 

Stalin himself kept silent until February 1946, making a deliberate effort to 
avoid speaking on foreign policy issues. But the barrage of "vigilance" speeches and 
articles in the state-controlled press emphasizing the imminence of a new world 
war gave some indication of what he was thinking. Though there was no single 
statement that linked such a war to Soviet-American relations, it was common­
place, in speaking about the war danger, to hold that the uneven development of 
capitalism and contradictions of imperialism remained dominant within the world 
system, even after the defeat of Germany, Italy, and Japan. Such alarmist rhetoric 
targeted people's fears by implying that at almost any time the Soviet Union and 
the "new (socialist) democracies" could be converted into victims of attack by an 
imperialist military bloc. This was the central point of Stalin's message on peace 
and war of February 9, 1946, presented on the eve of elections to the USSR Su­
preme Soviet.13 

The real intention of all these calls for vigilance (together with the discussion 
of pseudo-theoretical matters) was a very practical one: to render the Soviet peo­
ple more willing to be mobilized, more immune to the appeal of imported goods 
(both material and spiritual), and less receptive to the moral and political values of 
capitalist society. More specifically, reestablishment of the "besieged fortress" 
mentality, although not fully consistent with current military policy (which en­
tailed the demobilization of the army and the withdrawal of troops from Iran, Ko­
rea, and Austria), had two objectives: 

1. To justify the cleansing of Soviet society (in Stalin's style) through mass deportations of 
"unreliable ethnic groups" and "collaborators with the enemy." 

2. To prepare the country to make a large contribution to the rebuilding of Eastern Europe 
and the facilitating of revolution in the Colonial World. 

To achieve these goals, an "atomic scare" was the ideal instrument. It made pos­
sible public approval of vast military expenditures, endorsement of heavy industry, 
and support for the concentration of human and material resources on official 
projects. And it did not require special cultivation. Indeed, it was the predictable 
result of continuing clashes between the Soviet Union and the United States at 
United Nations sessions and at Council of Foreign Ministers summits. It was rein­
forced by the apprehension the Soviet people quite naturally felt in contemplating 
the incredible destructive power of atomic weapons. In this context, Washington's 
determination to test and use the atom bomb as a conventional weapon seemed a 
warning of imminent air attack. 

Still, some observers noted that the Soviet concern went beyond the popular 
level. The British charge d'affaires in Moscow, Frank Roberts, in his cable to For­
eign Minister Ernest Bevin in March 1946, reported: 
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The shadow of the atom bomb [has] darkened our relations, and behind every manifestation 
of Anglo-American solidarity, e.g. in Bulgaria or Romania, the rulers of the Soviet Union, 
until [now] confident of the overwhelming strength of the Red Army, [see] the menace of an 
Anglo-American block possessing this decisive weapon and therefore capable not only of 
depriving the Soviet Union of the fruits of the victories of the Red Army but even of endan­
gering the security which the Soviet Union [has] so hardly won.1^ 

Ambassador Averell Harriman in his cables described a "neurotic" Russian reac­
tion to the American atomic monopoly. 

George Kennan, on the other hand, speaking of Soviet insecurity in his "Long 
Telegram" (February 1946), did not touch on this subject. Instead, he wrote of 
Marxism as a "justification" for the Soviet leadership's "fear of the outside world." 
One can hardly disagree with analysts who suggest that this was the least satisfac­
tory section of Kennan's telegram.15 It is worth mentioning that a year later, during 
a discussion at the Council on Foreign Relations on "The Soviet Way of Thought 
and Its Effect on Soviet Foreign Policy," Kennan gave a brief, unimpressive answer 
when asked how "the Russians confront scientific problems, such as that of atomic 
energy."16 

The historian Martin Sherwin is only half right when he describes the Soviet 
reaction to the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki as a "soundless" maneuver 
aimed at downgrading the difference in military potentials between the USSR and 
the United States ("reverse atomic diplomacy"). To be sure, the Soviet press and 
radio made little or no comment about the atomic explosions, and foreign reports 
implying that the bomb was now the single most important factor in international 
relations were also censored. Yet despite this, Soviet citizens could see bomb shel­
ters being rebuilt while they were being taught how to conduct themselves during 
an atomic attack. Thus a two-level tactic on the part of Moscow provided for pub­
lic manipulation on the one hand and confrontational diplomacy (conducted in 
United Nations' gatherings, foreign minister and summit talks, exchanges of views 
through diplomatic channels, the mass media) on the other. The demonstration of 
coolness in connection with frightening disclosures of atomic destruction; the de­
cision not to use unofficial contacts that had proved to be helpful during the war; 
the unwillingness to accept the idea of great power responsibility for nuclear secu­
rity of the globe—all served as a message to the Soviet people confirming that the 
Soviet government, despite temporary delays, was on the right track for catching 
up with its adversaries. Meanwhile, the West's appeal for collaboration had to be 
rebuffed, with double alertness and preparedness for the contingency of war.17 

This did not mean that the alternative option had not been discussed or that 
the Kremlin had come easily to the decision to meet the new challenge with its 
chosen policy. Maxim Litvinov's bold dissent from the official line is a good exam­
ple of the disagreement among Soviet political leaders over the atom bomb during 
the short interregnum between August and November 1945. Archival sources re­
veal that in November 1945 Litvinov recommended that the Soviet Union agree 
to the American, British, and Canadian proposal for an international nuclear 
regulatory commission. He was in effect urging the Soviet Union to subordinate it-



Domestic Factors in Stalin's Atomic Diplomacy 31 

self to the requirements of controlling and inspecting atomic energy production 
through the United Nations, endorsing what appeared to be the first draft of a non-
proliferation treaty. He was proposing that Moscow follow "the Yalta formula." 

Litvinov's recommendation was rejected. His two memos were read by Molotov 
and obviously discussed with Stalin and Lavrenti Beria (who was in charge of the 
Soviet atomic project), but his suggestions were not followed. Instead the decision 
was made (as evidenced by Molotov's Secretariat files) both to insist uncondition­
ally on full Soviet participation in the "atomic club" and to "educate" the world as 
to America's improper and selfish disposition with regard to atomic energy secrets 
and control proposals. Andrei Gromyko (the young Soviet representative in the 
UN Atomic Energy Commission) was apparently one of the principal architects of 
this diplomacy of clumsy methods and strong words, diplomacy designed in retri­
bution for the refusal of the United States and Great Britain to treat the Soviet 
Union as an equal in atomic matters.18 

In any case, Stalin's view of world affairs at this time was strongly shaped by a re­
vived sense of insecurity.19 His anxiety and indignation in connection with the 
dramatic disclosure of the Soviet atomic espionage network (the "Gouzenko case" 
and "the May-affair") in Canada and the United States were intense.20 And his 
ability to find a "conspiracy" can hardly be exaggerated: the Zhdanovshchina, the 
attack on "cosmopolitanism," and the "doctors' plot" were all in part by-products 
of the postwar "atomic scare" in the USSR. 

The defection of Soviet cipher clerk/intelligence officer Igor Gouzenko in Ot­
tawa in September 1945, which so shook Western public opinion, had enormous 
impact in Soviet domestic affairs as spy-hunting and secrecy spread to every facet 
of public life. Hundreds of well-known scholars—biologists, chemists, physicists, 
etc.—were accused of being negligent in their attitude to "state secrets." Even 
atomic scientist Petr Kapitsa was put under strict surveillance. In his memo to 
Zhdanov in August 1947, A. P. Aleksandrov, a high party official in charge of sci­
entific development, suggested the special precaution with regard to Kapitsa. 
Aleksandrov recalled, in justification, Kapitsa's letter of September 1944 to the 
Central Committee of the Party on the "irresponsible" behavior of Klyueva and 
Roskin—two biologists who were under severe attack because of their contacts 
with Western scholars.21 

The "Gouzenko case" dramatically changed the situation with regard to scien­
tific and technological exchanges between the Soviet Union and the West. Read­
ing the available documents, one receives the impression that Gouzenko's 
desertion (which was a major event to the intelligence community and public in 
America but was virtually unknown to people in the Soviet Union) was a central 
factor in the Kremlin's decision to stop all contacts between Soviet scientists and 
their Western colleagues. The object was to eliminate the leakage of information 
concerning the real state of nuclear research in the Soviet Union. The cipher 
clerk/intelligence officer seemed to become the universal symbol of the vulner­
ability of Soviet national secrets. 
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Until the end of 1945 the Soviet government had replied positively to propos­
als of the Academy of Sciences to maintain the prewar links between Soviet and 
Western scholars;22 but in the spring of 1946 an official ban was put on all such 
connections.23 One may suspect that this decision was based on a number of con­
siderations, but the "Gouzenko case" and the atomic espionage panic of 
1945-1946 contributed greatly to it. In the spring of 1946 the president of the So­
viet Academy of Sciences, S. I. Vavilov, was ignored by Stalin, Malenkov, and 
Zhdanov in connection with his request to approve membership for the Academy 
in the International Council of the Scientific Union. The London session of the 
Scientific Union had appealed to the Soviet Academy in December 1945, and 
Vavilov sent his letter to the Politburo the following April, but there is no indica­
tion it was ever seriously read. Later, in August, Suslov, without giving any reasons, 
rejected the request of the well-known Soviet physicist G. Landsberg to visit Hol­
land even though Landsberg had visited Paris in the spring of 1946.24 In the sum­
mer of 1947 the Party leadership refused to approve visits by mathematicians L. 
Pontrjagin and P. Aleksandrov to the United States, although both had been in­
vited by leading American universities.25 Even before this, in September 1946 Be­
ria, Molotov, Vavilov, and I. V Kurchatov had formally agreed that contacts 
between Soviet and American scientists had to be reduced in number.26 

Beyond Gouzenko's defection, the Kremlin leadership was also concerned with 
the wave of anti-Soviet propaganda in the West (such as spy movies and other 
mass-media efforts), which portrayed the Soviet position on atomic energy as sin­
ister and untrustworthy. Especially disconcerting was the fact that stories of espio­
nage reinforced American determination to retain a nuclear monopoly as long as 
possible. Intensive deliberations in the USSR Foreign Ministry and the CPSU 
Central Committee resulted in a decision in the winter of 1946-1947 to match 
this American "offensive" with countermeasures, both at home and abroad. The 
"provocation" of the Gouzenko affair, and the unyielding American demand for a 
veto on any new commission were cited as reasons for the counter attack and for 
Soviet rejection of the Baruch plan.27 

As it happened, the combination of the propaganda effort with the deteriora­
tion in Soviet-American relations during the course of the debate over the Baruch 
plan actually brought substantial benefits to Stalin. It strengthened his image at 
home as a stubborn, tough, and wise leader resisting indecent and hostile Western 
pressure. It also made a special impression on Soviet scientists and senior govern­
ment officials who considered participation in the "Uranium Project" their su­

preme patriotic duty. As a result, they more readily accepted supersecrecy in their 
everyday lives and isolation from the world scientific community, convinced that 
the Soviet nuclear project had acquired top priority in the eyes of the leadership of 
the country. They were guided by the belief that the Soviet Union at that moment 
had already reached the capability to undertake a crash program in the develop­
ment of atomic hardware and possessed the necessary resources (intellectual and 
material) to accomplish this program. In that respect, one episode is particularly 



Domestic Factors in Stalin's Atomic Diplomacy 33 

revealing and can be reliably reconstructed using the documents of the CPSU ar­
chives. 

A certain Dr. Bernstein, a chemist and chief of a Red Army chemistry labora­
tory during the Berlin operation of April 1945, reported in February 1946 to party 
officials in charge of scientific affairs that he had personally searched through the 
ruins of the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for Chemistry in Berlin-Dahlem for the Ger­
man Scientist Otto Hahn. It seems that Bernstein's group was responsible for doing 
what the American Alsos team had been organized to do: namely, to locate major 
German scientific centers, to capture German nuclear physicists, and to collect 
their scholarly documents. But Dr. Bernstein was not as successful as his American 
counterparts, Samuel Goudsmith and Major Boris T. Pash, had been. In his memo 
Bernstein reported that, "Professor Otto Hahn had vanished while the Institute 
had ceased to exist, being ruined by bombardments."28 The Alsos team, on the 
other hand, apprehended a number of key German scientists, men whom 
Goudsmith graciously referred to as "former enemy colleagues." It shipped ten of 
these scientists to England, including Otto Hahn,2 9 the object of Bernstein's 
search. (Later Goudsmith himself was spirited out of Germany because Allied 
authorities feared that the Russians might capture him.30) 

This semi-detective story had a happy ending for all its major participants. 
Bernstein got a quick reply from the special Committee to whom he reported stat­
ing that there was no reason to worry, that Soviet atomic research was on the right 
track, and that the failure to capture Otto Hahn would cause little harm. This reply 
was astonishingly frank and self-confident in tone: "The evidence communicated 
to us offers nothing new. The location of the German research centers and scien­
tific equipment has been rediscovered. German scientists able to be used have 
been registered and all measures necessary for their proper employment have been 
taken."31 Here was an appeal to self-confidence and an expression of faith in the 
leadership's farsightedness. 

On August 27,1946, even informal links between the Soviet scientific commu­
nity and industrial complex and their Western equivalents were severed by the 
government. The resulting isolation, enormously counterproductive for science, 
inflicted much harm on the moral climate of Soviet society. It generated a great 
deal of distrust towards the former Allies and undermined the prospects for 
people-to-people diplomacy that had resulted from the meetings on the Elbe, in 
Berlin, and in Vienna. Extreme secrecy was also translated into military uncer­
tainty between the East and West, between the Soviet Union and the United 
States—and this was Stalin's intention. He obviously calculated on such uncer­
tainty as an instrument in his moves and countermoves at the bargaining table. 

Uncertainty and frustration created uneasiness and fear. Prudent military intelli­
gence analysts and science advisers in the West were supposed to assess uncertainty 
in favor of Soviet defensive capabilities. This could create important advantages 
for the Soviet Union, which in reality was much more vulnerable than the United 
States and its allies to a punishing atomic attack.32 
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This strategy had the probability of at least being workable, if not wholly suc­
cessful. The American scientist I. I. Rabi, who contributed enormously to the 
Manhattan Project and was frequently praised for his broad vision regarding the 
moral and political aspects of atomic energy, wrote in The Atlantic Monthly (April 
1949): 

That the Soviets could not agree to this [Baruch Plan] has been held variously to result from 
the Original sin of Communism, the intrinsic inability of a totalitarian state to withstand 
impartial inspection from outside, ignorance in the Kremlin of the fatal power of the atomic 
bomb, and lastly to plain cussedness. The result in any event, has been a greatly heightened 
tension in the Western world, particularly here in the United States. The mounting fear and 
frustration have resulted in vastly increased military appropriations, a severe loyalty check 
to weed out all leftist elements from the important phase of American life, and in general an 
effort to put the country, and in fact the whole non-Soviet world, in a state of preparedness 
for war.33 

Today we could reproach Rabi for neglecting the impact of the strategic climate 
of the 1940s. As David Holloway has suggested, Soviet nuclear weapons policy was 
from the very beginning rooted in the urge to compete with the United States and 
driven by a fear that a position of inferiority would have harmful military and po­
litical consequences for the Soviet Union.34 After Hiroshima this posture on the 
part of Stalin and his colleagues was predictable. Professor Gerald Robinson, the 
head of the Soviet Department in the OSS, noted in his report on "USSR Policy 
and the Atomic Bomb," dated September 12, 1945: 

It is . . . obvious that Soviet leadership, in considering its present security problems, must re­
gard the following tasks as of primary importance: 

a. To appraise the political and military intentions of the Western Allies, now that the latter are in ex­
clusive possession of decisive military weapons. 

b. To devise means to alter this unfavorable balance of military power, or at least to make the inequal­
ity less decisive. 

c. To adjust the world political policy of the USSR in such a manner that, at least until the USSR has 
devised means to redress the unfavorable balance, there will be little likelihood of war between the 
Western Allies and the USSR.35 

The phrase "to make the inequality less decisive" could be taken as a summary 
description of Soviet nuclear objectives in 1945-1949. Of course, in offering his 
analysis Robinson was not able to comprehend all the puzzles and anomalies in the 
East-West relationship during the early Cold War. Nor in September 1945 was it 
easy to say what might produce additional tensions or bring this relationship to the 
threshold of enmity. As Jack Snyder points out, "Tensions were often highest when 
statesmen on both sides were merely trying to consolidate their respective blocs."36 

Moreover, in this first postwar September, few recognized what George Orwell 
later described in stark terms in his 1984: "War . . . is now a purely internal affair.... 
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The object of war is not to make or prevent conquests of tereitory, but to keep the 
structure of society intact."37 

In truth, Stalin's uncertainty and his reluctance to search for a workable agree­
ment on atomic energy with the West were determined as much by factors at home 
and in Eastern Europe as by a desire "to make the inequality less decisive." Though 
the security dilemma (especially concerning Germany) required a solution short of 
war, cooperation with former Allies, because it could damage the internal stability 
of the whole Eastern bloc, was not an option. Stalin needed hyperorthodoxy 
(Communism versus Capitalism) and the stereotypes of class struggle to justify a 
crackdown on pluralistic forces that had been allowed to emerge during the war 
years in the Soviet Union and had the potential to grow in eastern European coun­
tries.38 Of course, Stalin could not be absolutely sure that in the long run he would 
not make a deal with pragmatic politicians in the West on a "non-ideological" ba­
sis. But such a deal was not on the priority list of his foreign policy goals. 

In the end, thanks to an initiative by the Federation of American Scientists 
(probably acting at the solicitation of the United States government), the West 
got an emphatic, if indirect message from the Kremlin that the latter had decided 
to continue its efforts to become an atomic power, even at the cost of further com­
plications with the West. The story of the Federation's questionnaire, which was 
mailed in September 1946 to individual Soviet scientists and produced a great deal 
of discussion at the top level of the Soviet government, illuminates this develop­
ment of Moscow's strategy vividly.39 Signed by Albert Einstein, Robert Oppen-
heimer, Leo Szillard, and others, the questionnaire included a request that each 
respondent explain his or her position with regard to atomic energy control and 
the "free exchange of information." It was an invitation to take part in the Atoms 
for Peace dialogue and in the process make a contribution to the United Nations 
agenda. 

However, before individuals could act, the Soviet government decided to co-
opt the matter. The first draft of an official response was ready at the end of Decem­
ber 1946 after extensive correspondence between Zhdanov, Molotov, and senior 
diplomats from the Foreign Ministry of the USSR. (Soviet scientists were deliber­
ately excluded from this time-absorbing but important exchange.) The critical 
tone of the working paper exposed the established mode of strategic thinking. It 
charged the United States with initiating the atomic arms race and therefore hav­
ing no moral right to judge any country directly or indirectly about the route it had 
chosen in the pursuit of its national interest. 

This initial draft was severely criticized by V Dekanosov—the deputy minister 
for foreign affairs and one of the closest of Beria's associates—mainly for wordiness 
and for too much stress on the control issue. An alternative draft proposed by him 
was short and completely nonobliging in tone. But it in turn was killed in February 
1947 when A. P. Aleksandrov—the person on the Central Committee of the Party 
in charge of scientific research—wrote on the margins of the last draft, "The case 
has become obsolete. Send to Archives!"40 Thus, there would be no response, and 
no international cooperation, until the Soviet Union had the atomic bomb. 
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OTHER OBSERVATIONS 

It may be useful to offer a few further remarks with regard to ideological, politi­
cal, and institutional dimensions of the problem. American intelligence sources 
pointed out just after Hiroshima that the new reality in the strategic balance—ex­
clusive possession of atomic weapons by the West—might lead to negative Soviet 
appraisals of Western intentions and to fear that the West would use the atomic 
bomb to extract political concessions from the USSR.41 This was a powerful in­
sight. Yet there were certainly additional factors that contributed to the Soviet un­
willingness to accept the new situation. There was, for instance, the standard 
"totalitarian" tendency of the Soviet state to keep its citizenry isolated from any in­
formation that might evoke dangerous or simply unpredictable responses. There 
were also the unusual personality characteristics of Stalin and his closest circle. Fi­
nally, and equally important perhaps, were the deep-rooted feelings and aspira­
tions of the people themselves. 

It is important to recognize that, traditionally and especially after victory in 
World War II, Soviet propaganda, both internal and external, emphasized that the 
Red Army was the world's strongest military force and that it was backed by the 
world's greatest military-industrial capability. The intention in making such a 
claim was to create the impression that, with Germany defeated, the USSR was 
now invincible. But it would be wrong to conclude that the image of invincibility 
was offered only to strengthen the regime's domestic base or to deter foreign en­
croachments on its sphere of influence. The perception of Soviet strength was an 
integral part of the Soviet leadership's worldview as well as a strong component of 
mass political culture. Or, to put it another way, Moscow stepped onto the path of 
the arms race with the West with considerable confidence that it could win it. 
Both elite and people were ready to make great sacrifices for a legitimate goal that 
they saw as well within their reach. 

Let me add a few thoughts about Soviet perceptions of the atomic threat. 
Amidst many important questions related to this problem, the most crucial is 
whether information about American intentions received by the Kremlin through 
the channels of Soviet intelligence was adequate and comprehensive. The answer 
is surprising and paradoxical. In Stalin's postwar Soviet Union—with its 
government-controlled mass media, cult of censorship, ideological stereotypes, 
and anxiety about conflict—the government's intelligence sources can be seen as 
the most accurate and reliable factor in the process of decision-making by the Pol­
itburo as well as by Stalin himself. The primary reason is that, traditionally, Soviet 
foreign intelligence, including political intelligence, functioned more or less inde­
pendently (at least in operational matters) from the Party bureaucracy. That is why 
this institution had the capacity to make realistic analyses of the situation abroad 
and of the adversary's intentions.42 

Ironically however, in spite of its achievements during the war, Soviet intelli­
gence during this period (in part because of the Kravchenko and Gouzenko 
cases)43 lost both independence and respect among the interexecutive groups, key 
members of the Politburo, and the high party apparatus. Though it is still difficult 
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to assess the full scope of Soviet intelligence activity and, above all, the character 
of the relationship between intelligence and the party leadership, one can argue 
without much fear of error that political intelligence was damaged severely. The 
reason was almost completely due to a domestic factor: that the guidelines for 
analysis set down by official ideology, and by Stalin himself, could not be ignored 
under any circumstances.44 

In other words, while intelligence analysts were expected to describe what they 
saw and what they thought in assessing obtained information, they also had to be 
attuned to "the decisions," as reflected both in Pravda editorials and in the latest 
statements of leaders at official forums. Of course, in some matters, the intelligence 
agencies maintained a certain freedom of expression and the right to a degree of in­
dependent judgment. Yet as the 1940s wore on, Stalin's well-known preference for 
relying on his own intuition, imagination, and ability to foresee the future helped 
to render unorthodox opinion in the Soviet intelligence community more and 
more scarce. 

Sometimes the ideological confrontation with the West completely shaped the 
analysis that was produced by "the brains." Thus in October 1947, a year of some 
accomplishment in achieving European settlements, academician Eugene Varga 
in a "Memorandum on World Policy" for the Party leadership argued that the West 
was preparing a new war against the Soviet Union in which it would use atomic 
weapons. No other interpretation of the situation was discussed in this document, 
which is remarkable for its assumption of the inevitability of war and its scenario of 
diplomatic relations helpless before the final crisis.45 Another influential observer, 
T. A. Stepanjan (of course, while referring to Stalin), formulated a security doc­
trine that envisaged military buildup as the answer to geopolitical challenge any­
where beyond the Soviet Union's borders. The idea of unacceptable risk due to the 
possibility of atomic attack was not even considered in his discussion of possible 
developments.46 

Perhaps more significant is the fact that Stalin was gradually losing touch with 
the mainstream of Western politics, social-economic development, and mood.47 

As a result, the Soviet leader was inclined to deny the possibility, for the foresee­
able future, of a satisfactory modus vivendi with the capitalist world. His attitudes 
seemed to parallel those of the notorious German General Erich Ludendorff: "In 
the course of the so-called peace, poli t ics. . . made sense [only] in so far as they pre­
pared for a total war." To be sure, Stalin's politics can be described as defensive. 
Moreover, it is clear that, in following this particular logic, he believed that he 
could postpone a settlement of the atomic problem until the Soviet Union pos­
sessed the devastating weapon.48 

It is still not certain what the decisive factors were behind this risky policy. Was 
it, for example, Stalin's desire not to give America the strategic initiative? Or was it 
the Soviet dictator's assumption that nation-state competition could not be tran­
scended? Or was it perhaps the personal and collective mentality of a closed society 
cultivated in a besieged fortress and explicated by a pretentious ideology? To sug­
gest precise conclusions or generalizations at this stage of research would be prema-
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ture. Taking into account the limited accessibility of the Russian archives, as well 
as their volume, complexity, and incompleteness, any categorical judgment should 
be resisted. 

In any case, a concluding comment relevant to the applicability of the two-
level-game framework is in order. One of the central issues in any analysis of the 
dawn of the Cold War has been, and will continue to be, the degree to which the 
contest was unavoidable. Were there sufficient grounds for a more peaceful settle­
ment, that is, did the win-sets of the two sides overlap so significantly that we can 
say the Cold War resulted from misperceptions and miscalculations? Or was the 
gap between the two sides too great to be bridged by agreements such as the Baruch 
Plan? The evidence available to this point on Stalin's decisions strongly suggests 
that there was little overlap. The "non-cooperative stalemate" that resulted was to 
last for many years. 

It appears that domestic considerations played a dominant role in the out­
come. Stimulated by the appearance of the atomic bomb, Stalin's insecurity pro­
moted tighter political control and a progressive suspension of contacts with the 
West. It was not, therefore, that agreements with the West were unratifi-
able—Stalin faced no such problem—but that agreements, and indeed the con­
tacts they would have required and inspired, were themselves something of a 
threat. With respect to possible agreements, the leader's and Party's win-sets, not 
the nation's, were too limited and inflexible. 
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lated in this way" (Allan Evans to Morrison, November 21, 1946, "Minor Intelligence," 
OSS Archives, Folder 7, Box 19). 

48. On this, see Vojtech Mastny, The Cold War and Soviet Insecurity: The Stalin Years 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1996), pp. 58-60, 74-79. 



CHAPTER 3 

Eisenhower and the Cold War: An 
Opportunity Missed? 

Patrick M. Morgan 

The end of the Cold War, with neither bang nor whimper, invites speculation that 
it could have ended earlier, specifically during one of those periods when the pur­
suit of detente came to naught.1 This chapter focuses on such efforts in the Eisen­
hower Administration. There have long been suspicions that statesmen of that 
day missed a chance to either end the Cold War or avoid its worst excesses.2 Events 
in this decade revive the issue.3 After all, Mikhail Gorbachev's reforms had deep 
roots in the Khrushchev era. His attempts to link domestic reform with detente 
were foreshadowed by Soviet leaders in the 1950s; Gorbachev himself, personally 
and politically, was a child of "the thaw" after Stalin's death and its disappointing 
denouement. In the 1950s Moscow regularly proposed creation of a new European 
security system, something Gorbachev's policies finally made possible. Had the 
West responded to Khrushchev as it did to Gorbachev, might there have been no 
need for a Gorbachev? 

Also intriguing, for purposes of this volume, is that those who claim an opportu­
nity was lost often cite domestic factors in the United States as responsible, in a 
fashion tailor-made for a four-level-game analysis. Analysts have depicted Eisen­
hower as ready for a rapprochement but unable to overcome domestic resis­
tance—lacking the necessary domestic ratification. Standing in the way? John 
Foster Dulles, right-wing Republicans, hawkish Democrats, the armed services, 

the military-industrial complex The same is frequently said of Khrushchev. He 
also wanted a detente but had to contend with unrepentant Stalinists, ideological 
dogmatists, and the military services, among others. 

Another notable feature of the period is the prominence of phenomena treated 
in this volume as the second level in a four-level game. Eisenhower (and Khrush-
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chev) had to cope with important allies with their own agendas. Bloc solidarity 
was a first order objective of theirs, but consensus was difficult to obtain, especially 
in treating with the enemy. 

The picture that results is ideal for a four-level approach: Two leaders groped for 
agreements but could not simultaneously assemble the necessary allied and domes­
tic support to exploit the occasional windows of opportunity available. Each ma­
neuvered to enlarge the other's win-set not just to secure a more favorable outcome 
but to make it easier to resolve sticky ratification problems at home.4 

The alternative view of the "lost" opportunity is that Eisenhower and Khrush­
chev themselves were responsible. The failure lay not in the dynamics of the multi­
ple games they played but in the narrow confines of their thinking. They lacked 
the inclinations, the vision, and the daring needed. The Cold War remained be­
cause they remained Cold Warriors. 

This chapter evaluates these competing explanations. For reasons of space only 
the American half of the relationship is examined. The questions posed are: (1) 
Did Eisenhower seriously desire agreements for a major improvement in East-West 
relations? (2) If he did, was his failure to achieve them due to insufficiently over­
lapping win-sets between the United States and the Soviet Union, or between the 
United States and its allies, or because of the narrow win-sets he faced at home? 

A N OUTLINE OF THE OPPORTUNITY 

If an opportunity to end or mitigate the Cold War existed in the 1950s, the fol­
lowing points about it apply. First, the Cold War was preeminently about the divi­
sion of Germany and security in Europe, especially in the 1950s. Events and issues 
elsewhere were of secondary importance. Therefore, any opportunity to end it had 
to be concerned with the future of Germany, European security, and U.S.-Soviet 
relations in Europe. Second, the Cold War was profoundly political/ideological in 
nature, not inherent in the logic of the international system or the nuclear age or 
the result of broad misperceptions and communication gaps. If it was inherent, 
chances of ending or easing it would have been minimal. If misperceptions and 
poor communication were to blame, then the issues involved were not so serious, 
which seems silly given the enormous sustained efforts and risks involved. 

Third, the opportunity must have been driven by an ample fear of war—what 
else might have overridden such a profound political conflict? Finally, the oppor­
tunity had to consist of a chance at a significant political rapprochement and not 
just a marginal easing of tensions. There were always two main ways to end the 
Cold War peacefully. The two sides could have practiced peaceful coexistence and 
over a lengthy period of increasing contacts seen the worst features of the Cold 
War eliminated. Or, one side could have quit and embraced the central values of 
the other, presumably due to exhaustion, revolution, or a legitimacy crisis. As 
things turned out, the second option prevailed. 

What does this tell us about the "opportunity" in the Eisenhower Administra­
tion? First, what most critics have meant by the "lost opportunity" was option one, 
missed chances to improve communication, ease conflict and the arms race, and 
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initiate a slow evolution of the dispute to a less threatening level. Second, al­
though this is not how the Cold War ended, it might have. Perhaps in the 1950s 
significant steps could have initiated its gradual erosion, so that it didn't become so 
solidly entrenched and institutionalized. Third, only the first option fits a four-
level-game framework—the collapse and termination of the opponent was hardly 
likely to have fallen within overlapping win-sets! Thus any "opportunity" that ex­
isted in the Eisenhower era must have consisted either of the chance for a rap­
prochement (option one), or of leaders dedicated to a rapprochement as a first step 
toward the collapse of the other side. Key leaders on both sides had to be strongly 
interested in a rapprochement, which meant they had to believe that bringing 
about the collapse of the other side in the near future was unrealistic. 

Failure to achieve this rapprochement is what the Russians and various West­
ern critics at the time (George Kennan, for instance) blamed on the Eisenhower 
administration. 

THE OPENING 

If there really was an opportunity, it started with Stalin's death on March 5, 
1953. The new collective leadership was clearly more amenable to Western over­
tures or vulnerable to Western pressures than Stalin had been. Its initial decisions 
and rhetoric were relatively conciliatory domestically and in foreign policy. Georgi 
Malenkov, the new premier, announced a new emphasis on improving citizen wel­
fare, shifting resources away from the military and heavy industry sectors. The se­
cret police empire was pruned, and there was a deliberate erosion of Stalin's 
reputation and partial repudiation of his policies. Repression was relaxed. In for­
eign policy, Malenkov raised eyebrows by asserting that a nuclear war would mean 
catastrophe and not, as Stalin had insisted, the ultimate victory of socialism. The 
government called for peaceful coexistence via a relaxation of tensions, increased 
trade, and easing the arms race. Controls on Eastern Europe were reduced, the Ko­
rean War was allowed to end, the treaty ending Austria's occupation was signed, 
and the Soviets cooperated at the Geneva Conference on Indochina. 

The second phase of the "opportunity" arose under very different circum­
stances, in the wake of Sputnik in 1957. (The prior two years had been a difficult 
time in East-West relations with the Suez Crisis, the Hungarian Revolution, and 
their aftereffects.) The West now confronted a Soviet leader with a firm political 
base. Sputnik had augmented Moscow's stature, and Khrushchev was eager to con­
vert this into agreements with the West. Appealing to the West were his domestic 
reforms including more de-Stalinization, major cuts in military spending and the 
armed forces, and raised living standards. In foreign policy, he moved to slow or 
halt nuclear testing, resolve the problem of Berlin, and establish new European se­
curity arrangements. This phase continued to the collapse of the Paris Summit in 
1960. 

Both phases of the "opportunity" produced nothing. There was no rapproche­
ment, no agreement on Germany or Berlin, no ban on nuclear testing, no curbing 
of the nuclear arsenals. And there were nasty consequences. No progress on Ger-
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many led ultimately to the Berlin Crisis in 1961 and the Berlin Wall. Stalemate on 
European security arrangements and in East-West relations meant that military 
forces in Europe, hurriedly enlarged as a result of the Korean War, were maintained 
indefinitely on an unprecedented peacetime scale. Nuclear arsenals reached stag­
gering levels by the early 1960s and were married to prompt delivery systems ideal 
for surprise attack. Ahead lay deplorable developments: the Cuban Missile Crisis, 
the Vietnam and Afghanistan Wars, periodic confrontations in the Middle East, 
rampant competition elsewhere. 

WAS EISENHOWER REALLY INTERESTED? 

The following picture of the president and his administration emerges from the 
wealth of available sources.5 Eisenhower had vast experience in international af­
fairs but was not deeply reflective about the subject. Not a serious student of either 
the Soviet Union or communism, he had become a staunch anticommunist prior 
to his election campaign and remained so. He strongly mistrusted the Soviets and 
thus was consistently skeptical about summits unless prospects for agreement, as­
certained in advance, were good. Not as pessimistic as John Foster Dulles, he 
shared Dulles's grim view of the Soviet bloc. 

He was accordingly very concerned about the threat posed by the USSR, while 
only partially and selectively inclined toward any rapprochement. He adopted 
policies that made meaningful agreements with the Russians unlikely, in keeping 
with the threat and his view that agreements were not likely, and his efforts to ease 
tensions were motivated mainly by propaganda concerns until well into his ad­
ministration. He counted heavily on American nuclear superiority and authorized 
a huge expansion in the nuclear arsenal;6 he presided over development of a strat­
egy for an enormous preemptive strike on the communist bloc in the event of a 
war;7 he encouraged or authorized vigorous intelligence efforts against the com­
munist world; he continually promoted West German rearmament and participa­
tion in NATO. All of these clashed profoundly with Soviet preferences and made 
rapprochement hard to achieve. Thus it is wrong to think of Eisenhower at this 
time as strongly committed to relaxing the Cold War but hemmed in by other 
American leaders and officials who were not. He shared their perspectives and did 
much to help cement the Cold War in place.8 

Only late in his presidency did this change. By that point Eisenhower had de­
veloped a sophisticated view of national security in the nuclear age. He assumed 
that a major East-West war would escalate to the nuclear level and become total in 
intensity, bringing mutual catastrophe. Hence it was very unlikely, and the best 
way to keep it unlikely was to avoid illusions about limited wars and shape U.S. and 
NATO forces and war planning accordingly.9 The prospect of mutual catastrophe 
made nuclear "superiority" meaningless; sufficiency would do. The real problem, 
he thought, was a strategic surprise attack and the fear of it, a primary concern to 
him even in his first term.10 He eventually emphasized the need to halt vertical nu­
clear proliferation and displayed much anxiety about that. 
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The result was an evolving posture on disarmament and arms control. The ad­
ministration initially embraced Truman's stance that serious disarmament could 
occur only with an overall resolution of political conflicts and that extensive veri­
fication would be required. Steps toward disarmament also had to be linked—no 
nuclear test ban without an end to production of nuclear weapons, no deep cuts in 
or elimination of nuclear weapons without conventional force cuts. 

Over time, Eisenhower slowly shifted toward separating disarmament from 
arms control, toward detaching arms control from a general political settlement, 
making it valuable on its own, and toward detaching a test ban from other arms 
control measures. In the end he was willing to accept a test ban that was less than 
completely verifiable.11 This reflected his unhappiness about prospects for the fu­
ture because he viewed the ongoing nuclear arms buildup as increasingly danger­
ous. He felt that responsible statesmen should be able to provide people with hope 
and a less dangerous environment. In this regard he became, in time, more dovish 
than most of his administration, much of his party, and much of the country. 

THE FIRST PHASE, 1953-1955 

Eisenhower noted that Washington had no contingency plans for Stalin's death 
(in 1953) and no ideas on how to exploit it. His own reaction was to look for a way 
to steer the East-West relationship in a new direction. 

One possibility was a summit conference, an idea strongly pressed by Winston 
Churchill (see later). This met with little approval in Washington. Eisenhower, 
Dulles, and others thought the timing bad, the prospects for success low. It was not 
clear that Soviet thinking on major issues had changed. And a summit was bound 
to raise serious difficulties with the McCarthyites, who would have compared it 
with Yalta.12 When the first one was finally held in 1955, the administration had to 
assure Congressional leaders in advance that no binding executive agreements 
would be signed.13 

Eisenhower turned, instead, to using a major speech to change the atmosphere, 
build public support for new initiatives, and make the United States look good. 
The initial goal was to provide a candid picture of the horrors of nuclear war and 
call for steps to ease the arms race. The result was a startling, well-received speech 
to the American Society of Newspaper Editors on April 16. It labeled military 
spending as the theft of resources from education, health care, housing, and wel­
fare. The Russians displayed it as front page news.14 However, it also listed steps 
Moscow had to take for improved relations: release of World War II POWs; settling 
the Austrian situation; armistice arrangements in Korea, Indochina, and Malaya; 
independence for Eastern Europe; moves toward unification of Germany. This was 
a bow to Dulles, who had opposed the speech out of fear that it would send the 
wrong message both to Moscow and the allies, and who insisted on these items be­
ing included.15 

What happened was that nothing happened. One reason was that the Admin­
istration mounted the speech as a propaganda effort to offset Soviet detente pro­
posals, reflecting the Eisenhower-Dulles view that a fundamental accommodation 
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was impossible with the Kremlin.16 In addition, there was as yet no obvious issue 
that lent itself to negotiation, no focal point around which to construct an agree­
ment. Without a tentative agreement and overlapping East and West win-sets, 
there was no real basis for negotiations to shape a deal in Washington and the 
United States. 

Was there a domestic constituency for detente? Putting one together would 
have been hard work. The worst problem was the Republican Old Guard, frantic 
about subversion at home and appeasement abroad. The Administration spent 
much energy beating back the Bricker Amendment and other right wing fears of 
presidential sellouts of U.S. interests. The Administration was also busy fending 
off McCarthy ism. These elements could not just be dismissed, because the Admin­
istration needed broad support for large defense spending, keeping U.S. forces 
abroad, and the military assistance program, all of which many Republicans found 
repugnant. Being too far out front in pursuing agreements with the Soviets might 
have undermined efforts on these other matters. 

Nevertheless, the speech was well received. There was evident public concern 
about the nuclear arms race. Nuclear testing was becoming a salient matter (Ste­
venson would try to exploit it in his 1956 campaign) as was the larger "peace" issue. 
There was also, as critics noted, Eisenhower's recent electoral mandate, his im­
mense public stature, his credentials on security matters. He had a strong base on 
which to build support for reaching out to Moscow. On balance, it seems that vari­
ous agreements would have commanded the necessary support. 

But another political game Eisenhower had to play lay inside the administra­
tion. Any detente initiative had to get around the Secretary of State. His detrac­
tors then and since have called attention to his, readily admitted, unwillingness to 
seek accommodation, blaming him for the minimal U.S. responses to Soviet ini­
tiatives and for the failure to follow up vigorously on Eisenhower's speech. This ap­
pears to be inaccurate on two counts. Eisenhower was not particularly dovish or 
conciliatory about the Cold War at that point, and Dulles was not always rigid. 

Dulles was not averse to negotiations with Moscow. What he wanted was nego­
tiations from strength.17 As he saw it, negotiations could come about through 
Western overtures or pressure. Dulles prefened pressure. The Soviet Union and 
other communist regimes were intrinsically illegitimate and immoral, and there­
fore fragile. They were also fundamentally, permanently hostile on ideological 
grounds.18 Therefore, confrontation and pressure, based on superior Western 
strength and unity, made the most sense. Reaching for accommodation did not. 
First, it was futile; Soviet leaders could not readily accept a true accommodation. 
Second, it was ill advised; accommodation detracted from the only thing that 
really worked, which was pressure. When the Soviets were accommodating, it was 
a sign that pressure was working, not a reason to abandon it.19 Third, it was danger­
ous. Steps toward accommodation would only strengthen elements in the United 
States or the allies reluctant to bear the burdens of containment: the military 
spending, aid programs, and other sacrifices. Fourth, it was a tactical windfall for 



Eisenhower and the Cold War 49 

the enemy because summits and disarmament conferences made fine platforms for 
communist propaganda and enhancing the Kremlin's stature.20 

Dulles clearly worried about the durability and staying power of the West. Isola­
tionist elements lurked in American politics, and socialist/communist elements in 
Western Europe were well established. Frictions among the allies seemed ample in 
the defeat of EDC, the Suez Crisis, and the rise of deGaulle. Dulles lacked the no­
tion that accommodation could be deadly to the communist world. He felt that 
those regimes could exploit a relaxation of tensions in the West while effectively 
squelching its unwanted effects at home. 

He had allies. Successive Secretaries of Defense and the Joint Chiefs were not 
in favor of reaching out to Moscow. The Atomic Energy Agency was unsympa­
thetic. While Soviet specialists at the State Department supported a search for ac­
commodation, other top officials there (Robert Murphy, for example) were in line 
with Dulles. Officials inclined toward conciliation included Harold Stassen (when 
he was Special Assistant on Disarmament) and Nelson Rockefeller (Special Assis­
tant on Cold War Strategy), but Dulles worked assiduously to prevent them (or 
anyone else) from gaining a major role in foreign policy by having all access to the 
president on foreign policy go through him.21 

The Eisenhower-Dulles relationship on this issue was not a struggle, as Dulles 
was not always an obstacle.22 In a confidential memo on September 6,1953, Dulles 
urged a "spectacular effort to relax world tensions" via a pullback of American and 
Soviet forces in Europe and agreements to reduce conventional and nuclear weap­
ons. He wanted to take advantage of the United States' military superiority and its 
strong political position while playing to Moscow's desire to reduce arms spending. 
Eisenhower approved in principle but saw no way to implement it without evoking 
grave doubts about the credibility of American commitments.23 Once West Ger­
many entered NATO, ending a major threat to Western cohesion, Dulles dis­
played flexibility again,24 such as on a test ban—he became a strong proponent of 
one later on. From 1956 on, Dulles supported various arms control measures and in 
his last year displayed flexibility on Berlin.25 He sometimes agreed with Eisen­
hower that political considerations (appeasing allies or domestic opinion) and 
moral considerations (showing leadership in blunting the arms race) made pursuit 
of arms control appropriate. 

The consistent opponents of these measures were in the Defense Department, 
the Joint Chiefs, and the Atomic Energy Agency.26 Eisenhower's style of manage­
ment magnified the impact of their views. The extensive delegation of responsibil­
ity Eisenhower practiced often also meant a reluctance to challenge subordinates' 
views and decisions as part of garnering their loyalty and best efforts. This was par­
ticularly true early in his administration—Eisenhower could hardly build a team if 
he readily dismissed the members' views and concerns. Later, he would grow rest­
less with running things this way,27 but he was seldom ready to simply take charge 
of an issue, impose his view of it, and disregard opposition. Even late in his second 
term, his style inhibited a more vigorous and compelling pursuit of his desire for re-
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straint in national security matters,28 contributing to his lack of success in building 
support for his view on strategic issues such as the missile gap.29 

In terms of a four-level game, such a style leaves the leader with too little lever­
age on the win-sets of key subordinates and hands them too much leverage over his 
own. On many aspects of relations with Moscow, Eisenhower was often adjusting 
to the rest of the administration rather than having it adjust to him, which made 
success in negotiations quite unlikely. 

The other relevant element in his leadership style was avoidance of a hierarchi­
cal approach to dealing with disagreements. Emmet John Hughes offers a compos­
ite of Eisenhower comments on leadership: 

Now, look, I happen to know a little about leadership. I've had to work with a lot of nations, 
for that matter at odds with each other. And I tell you this: you do not lead by hitting people 
over the head. Any damn fool can do that, but it's usually called "assault"—not "leader­
ship." . . . I'll tell you what leadership is. It's persuasion—and conciliation—and educa-
tion—and patience. It's long, slow, tough work. That's the only kind of leadership I know—or 
believe in—or will practice.30 

That approach can be ideal because it patiently shapes others' win-sets in ways 
likely to have durable results. It was how Eisenhower succeeded in slowly, pa­
tiently, winning acceptance of American internationalism among Republicans. 
But it is not good for responding to windows of opportunity because, with too 
much deference to others' views, it takes too long. 

This helps sort out the paradox in the literature concerning Eisenhower's re­
sponsibility. While in office he was charged with having good intentions on im­
proving East-West relations but little control over foreign policy. But revisionists 
later emphasized that his indirect approach to leadership hid his considerable in­
volvement in foreign and defense policy, implying that if there was little improve­
ment in East-West relations, it was really Eisenhower's fault.31 In fact the 
Eisenhower style blended his involvement with deferring to subordinates even if 
he objected to the overall direction of policy that resulted. That was part of the 
price of leading in an indirect manner. 

Then there was the political game with key European allies. Dulles and Eisen­
hower were immersed in alliance politics.32 The Administration's objectives in 
Europe were to promote integration so that the allies' rising economic and military 
capabilities and political cohesion could be brought to bear in the Cold War, 
which in turn required maintaining European confidence in the American com­
mitment to Europe. The objectives remained even when the derailing of the Euro­
pean Defense Community in August 1954 left U.S. policy in tatters. 

The Administration had to carefully ascertain European views on, and then in, 
any talks with the Russians, and also worry about the potential impact any 
deal—or just showing interest in a deal—might have on American credibility. En­
hancing allied capabilities was frequently interpreted in Washington as avoiding 
steps that would weaken a friendly government and, particularly for Eisenhower, 
showing sympathy for the allies' interest in either developing nuclear weapons or 
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having them made available by the United States in the event of a war. (Thou­
sands were stored in Europe for this purpose.) The administration worked to re­
move restrictions in the Atomic Energy Act on sharing nuclear information with 
the British, and the United States secretly aided aspects of the French nuclear 
weapons program. 

The emphasis on healthy allies reflected Eisenhower's profound concern about 
the long-term effects of the Cold War. He opposed an indefinite American mili­
tary presence in Europe, fearing adverse effects on the American economy and 
public opinion. He worried about the economic and political effects of a huge de­
fense budget, and was always looking for Europeans to do more so that the United 
States could do less. Allies were also vital for the Massive Retaliation strategy, pro­
viding the overseas bases that put American bombers in reach of the Soviet bloc.33 

Promoting European integration was American policy of long standing and 
had interested Eisenhower long before his election. (Dulles agreed completely.34) 
It was to make Europe strong not only through economies of scale and heightened 
efficiencies but by dislodging old enmities. 

But if European integration and Western unity were vital then conciliatory 
moves by Moscow were potentially quite dangerous.35 They might tempt allies 
into concessions and separate deals, unraveling unity. And American interest in 
negotiations could readily lead allies to expect an American withdrawal and thus 
to rush to make the best deal with Moscow. What was feared, in other words, was 
both the domino effect and Finlandization. Dulles also worried that Western ac­
commodation might tempt the Soviet Bloc into war by miscalculation.36 

A complication here was that Western unity was also needed for healing Europe 
itself, for absorbing Germany within a larger community. Hence to the extent that 
any Russian government had to object to Western unity, German rearmament, 
and thus to German reunification, American and Soviet win-sets could not over­
lap. 

Because the allies were important, if they pressed for negotiations with the So­
viets they could not readily or indefinitely be put off, whereas if they were unen-
thusiastic or opposed, negotiations could not easily be pursued. In 1953 the British 
(except for Churchill) were opposed to major conciliatory gestures, the French 
ambivalent, the Germans opposed—fearing a deal at Germany's expense. 37 But 
gradually these positions shifted, in part due to Russian reforms and efforts to im­
prove the atmosphere. Adenauer remained consistently opposed to deals with the 
Russians, fearing a permanent freeze of the status quo in Central Europe. He in­
sisted that no major arms control arrangement be undertaken without a clear link 
to progress on reunification.38 And because the integration of West Germany into 
the West was of overriding importance, Adenauer had unusual leverage in Wash­
ington. 

The strongest sentiments for detente came from Churchill.39 After Stalin's 
death he began proposing a summit in cables and letters to Washington, and he 
continued this until just before retiring in April 1955.40 He was particularly inter­
ested in going to Moscow himself to get a summit process underway.41 
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He had in mind reananging Europe's security system. (Eden and Macmillan 
were later to feel the same way.) German unification would take place within a web 
of four-power guarantees, like the Locarno system of the late 1920s, that would cir­
cumscribe German military power and guarantee Russian security. 

As noted earlier, the summit idea met with little approval in Washington. 
Churchill was seen as an old, and unhealthy, lion looking for one last roar as a 
global power broker. His own cabinet agreed, and they saw no benefit in pressing a 
summit on an unenthusiastic Washington. They wanted Churchill to retire (his 
energy was flagging, his mental acuity suspect)—something they thought, cor­
rectly, he would put off if a summit was possible. In addition, a Churchill trip to 
Moscow would have made Adenauer uneasy, and Eisenhower noted that it would 
look like Britain was trying to be an intermediary, not a staunch ally. Putting off 
Churchill became easy when he suffered a stroke. In a U.S.-UK-France Foreign 
Ministers meeting in July, the British and French suggested a careful probe of Rus­
sian intentions. Bidault informed Dulles and Lord Salisbury (sitting in for Eden) 
that negotiating with the Russians on Germany was a prerequisite for French rati­
fication of EDC. (The idea that there was an alternative to German rearmament 
had to be squelched by unsuccessful negotiations!) Adenauer cabled that just the 
prospect of such negotiations would help him fend off the Social Democrats in 
the September elections. Dulles regarded Adenauer's political well-being as fun­
damentally important so he acquiesced and agreed to a big four Foreign Ministers 
meeting in the fall. 

The meeting became, it turned out, the Berlin Foreign Ministers Conference in 
January 1954 on the future of Germany and Berlin. It was a spectacular failure. 
Russian determination to have some control over a unified German government 
and to prevent it from choosing to join NATO was unyielding. The Eden plan for 
multistage reunification capped off by a demilitarized zone either within Germany 
or to the east of it was rejected by Molotov. 

Does this demonstrate that there was no way for Eisenhower to get any agreement 
past the ratification gauntlet of allies, administration, and the nation, and that this is 
why his speech had so little impact? On the first half of the question, ratification at 
home and in the alliance would certainly have been difficult but not impossible. On 
the second half of the question, the record suggests that securing ratification was not 
the main problem. Eisenhower may not have been a rabid Cold Wanior, but he was 
deeply suspicious of the Soviet leadership. He was not counting on a political settle­
ment with Moscow as the basis of American and European security because one did 
not seem possible. That is why he stressed a "long haul" approach to national de­
fense, preparing for a conflict of up to fifty years. He wanted to restrain the East-West 
rivalry because of its burdens and risks. But he saw Western superiority in nuclear 
weapons at the time as critical for offsetting Soviet bloc conventional capabilities. 
This put severe limits on any accommodation with the Russians, who consistently 
pressed for the abolition of nuclear weapons and foreign bases. Agreements that 
would threaten American nuclear superiority, erode the West's defense spending, 
or risk alliance solidarity on Germany were unacceptable. 
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In short, American responses to the death of Stalin do not offer a clear case of a 
leader eager to reach an agreement constrained by the high likelihood of failed 
ratification, of a dovish president bowing to political realities in Europe and at 
home. The president's worldview seriously limited his own win-set, and this was 
reinforced by most of his officials. Hence, "in 1954 the administration was not 
really interested in accommodation with the Soviets."42 

However, the President had also tried another tack to take the edge off the Cold 
War. After his inauguration, Eisenhower had expressed strong interest in trying to 
turn attention to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Setting speech writers to 
work, he launched what became an eight-month search for the right formula. 
Cleared with allies at a summit (in December 1953), with Churchill adding last-
minute corrections, Eisenhower's speech at the UN proposed an international 
agency for development of peaceful nuclear energy, using fissionable materials do­
nated by the superpowers (the Atoms for Peace proposal). 

The plan was enthusiastically received, then went nowhere for several years. 
The Russians refused to accept it (though not flatly rejecting it either), arguing 
that because it would not halt the production of nuclear weapons, it was a diver­
sion from the real issue. This was both correct and self-serving. Atoms for Peace 
would have made no dent in American nuclear superiority; indeed, it might have 
constrained the fissile material available for the Soviet nuclear weapons program. 
The Russians had few operational nuclear weapons; the United States was ap­
proaching 1700 or more, and the President had approved production at a rate of 
one per day (with more increases to come). (See Table 3.1). 

The Russian objections were not lifted until after Moscow's production ca­
pacity had increased considerably. 

Once again, this looks like an insufficient overlap in leadership win-sets. Eisen­
hower had somehow managed to get the AEC's Lewis Strauss to back Atoms for 
Peace so domestic ratification was virtually assured. (I suspect Strauss agreed in or­
der to have a freer hand in generating the numbers in Table 3.1.) But nothing 
could be done until the Russians were ready. 

Still another track emerged in 1955 when pressure mounted for a summit. The Brit­
ish became steadily more interested once Churchill retired; eventually pressure from 
public opinion and the Labor Party made a summit a political necessity for the govern­
ment. Eden's successful management of the Geneva Conference on Indochina, and his 
pulling the West together on West German rearmament and NATO membership, gave 
him more leverage. When he pleaded election necessities, Eisenhower was sympathetic. 

The French also supported a summit. Rejection of EDC demonstrated how un­
easy France was about German rearmament. But Washington and London were 
moving to make it happen anyway. The only chance to forestall this seemed to be a 
deal on German unification, and that would require a summit. 

The major issue was Germany. Whether a deal was possible is uncertain but 
doubtful. Moscow was eager to prevent West German rearmament, dangling the 
prospect of unification but only if Germany would be neutral and unarmed. Not ir­
relevant was the fact that for Adenauer unification was not his foremost foreign 
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Table 3.1 
U.S. Nuclear Weapons Stockpile' 

Year 

1945 

1946 

1947 

1948 

1949 

1950 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

Number of X 

2 

9 

13 

50 

250 

450 

650 

1000 

1350 

1750 

2250 

3550 

5450 

7100 

12,000 

18,500 

23,000 

policy objective. His priority was partnership with the West, especially because he 
saw no possibility of unification on acceptable terms. 

Dulles agreed. He was instrumental in having the President insist on no summit 
without a clear sign of Soviet good intentions, such as an Austrian peace treaty. 
Then when the Soviets signed that treaty, Dulles suspected that it was a ploy to 
lure Germany into neutrality in exchange for unification and move U.S. forces out 
of Germany (maybe out of Europe). Dulles also thought disarmament would go no­
where unless the German problem was resolved. Even the Open Skies proposal was 
not to his liking—it would only raise false hopes. All this in spite of the fact that 
the Russians had now implemented many of the prerequisites set down in Eisen­
hower's "chance for peace" speech: a truce in Korea, a settlement in Indochina, the 
Austrian peace treaty, the release of POWs from World War II. 

Also striking was U.S. dismissal of a sharp shift in the Soviet position on arms 
control. On May 10,1955, at a session of the UN Subcommittee on Disarmament, 
the Soviets suddenly announced that they would accept inspection posts on their 
temtory plus an exchange of information on military establishments and budgets 
for an agreement to cut conventional forces, end nuclear testing and weapons pro-
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duction, and close foreign military bases. The West was taken aback at this accep­
tance of the bulk of its arms control position. An answer was deferred until after 
the impending summit, and then it was not serious. In September the United 
States "suspended" its previous disarmament positions because of doubts that 
ground inspection could be effective. Clearly the United States was not really 
ready in 1955 to negotiate a major deal on disarmament.44 The security establish­
ment was basically wedded to the view later expressed by the Joint Chiefs: "There 
is less risk to the security of the United States in the continuation of current arma­
ment trends than in entering into an international arms limitation agreement."45 

The summit was such a modest success as to be a failure. Opening in Geneva on 
July 18, 1955, it was notable only for its civilized discussion of differences (the 
"Spirit of Geneva") and the Eisenhower "Open Skies" proposal for aerial inspec­
tion to forestall surprise attack plans. Discussions about Germany reached an im­
mediate impasse. The West sought free elections leading to unification, and then a 
German choice on neutrality, NATO, or the Warsaw Pact, with Soviet security 
concerns handled by Western guarantees, limits on German forces, and a demilita­
rized zone. Then new European security arrangements could be taken up. The Rus­
sian view reversed the priorities: deal with general European security 
first—agreements on peaceful settlement of disputes, an end to military blocs, the 
withdrawal of foreign forces—and then settle the German question. At the 
follow-up Foreign Ministers meeting in October-November, the tone was very 
contentious. Molotov pressed all the standard Soviet positions, and there was no 
progress. Clearly partition was acceptable to Moscow as long as West Germany was 
reconciled to it. 

Khrushchev rejected the Open Skies proposal almost at once (in 1956 the Rus­
sians would reject even a demonstration or test of Open Skies) as a transparent at­
tempt to facilitate espionage. Khrushchev had several concerns. Given the Soviet 
advantage in secrecy, it was hard to see what the West could trade to compensate 
Moscow for sacrificing it. Also, Soviet military capabilities were weaker than the 
West suspected and there was no profit, from Khrushchev's perspective, in having 
this corrected.46 The "bomber gap" and the "missile gap" concerns in the West en­
hanced Soviet detenence and political leverage. Meanwhile, to offset Soviet infe­
riority in in tercont inenta l bombers Khrushchev was pushing the rapid 
development of ballistic missiles. That the West would now be better able to moni­
tor Soviet progress and energetically move to nullify it would have been very unac­
ceptable. However, the Administration never expected him to accept the 
proposal. Its primary purpose was public relations, including diverting attention 
from the Soviet concessions on arms control offered in May. This was why it was 
put forward in such a public fashion with no advance notice, not a realistic ap­
proach to getting an agreement.47 

What went wrong? At home, Open Skies was popular in broad terms, except 
with the Republican Old Guard. It is hard to believe that it could not have been 
sold to Congress and the nation—breaching Soviet secrecy was clearly to the 
American advantage. However, inside the government, Dulles was not happy 
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about the summit. Hopes would be raised, then dashed, which could hardly help 
the West. (When Soviet Premier Bulganin inquired about visiting the United 
States, Eisenhower's impulse was to agree, but Dulles objected, so the response was 
that the United States would study the idea.) He had little sympathy for Open 
Skies. The services and the CIA also objected—what was about to become a huge 
intelligence breakthrough would be negated. Another aspect of the proposal, ex­
changing "complete blueprints" of each military establishment, was uncomfort­
able to many officers. (This became clear late in the decade when the services 
looked at what a detailed inspection regime would involve.) Perhaps Eisenhower 
prepared the proposal in secret not only to surprise the Russians but to forestall op­
position within the bureaucracy. 

Apart from Adenauer, the allies were not averse to following up on the "Spirit 
of Geneva," and failure to move toward a rapprochement cannot be blamed on 
them. For the rest of the Cold War, European opinion was more comfortable than 
the United States with what Dulles would have termed "appeasement." Quite 
apart from the left's views on peace, nuclear weapons, and the Soviet bloc, there 
was general European unhappiness with being locked into a huge struggle over 
which Europe had little influence. 

On balance, then, the Open Skies proposal was one for which top-level U.S. 
and Soviet win-sets did not sufficiently overlap. Failure can be traced to this rather 
than to the other levels in our model. 

THE SECOND PHASE, 1958-1960 

Little progress was made from the Geneva summit to Sputnik, but develop­
ments at the time had a bearing on what was to come, and these should be briefly 
summarized.48 Inside the Administration there was an ongoing struggle over U-2 
flights, nuclear testing, and defense spending. Within the country and abroad 
there was exploration of the possibilities of a nuclear test ban and other arms con­
trol steps. There were also rising complaints, greatly augmented after Sputnik, 
about administration neglect of the nation's security. 

The U-2 flights began in the spring of 1956. Eisenhower repeatedly expressed 
concern about their provocative nature and the effect losing a plane could have. 
He consistently resisted having as many flights as the services and intelligence 
community wished. He also personally reviewed the plans for flights, altering 
routes and making other changes to meet his concerns. 

Trying for a nuclear test ban had a long history in the Administration. In 1954 
and 1955 the matter had been raised repeatedly, usually in proposed disarmament 
postures put forward by Harold Stassen.49 Eisenhower was sympathetic, and con­
sistently unhappy with the opposition from the AEC, DOD, and the Joint Chiefs. 
Public pressure for a test ban rose in 1956. But inside the government the pressure 
was to have far more tests. Demand for a ban eased for a time when it became evi­
dent that tests would be needed to develop ICBMs and because Bulganin wrote to 
Eisenhower proposing a test ban during the 1956 election campaign (in effect, sup­
porting Stevenson, a kiss of death because it represented blatant interference in 
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domestic politics). Still, Eisenhower was disappointed, and at times visibly angry, 
over resistance to a test ban, and Dulles was his most reliable supporter in all this. 

A Russian test series early in 1957 was followed by a U.S series. At the London 
disarmament talks, Stassen presented the standard U.S. position—a test ban in ex­
change for a verifiable end to nuclear weapons production, plus other progress on 
disarmament. The Russians shifted to offering an immediate unconditional test 
ban or at least a test moratorium. They also accepted verification via monitoring 
posts, with backup inspections when monitoring turned up results of concern. But 
the U.S. got cold feet; Stassen was allowed to offer a moratorium on testing only 
with a nuclear weapons production cutoff (with verification). This was a direct re­
sult of AEC-DOD pressure for more tests, backed by the support of Senator Henry 
Jackson.50 Both the verification and the fact that a cutoff would leave the Soviet 
Union with a much smaller arsenal than the U.S. made the proposal a nonstarter. 
The Russians denounced the whole business as indicating that the U.S. was not se­
rious and moved to boycott the UN Disarmament Subcommittee. 

Over the next several months debate in the Administration was strenuous. 
Stassen wanted to move toward a ban, most others did not. In June Eisenhower ar­
gued strongly against further tests as unnecessary, as a problem because of radioac­
tive fallout, and as politically costly. Strauss, Edward Teller, Ernest Lawrence, and 
others from the AEC and the weapons labs strenuously objected. 

Later in the year the debate resumed. The AEC and the DOD proposed far more 
tests than Eisenhower thought necessary—to find the ultimate h-bomb canying 
capacity of a B-52, to develop a clean hydrogen bomb (eventually the neutron 
bomb), to find uses for peaceful nuclear explosions, to develop an ABM system. 
(At one point a Caribbean test off the Florida coast was proposed!) Eisenhower re­
sisted, and toyed with adopting a moratorium. He had to take into account the 
British and French, who publicly supported a test ban but were privately eager to 
continue testing for their nuclear weapons programs. 

In 1958, in the wake of Sputnik, the Administration had to respond to rising 
pressures for agreements with the Russians, particularly on nuclear testing. Eisen­
hower was ready to negotiate, and Dulles agreed, perhaps due to what they had 
learned about the immensity of the U.S. arsenal, SAC war plans, and the bottom­
less appetite of the services and AEC for more nuclear weapons.51 They had to 
move forward over strenuous objections from the national security complex. They 
worked out a letter to Khrushchev that separated a test ban from a ban on nuclear 
weapons production and asked for a conference of scientific experts on the possi­
bilities of verifying a test ban. 

The talks began in early July and by late August had produced agreement that a 
control system was technically feasible: 160-170 seismic posts, plus sea and air 
monitoring, would detect tests down to five kilotons. Eisenhower ordered prepara­
tions for negotiations on a test ban and installed a test moratorium from October 
31 to January 1 even though "some of my most trusted advisers. . . were against the 
suspension."52 
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Despite this opposition, and some from Britain and France, Eisenhower agreed 
to start the talks by October 31, compromising with the critics only in allowing 
many tests prior to that date. When Lewis Strauss had a frank discussion with Eis­
enhower: 

Perhaps for the first time, Strauss saw the depth of Eisenhower's moral commitment to a nu­
clear test ban. Strauss conceded that the President's course was correct if the West could live 
in peace with communism. In contrast, Strauss regarded communism as he did sin—there 
could be no compromise with it As he left Eisenhower, Strauss realized that their ethical 
discussion had brought him to the brink of a 'permanent fundamental disagreement' with 
the President."53 

In any event, the talks soon deadlocked over how the inspection regime was to 
operate (the Russians wanting a veto over on-site inspection teams), while test 
ban opponents vigorously developed evidence as to how tests might be hidden suc­
cessfully from the proposed verification.54 As a result, in early January 1959 the 
United States had to tell the Russians it wanted a more elaborate inspection sys­
tem—generating more deadlock. 

Steven Ambrose captures the struggle inside the administration: 

Four days later, on January 16, McCone came to the President with a request that the AEC 
be allowed to build a new reactor, in order to produce more bombs, as required by the DOD. 
Eisenhower exploded that there were no "requirements" until he had approved them, and 
stated that he could see no point to building bombs at a faster rate than the current pace of 
nearly two per day. He said the Defense people were getting "themselves into an incredible 
position—of having enough to destroy every conceivable target all over the world, plus a 
threefold reserve." He said "the patterns of target destruction are fantastic." Just a few years 
ago, he said he had thought Defense agreed that there were only seventy targets inside Rus­
sia that they needed to hit in order to destroy the Soviet system, but now Defense came to 
him and said there were thousands of targets that had to be hit. So many ground bursts, Eis­
enhower said, would be certain to destroy the United States too from radioactivity. But 
then, as he almost always did, he reluctantly gave way to the AEC and DOD demands, and 
with a sigh "said he supposed that we have to go ahead with the construction of the reac-
tor."55 

Again, we encounter Eisenhower's leadership style. He found the arms race ugly 
but acquiesced, under strong pressure, in steps that exacerbated it.56 This had lam­
entable consequences in terms of his own objectives.57 As one analyst puts it, "Eis­
enhower clearly wanted to respond to growing international demands [in June 
1957] for a test ban, but his own style of governing frustrated his best intentions."58 

Gradually, he began to try to escape the inconsistency. He moved away from the 
formal machinery of the National Security Council and the Cabinet in favor of in­
formal consultations with particular officials. He had also appointed a science ad­
viser, thereby getting information that conflicted with AEC and D O D 
assessments.59 He continued to resist requests for more U-2 flights and more de­
fense spending. 



Eisenhower and the Cold War 59 

This was extremely difficult because of the "missile gap" and the immense gains 
Democrats were reaping from charges that the administration was not doing 
enough on defense. The pressure was so severe that Dulles had advised Eisen­
hower, in November 1957, to inform the nation in some (presumably oblique) way 
about the U-2 intelligence windfall.60 In addition, in November 1958 Khrushchev 
had created a Berlin "crisis" via setting a deadline for the West to either leave the 
city or deal with the GDR. Eisenhower's low key response provoked complaints 
about too little being done.61 

By spring, Eisenhower was hinting that he might consider a summit, with Berlin 
as the main topic, if a Foreign Ministers meeting showed that agreements could be 
reached. Convinced that the Russians did not want war over Berlin, he under­
stood, like the British, that the situation there was very disturbing to Moscow and 
something had to be done. When Khrushchev insisted that West Berlin be turned 
into a free city, Eisenhower expressed interest. Pressure for a summit on this came 
from Harold Macmillan, citing both his convictions and domestic pressures.62 

Eisenhower was also pressing for a test ban, suggesting just an atmospheric ban 
if the verification problem for underground tests could not be settled. In response, 
Khrushchev objected to a partial ban but said the Soviet Union would accept a 
fixed quota of inspections. This was potentially an important concession, aban­
doning a Soviet veto over on-site inspections. Eisenhower continued the Ameri­
can testing moratorium.63 

Eisenhower also proposed that Khrushchev visit the United States and on 
August 5 announced that this would take place. (There was predictable opposition 
from conservatives.) The intent on both sides was that this would be followed by 
an Eisenhower visit to the Soviet Union. 

With the test ban talks stymied by U.S. insistence on much more elaborate veri­
fication, the AEC and DOD had pressed for more tests. Eisenhower resisted and on 
February 12 described the projected numbers of U.S. nuclear weapons as "astro­
nomical."64 As spring passed, the slow dance toward a summit continued, Eisen­
hower still insisting on prior progress at a Foreign Ministers meeting. In the 
summer the AEC and DOD again sought authorization for more tests, and Eisen­
hower angrily refused. (They wanted to cram in as many as possible before a test 
ban.) In resisting pressure for more defense spending, on everything from the B-70 
bomber to fallout shelters, the president was virtually isolated.65 

As 1960 arrived, Eisenhower was still determined to get a test ban as a first step 
toward some kind of disarmament. In February he indicated he would settle for less 
than a comprehensive test ban, to get around the impasse on underground test 
verification. Soon he was meeting with officials to promote talks to end produc­
tion of fissionable materials. 

In March the Russians proposed an end to such production, plus a moratorium 
on underground testing, plus a test ban with some on-site inspection. But the veri­
fication system would not have been able to detect low-yield tests, so the morato­
rium on those would have had to be taken on faith. The Soviet position was now 
that any quota on inspections would be based on questionable seismic events but 
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with a number chosen in advance (they suggested three; the United States and 
Britain insisted on twenty66). 

Opponents of a test ban, and many others, strongly opposed any agreement not 
fully verifiable, but Eisenhower announced, at an N S C meeting on March 24, that 
he would accept a two-year moratorium on underground tests with no verification. 
Rejecting opposition from the AEC and DOD, Eisenhower said it was in the vital 
interest of the nation to pursue agreement with the Russians and thus worthwhile 
to take a modest chance for peace. 

In pressing for talks on arms control, he had the support of deGaulle, Macmil­
lan, and some Democrats. In opposition were many Republicans, influential 
Democrats, the services, the weapons lab scientists, and the intelligence commu­
nity. The latter cited concern about prospective gaps in verification to press again 
for U-2 flights. Eisenhower limited them to one a month, with only one authorized 
in early April and none after that to avoid provocation on the eve of the summit. 
But bad weather pushed the last flight back to May 1. In the subsequent Congres­
sional hearings on the U-2 debacle, the CIA insisted the May 1 flight was for vital 
but unspecified information. It appears that the object was to confirm the first So­
viet deployment of ICBMs (four) and get a look at the site (Plesetsk).67 

The President's efforts for a test ban collapsed with the U-2 incident and the 
non-summit. There was to be no test ban until 1963, and then it did not cover un­
derground tests. The Berlin problem was left to smolder on into the next admini­
stration. 

ASSESSMENT 

What shall we conclude about these events? First, it is quite possible that Eisen­
hower and Khrushchev, left to themselves, would have reached agreement on both 
the test ban and Berlin. Eisenhower wanted a ban and was ready to ignore prior res­
ervations about it that had shaped U.S. policy. He felt great frustration about the 
arms race and the Cold War, and sought a breakthrough, however modest, as a fit­
ting end to his career. He was appalled at the scale of the American arsenal and the 
operational plans for a nuclear war, which called for casualties of 200 million or 
more in the Soviet Bloc on the first day. Equally appalling was that everyone 
around him wanted even more military hardware and defense spending.68 

In his last months, Dulles joined Eisenhower in these objections, arguing that 
military spending was too high and the armed forces had forgotten that the point was 
simply to deter. He had long since abandoned massive retaliation, and at one meet­
ing startled even Eisenhower by suggesting that military superiority was no longer a 
meaningful posture, a view Eisenhower was to display in his last months in office. 

Khrushchev was similarly inclined. He knew better than anyone that his nation 
was in a race it could not win, with a minuscule ICBM force facing a coming flood 
of American missiles. His domestic reform program rested on restraining military 
spending, and his foreign policy rested on a bluff about the capacity of Soviet nu­
clear deterrence. He needed a deal to show that his gamble had paid off. He consis-
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tently signaled all this by a series of concessions—troop cuts, a testing moratorium, 
acceptance of on-site inspections.69 

An agreement on Berlin was also negotiable. Though not conceding Western 
rights on Berlin, Eisenhower and Dulles were prepared to be conciliatory, as were 
the British only more so.70 Dealing with the East Germans, perhaps as designated 
Soviet agents, was something Dulles had mentioned as a possibility, and it was cer­
tainly acceptable to London. For his part, Khrushchev told Macmillan, and later 
Eisenhower at Camp David, that he had no deadline on Berlin, which suggested 
that an agreement, not posturing, was what he sought. 

If agreements were negotiable, were they ratifiable? On nuclear testing the Brit­
ish were strongly in favor. DeGaulle was also in favor, but it is difficult to see why. 
France was about to test its first nuclear weapons (in February 1960), and he could 
not have viewed a test ban with equanimity. Probably he planned to insist that a 
superpower ban did not bar French testing. 

But a test ban would have faced opposition from the entire American security 
complex. How ratification could have been achieved under these circumstances is 
hard to see. The uproar in Congress would have been enormous, especially in an 
election year.71 We can only speculate. Eisenhower had been happy to work be­
hind the scenes on many matters, but by this time the effects of delegation, bureau­
cratic politics, domestic politics (especially in Congress), and Sputnik had resulted 
in the diminished responsiveness of the government to his leadership. He was 
looking for a way to offset this. It seems likely that he was prepared to make far 
more information available about nuclear arsenals, the strategic balance, and 
American intelligence capabilities to win the necessary support.72 

This is the best explanation for the puzzle that still surrounds the collapse of the 
summit—Eisenhower's public acceptance of responsibility for the U-2 flights. It 
was strongly criticized then, and has been since, as unnecessary and as putting 
Khrushchev in an untenable position that forced him to abandon the summit. 
What seems plausible is that Eisenhower, while he misread the consequences for 
Khrushchev, believed that at least, and at last, he would be unraveling the myths 
and anxieties, the inertia, the political pressures in the United States that had 
given the arms competition such momentum. This is a president as dove, grasping 
for leverage in his domestic two-level game, seeking to expand domestic win-sets 
to get what he wanted. 

As for Berlin, the key to domestic ratification would have been that no Western 
rights were given up and West Berliners were not subjected to communist rule. 
Kennedy settled for this under the circumstances of the building of the Berlin 
Wall, which suggests that it would have been an acceptable outcome of a more nor­
mal negotiation as well. 

CONCLUSION 

Was an important opportunity missed during the Eisenhower Administration? 
And if so, was this due to the dynamics of the four-level game in which Eisenhower 
was embroiled? The answer appears to be mostly "no." On a test ban and Berlin 
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modest agreements were possible but were forestalled by Eisenhower's inability to 
secure a sufficient consensus. But for most of the possible steps toward detente and 
possible agreements on which negotiations ensued, failure was not primarily due to 
the impossibility of securing ratification. Eisenhower's worldview, his leadership 
style, his inhibitions based on what he believed containment required, when com­
bined with the Soviet leaders' primary objectives, left win-sets too nanow at the 
highest level. Even on Berlin and the test ban the agreements sought late in his ad­
ministration would have barely scratched the surface of the arms race and the Cold 
War—the damage had already been done and the "opportunity" to go in another di­
rection had mostly passed. By then the United States had over 18,000 nuclear weap­
ons with over 2,000 bombers, about 100 missiles, and contracts for almost 900 more. 

Skepticism is also warranted because, as Dulles and other conservative critics of 
detente claimed, the breakthrough in the Cold War came only when the Soviet 
government quit. True detente between these highly competitive, conflictual sys­
tems was never permanently installed. That suggests that no fundamental break­
through was possible earlier, which is precisely what Eisenhower believed at the 
time. Perhaps by the late 1950s the Cold War had become a seamless fabric that 
had to be unraveled only all at once, not piecemeal. If so, without a broad political 
accommodation little could have been done on the specific issues—Berlin, Ger­
many, a test ban, the nuclear arms race. The conflict had developed this way during 
Eisenhower's presidency and in part through his efforts. 

Any opportunity to get the nuclear arms under control was also severely cir­
cumscribed by the logic of massive retaliation. Eisenhower continually signed off 
on more nuclear tests and weapons because under massive retaliation an American 
lead was crucial for deterrence. Only late in his second term did he areive at the 
true logic of the nuclear age—beyond a certain point superiority does not mat­
ter—and become appalled at the scale of the American arsenal and the Pentagon's 
war plans. 

Eisenhower was also constrained by his leadership style. It left too much room 
for those in Congress and elsewhere who saw the administration as weak on de­
fense to reinforce those inside the administration with a more hawkish view. As a 
result, only elaborate verification could have put even a test ban, much less a modi­
cum of disarmament, in reach of ratification. 

Where the dynamics of a four-level-game analysis clearly fit is the situation in 
the late 1950s, when there was a chance for some movement that, though not 
thawing the Cold War, would have been beneficial. A meaningful test ban might 
have curbed the huge refinements in nuclear arsenals that were in the offing, 
maybe slowing the missile buildups on each side in the next decade. A four-level-
game analysis is useful for explaining why a meaningful test ban was only an out­
side possibility. 

Inside the government, Eisenhower eventually stood virtually alone against 
more defense spending and nuclear weapons. He confronted virtually a phalanx 
opposed to meaningful arms agreements. He held the line where he could, grew 
steadily more interested in getting at least a test ban as a way to change the atmos-
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phere, but never found a way to take back control of these issues. Though the col­
lapse of the summit ensured that no test ban would emerge in his administration, the 
domestic opposition was as much responsible for this as the failure of the summit. 

Eisenhower had put his ducks in a row at the first two levels but could not do so 
on the two domestic games. The profound commitment to the Cold War gener­
ated a domestic political environment poisonous for partial agreements—from the 
right's fear of appeasement to Cold-War-Liberals' exploitation of recurring fears 
about "gaps." The Cold War state provided an enormous organizational inertia be­
hind the nuclear arms buildup and conflict with the Soviet Bloc. He said as much 
in his last speech. 
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CHAPTER 4 

The Multilevel Dynamics of 
Moscow's German Policy from 

1953 to 1964 

Vladislav M. Zubok 

INTRODUCTION 

A study of the politics that motivated Soviet foreign policy on the German Ques­
tion must be preceded by a question: What were Soviet politics? Politics in general 
are about groups and interests, but they are also about psychological motivations, 
attitudes, and perceptions. Soviet Cold War mentality, to a degree, predated the 
Soviet-American confrontation: It was based on the decades of Soviet isolation­
ism, the ideologically motivated mistrust towards the outside world, and, first and 
foremost, the experience of the Second World War, when the Soviet Union sur­
vived and triumphed in an epic struggle with the Third Reich. Therefore, al­
though the geopolitical confrontation with the United States remained the main 
generator of the Cold War, other important factors lay in the Soviet politics of in­
security and fresh memories of war. The fear of the Bolshevik revolutionary regime 
that it would be crushed by its "imperialist hostile sunoundings" meshed with a 
fear that a loss of the firm grip on East Germany, on Germany in general, could ne­
gate the results of the Second World War and the "millions of lives" paid for it. 

Soviet policy-makers, despite their monopoly on power, were part of this "poli­
tics"; sometimes it severely limited their ability to deal with the German Question 
rationally and pragmatically. Domestic politics, in addition to geopolitical consid­
erations, enhanced their determination to carry any burden and face any adversi­
ties, provided that the German Question was under control. During the first two 
decades of the Cold War, the Soviet leadership considered the issue of guarantees 
against a new German aggression as important for security as reaching a strategic 
parity with Washington. 
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Most Western analysts in the 1950s-1960s, both policy-makers and scholars, 
tended to view Soviet policy towards the Federal Republic and West Berlin as a 
threat to the Western alliance. Later, in the 1970s, divisions inside the Western 
community of historians created schools of thought that began to look at Soviet 
German policy through the prism of "missed opportunities" for reunification 
(Stalin's note of March 1952, Beria's initiative in May 1953, the Austrian treaty of 
1955) or of Soviet defensive needs (the Berlin crisis, 1958-1962). Some authors 
believed that the Soviet leadership was obsessed with nuclearization of Western 
Germany and construed its German policy on the basis of this obsession.1 Robert 
Slusser argued on the basis of Soviet open sources that Soviet leaders, Nikita 
Khrushchev in particular, abetted the tension around Germany primarily to re­
store their sagging domestic authority and their prestige inside the communist 
camp.2 Researchers with a European perspective emphasized the role of various 
forces and groups inside the Soviet leadership and Soviet empire, particularly the 
Kremlin "hawks," the hard-line faction of Walter Ulbricht in East Germany and 
the Mao leadership in China.3 

Even before the archives of Moscow and East Berlin opened, Western research 
made impressive progress on the study of the Berlin crisis on the basis of public evi­
dence, declassified Western documents, and oral histories.4 Recent studies have 
benefitted from the access to Eastern archival sources.5 There is even a joint re­
search project by the senior analysts of American and Soviet intelligence that con­
tains rich and intriguing evidence on bureaucratic perceptions and forces behind 
the policies of each side.6 These works bring into focus the complex nature of So­
viet foreign policy, driven in part by security concerns and by ideologically en­
hanced temptations to exploit "shifts in the correlation of forces." They confirm 
the predominance of defensive security motivations on the Soviet side and the ab­
sence of adventuristic plans to seize West Berlin. And pioneering research by Hope 
Harrison has brought to the surface the importance of "domestic politics" both in­
side the USSR and the German Democratic Republic (GDR)—a context that de­
fined a convoluted interaction between the Kremlin and Ulbricht and constrained 
Soviet policy options with regard to the German Question. 

Recent research, in other words, has borne fruit that, to use the expression of Al­
exander George, can provide "generic knowledge" about Cold War policies and 
politics.7 

CONCEPTUAL REMARKS 

The goal of this chapter is to peer into the "black box" of Soviet foreign policy-
making from Stalin's death to the ouster of Khrushchev. A recent study of U.S. 
Cold War policy shows that the only way to uncover its overarching, strategic di­
mensions (or the lack thereof) is to explore the relationships inside the core policy 
making group (leadership); between the core and the key power and bureaucratic 
groups (elites); and between all of them and the alliance networks outside.8 The 
need for a similar approach to Soviet security policy has guided this chapter. 
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The levels (or groups of factors) in Soviet foreign policy can be identified 
within a four-level-game framework, as follows: 

a. The leadership level (the individuals and the modus or situation in which they operated, 
be it a one-man dictatorship under Stalin or several successors struggling for power in 
1953-1955) 

b. The bureaucratic level (sometimes involving rudiments of coalitions, but usually band-
wagoning around a leader and a certain consensus with no alternatives; in the USSR, 
most bureacratic interests never became explicit and were always submerged in the tra­
dition of complete subservience to the top leadership, usually a personality at the very 
top) 

c. The alliance level (involving Soviet allies and followers abroad) 

d. The interstate level (involving bilateral/multilateral relations with other great powers) 

It is difficult to determine to what extent Soviet foreign policy-making was 
comparable or commensurate with that in America. The initial assumption of this 
chapter is that dynamics of power and international confrontation during the 
Cold War brought about similar reactions vis-a-vis the German Question by both 
superpowers even though their agendas on Germany were in fundamental con­
flict. Parallelism is especially striking on the C level (alliance), but also on the B 
level (bureaucratic). West Germany and West Berlin were the most important 
places where U.S. international credibility was tested and the hub of the Ameri­
can strategy of containment. Similarly, preservation of the Communist regime in 
East Germany was vital for the Soviet Union's international "legitimacy" and its 
overall strategy. From this central parallelism stemmed others: the comparable 
mixes of coercion and mutual dependence in relations with allies; the similar de­
sires of various bureaucracies and groups motivated by more or less distinct profes­
sional duties and "dimensions" of national security; the related mechanisms of 
authority building by the top leadership in foreign policy under conditions of con­
frontation; the inertia within each superpower that developed behind once-
adopted strategies and inhibited change; the informational problems both experi­
enced in transition from bureaucratic fact-gathering to policy-making; etc. One 
common component in the behaviour of both the USSR and the United States 
was the response to being locked in a "prisoner's dilemma." It was no secret that be­
hind the parity, peace, and disarmament initiatives of Moscow and Washington 
were tactical and strategic calculations aimed at achieving one-sided advantages. 
But gradually the bipolar regime created by the U.S.-Soviet confrontation began 
to reveal trends towards stability and even tacit cooperation. "Nuclear learning," 
an increasing awareness of the disastrous potential of strategic weaponry, led the 
elites in Washington and Moscow to a realization of their mutual interest in tacit 
cooperation on prevention of nuclear war. The same kind of learning took place 
with regard to the German Question, when the superpowers realized that they had 
to maintain the division of Germany as a part of the geopolitical status quo in Cen­
tral Europe. 
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A second assumption is that there were special factors on each side that put the 
superpowers in asymmetrical positions—that forced the Soviet Union to take the 
initiative on the German Question while the United States posed as "status quo" 
guarantor. These special factors did not relate directly to the general security con­
cerns that dominated the American-Soviet confrontation. Yet they were inti­
mately related to the hegemony of each superpower within its respective sphere of 
influence (the alliance, or C level). The Americans' fear that West Germany 
would "go neutral," and skillful manipulation of this fear by Chancellor Konrad 
Adenauer, largely accounted for Washington's caution and rigidity with regard to 
talks with the Soviets on the German Question. This was paralleled by a Soviet 
fear, exploited by the SED General Secretary Walter Ulbricht, that a West Ger­
man economic and political offensive would destabilize the GDR and put the So­
viets in a dilemma: either having to "lose" East Germany or go to war in its defense. 

The crucial asymmetry, of course, was the preponderance of West Germany 
over East Germany that was ever more formidable by the end of the 1950s. West 
Germany threatened "to swallow" the GDR, not the other way round. Even short 
of that, the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) drained East Germany of hun­
dreds of thousands of young and skilled workers and professionals every year. The 
position of West Berlin in the center of the GDR became, therefore, "a bone in the 
throat" for Soviet leaders, a Trojan horse inside their Communist fortress. Another 
major asymmetry was that all annexations of prewar German territory occurred in 
the East at the Soviet Union's initiative. Therefore, nonrecognition of these an­
nexations by the West German government was regarded by the Soviets as a direct 
challenge to their "legitimacy," to their acceptance and prestige among the 
satellite-states in Eastern Europe. 

A third assumption of this chapter is that Soviet policy on the German Ques­
tion had unique features that made it look like a "black box," enigmatic at best and 
frightening at worst, for most observers. These features cannot be ignored or dis­
placed to the margins even by modern adepts of Realpolitik or structuralist studies of 
international relations. They could mostly be found at the leadership (A) and bu­
reaucratic (B) levels, but they also occcured on the alliance (C) level. First among 
these was the personality of the ruler. Both Joseph Stalin and Nikita Khrushchev 
left a unique imprint on Soviet strategies, and the motivations behind their ac­
tions were solely theirs. The second unique feature was the composition and func­
tioning of the Soviet power elites, especially the relationship between them and 
the top leader, and the impact of this on the decision-making process. A third 
unique feature was the role of the communist ideology as the ultimate basis of the 
political "legitimacy" and "self-legitimacy" of the Soviet regime, state, empire, and 
security policies. 

The peculiarities and unique attributes are more pronounced if one visualizes 
Soviet foreign policy across three dimensions. The first can be called the "state di­
mension" and is basically similar to what could be found in American administra­
tions—namely, strategies and plans designed to build an internat ional 
environment of some sort that would be optimal to Soviet interests and security. 
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The second can be designated "the military-industrial" dimension and had only a 
partial parallel in the United States, that is, subordination of all state interests to 
the task of accumulating military might and preparing for a future war. The third, 
uniquely Soviet, can be called "the party" dimension, related to the ideological 
roots of the Soviet empire, and was embodied in the networks of the former 
Comintern, and "fraternal" parties abroad, and so on. 

I would argue that every Soviet leader had to base his foreign policy on some 
combination of these three dimensions, juggling among them. This juggling was 
particularly effective when it: (a) combined innovation and problem-solving with 
traditional "security" concerns; (b) mobilizied key bureaucracies while overcom­
ing their parochial interests; (c) strengthened Soviet alliances and improved So­
viet prestige in the Communist world and among the "progressive forces" abroad; 
(d) improved the Soviet position in relations with other great powers. 

The dynamics and relative importance of these dimensions and their manifes­
tation on various levels of "politics" that affected Soviet foreign policy will be 
shown in the Germany case. The analysis rests on fresh data from the Soviet ar­
chives, primarily of the International Departments of the C C CPSU.9 

STALIN'S POLICY O N GERMANY: 1945-1952 

Stalin's plans with regard to Germany, so important for the early dynamics of 
the Cold War, emerged even before the victory over the Nazis, as the Soviet leader 
abruptly shifted focus from war-winning tactics to peace-building ones. Stalin 
never doubted Germany's future resurgence, a development that would challenge 
Soviet domination and Soviet-imposed state borders in Central Europe. He told 
his subordinates that the Germans would be back on their feet "in fifteen-twenty 
years," and that might mean another war. 

There is still no evidence on Stalin's strategy on Germany, and this fact led 
some researchers to conclude that there was none.10 Patterns of Stalin's thinking 
and the new evidence on other aspects of Stalin's postwar foreign policy on Po­
land, Turkey, Iran, and Korea makes this inference highly doubtful. Germany and 
Poland were the two top priorities in Soviet planning for a postwar world.11 Meet­
ing with German communists on June 4,1945, Stalin directed them to consolidate 
their positions in the Eastern zone with the help of Soviet occupational authori­
ties. Stalin thereby sanctioned a division of Germany, but only as a stepping stone 
to a unified Germany where pro-Soviet forces (in a "popular front" of communists 
and "left" Social Democrats) would be predominant.12 Stalin seemed to believe 
(and memoirs of his "German experts" stand on this point13) that a prolonged divi­
sion of Germany would always pose a strategic threat to the status quo in Europe 
and to the Soviet Union. He wanted a new Germany to remain an ally of the 
USSR. There is little doubt that Stalin had in mind a quick withdrawal of U.S. 
power from Germany and envisaged subsequent steering of Germany's future by a 
combination of coercion, manipulation, and incentives—a sort of "hegemony" 
over Germany and thereby over the whole of Europe. In expectation of this mo­
ment he did not push for Bolshevization of the Eastern zone (in addition, that 
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would have cut it off economically from the rest of Germany, and Stalin still ex­
pected to profit from West German industrial resources), encouraging preserva­
tion of free enterprise and the creation of an all-German Social Democratic bloc in 
the Soviet occupied area. "Quietly, bit by bit, we had been creating the GDR, our 
own Germany," summed up Vyacheslav Molotov many years later.14 

Between May 1945 and the summer of 1947 Stalin systematically tried to in­
clude in his current German program policies that could diminish or neutralize the 
threat of German revanchism in the future. However, there were other circum­
stances and priorities that were even more urgent. First, there were the demands of 
the Soviet economy, shattered by war, for German technology, equipment, and 
other resources. Major defense projects, particularly the nuclear one and those in­
volving the construction of aircraft and missiles, heavily depended on that. The 
five-year plan and defense needs were sacred cows that in Stalin's eyes overshad­
owed German policy or any other policy. With Stalin's approval, the Soviet eco­
nomic tsars, Malenkov and Beria, stripped East Germany of most of its industrial 
potential, embittering the local population and undermining the inchoate legiti­
macy of Eastern Social Democrats. Molotov later referred to this predicament— 
"We were taking from the Germans who wanted to work with us"—and admitted 
that the Soviets could not resolve this dilemma. Military-industrial interests were 
too strong, and they affected even Stalin's plans for Germany. 

There was another set of powerful factors: huge obstacles to maintaining Soviet 
control over the Eastern zone (and, by inference, over future Germany) by means 
other than military occupation and Stalinist oppression. From the very beginning 
it was clear that the Soviet influence could not be a benign hegemony: Occupation 
was violent and brutal, its scars healed slowly. German Stalinists and other agents 
of Stalin's will in Germany were never up to this task. According to Norman Nai-
mark, "Soviet officers bolshevized their zone . . . because that was the only way they 
knew to organize society. . . . By their own actions, the Soviet authorities created 
enemies out of potential friends." The Social Democratic bloc was quickly trans­
formed into a fig leaf for the Communist Party, run by the Soviet propaganda 
branch of SVAG, the Soviet military administration in Germany.15 For a while the 
SVAG looked quite sincere in its efforts to avoid cloning Stalinism in East Germany, 
but all "domestic politics" in the Zone precluded a victory of Social Democrats by a 
majority vote in any elections. Gradually Soviet choices narrowed and eventually 
they had to rely for their political control on a small group of die-hard German Sta­
linists, reimported into the Eastern bloc from Soviet exile. Walter Ulbricht became a 
leader of the SED and, after November 1949, of the German Democratic Republic. 
These factors, that could be designated "party/ideological" and "occupational," cre­
ated another powerful conective to Stalin's strategic plans for Germany. 

The problems of implementation also hobbled Stalin's program. It required 
ideal circumstances that did not exist: a withdrawal of the United States that 
never took place, a better economic situation inside the Soviet Union and an ab­
sence of rearmament pressures on Soviet industries, better coordination of various 
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bureaucratic policies and informational flows. On the latter, Stalin tried to 
achieve such a coordination, but with mixed results.16 

From the summer of 1947, when the United States started to build its security 
zone in Western Europe and decided that Western Germany should be its crucial 
component, Stalin had to place all his bets on the military-industrial might of the 
Soviet Union, on the one hand, and Stalinist methods of control ("party/ideologi­
cal" factors) over the Eastern zone, on the other. Stalin never completely buried 
the program of Soviet domination over a reunified Germany, but after the break­
out of the Korean war, the idea of German reunification became in his hands a 
powerful lever to influence politics in West Germany, as well as an additional 
means to build up legitimacy of the Ulbricht regime in the GDR. Stalin liked to al­
ternate sticks (trying to kick the Western allies out of West Berlin during the Ber­
lin blockade in 1948-1949) with carrots. All along, he hinted that he would grant 
a unified Germany broad concessions if Western powers backed off on their deci­
sion to build a separate Federal Republic. 

In March 1952 Stalin used his carrot again. At this time the Soviet Union was 
at an enormous strategic disadvantage vis-a-vis the United States (due to Ameri­
can rearmament and its huge nuclear superiority). At this occasion Stalin sent to 
the United States, United Kingdom, and France a proposal to start talks on Ger­
man reunification. As was correctly perceived in the West, Stalin's "March Note" 
was designed to thwart American plans to create a European army with a West 
German Bundeswehr as its backbone. It created confusion in West German poli­
tics and is still debated among historians as a possible "missed opportunity" for 
German reunification.17 Stalin obviously wanted to gain time for better prepara­
tion for a future war. At the same time he gave a green light to the East German rul­
ers' hurried program of further military mobilization. 

By that time Soviet policy in Germany had become more centralized and 
monolithic than ever before or since. Stalin shaped it as he wished. On the surface 
there were no traces of any factional differences in the Soviet leadership on the 
German Question. Recent research in the documents in the Archives of Russian 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs confirms the total, one-sided dependence of the East 
German clique on Stalin's will.18 

Yet, domestic politics on the German Question remained only dormant and 
suppressed. They came to the surface immediately and radically after Stalin's death 
on March 5, 1953, as the new Soviet rulers rushed to defuse the German "time-
bomb" as part of their search for stabilization of their regime at home and interna­
tionally. 

SOVIET GERMAN POLICIES DURING THE SUCCESSION 
CRISIS (1953-1954) 

The death of the Soviet dictator created an enormous vacuum of "legitimacy" 
inside the Soviet Union and in the Soviet sphere of influence. Stalin alone could 
control (or pretend to control) all the strings and dimensions of Soviet domestic 
and foreign policy. None of his successors could fill his chair. Stalin's will and magic 
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could no longer conceal the big holes in Soviet geostrategic and security positions 
worldwide. Also, nobody could squelch domestic political factors, the dissent 
among various bureaucratic groups, as ruthlessly as Stalin had. 

A succession crisis, under Soviet conditions, made the power struggle among 
Stalin's lieutenants inevitable and opened room for "politics." Those with a leader­
ship streak were bound to build their authority ultimately on distancing themselves 
from police tenor and a permanent state of war mobilization. This, in turn, explains 
many of the foreign policy initiatives taken by Soviet rulers from March 1953 to 
spring 1955. The new head of government, Georgi Malenkov, and especially secret 
police chief Lavrenti Beria, took the lead in championing de-Stalinization. A very 
important part of this policy was a "peace initiative" towards the West, designed to 
end the war scare inside the Soviet empire and rationalize security strategies. 

The German Question became one of the most important focal points in this 
effort. In the spring of 1953 it acquired a crisis dimension: in the first months of 
1953 the flight of people to the West reached its all-time peak; East Germany was 
close to explosion.19 In early April the Soviet leadership had discussed substantial 
economic assistance to the GDR.20 It marked a momentous reversal: whereas in 
1945-1947 the Soviet economy stripped East Germany of its resources, in 1953 it 
began to pump its own resources into the enfeebled GDR economy to bolster the 
faltering regime. This could have been done with a greater effectiveness back in 
1945-1949, but then Stalin had other priorities. 

Earlier, the Soviet leadership had received devastating accounts of the East 
German economic situation. Vladimir Semenov, the Soviet Political Adviser in 
East Germany in 1952-1953, had been recalled to Moscow for explanations.21 

Foreign Minister Molotov, who had been part of the earlier policymaking on Ger­
many, proposed "the abandonment of the forced construction of socialism," to 
boost the popularity of the GDR regime. Beria and Malenkov, however, did not 
like the idea of the Soviet economy becoming a donor of the GDR. They also be­
lieved that part of a "peace initiative" should be another proposal on German re­
unification, perhaps even more radical than Stalin's "March Note." For Molotov, 
the GDR was both a strategic asset and a "socialist Germany." For Beria and 
Malenkov the East German regime was just an obstacle to the success of a new, 
post-Stalin foreign policy. They reflected "state" interests through stark Realpolitik, 
ignoring "party/ideological" considerations.22 

On May 27 Beria, with a conniving Malenkov on the sidelines, came forward 
with a major initiative: He proposed to wind up "the construction of socialism" in 
the GDR and shift the focus of attention to building a unified, peaceful, and demo­
cratic Germany. Beria, more knowledgeable than the rest, blurted out the truth 
that East Germany was not "even a real state. It's only kept in being by Soviet 
troops." However, he met with frantic opposition from the majority of the Soviet 
rulers. Nikita Khrushchev supported Molotov's stand, and the rest of the Presid­
ium23 bandwagoned. Beria and Malenkov beat a hasty retreat. 

The situation in the Soviet alliance relationships (the C level) and in dealing 
with the West (the D level) worked to the disadvantage of Beria and Malenkov. 
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The Soviet Union needed to keep its alliances intact in the difficult interregnum 
after Stalin's death. A "betrayal" of the GDR leadership would have been a tercible 
blow to the Soviet image among the satellite political elites and their foreign sup­
porters. In addition, the Western governments, led by Adenauer and Eisenhower, 
were preoccupied with consolidating their alliance and therefore adopted a rigid 
line on possible negotiations on Germany, which discouraged the Soviet leaders 
from taking risks—particularly after the worker insurrection in East Berlin in June. 

The Beria-Malenkov initiative had no chance domestically either (the A level 
and B level). Its radicalism threatened to destroy a shaky legitimacy of the ruling 
group in the eyes of bureaucracies and population. Khrushchev became the mouth­
piece of this fear when he denounced Beria's initiative (after his anest) as high trea­
son. Reunifying Germany, Khrushchev argued, would not just strengthen 
imperialism but would place "18 million [East] Germans under the mastery of 
American imperialism."24 Molotov, otherwise highly critical of Khrushchev, admit­
ted late in his life that Khrushchev's gut feelings on the German Question reflected 
his Russian nationalism, which, in this case, coincided with "state interests." Ac­
cording to Molotov, Khrushchev expressed the opinion of many who thought: "Had 
our people shed our blood in vain [in the Second World War]? If the GDR had not 
followed the road of socialism, it would have been [the same] old Germany."25 

From this moment until 1990 the attitude of the Soviet rulers towards the Ger­
man Question was defined not only by the imperatives of the Cold War, or the con­
siderations of Realpolitik, but by this domestic platform that, as they assumed, 
represented the consensus in Soviet society. The prospect of German reunification 
from a goal of Stalin's policy in 1945 became a nightmare scenario instead, a syno­
nym for the worst geostrategic and ideological defeat. 

As a result, Ulbricht, whose removal seemed imminent in June, consolidated 
his rule, with the direct support of Molotov and Khrushchev. For the first time the 
East German leader was able to profit from manipulating Soviet politics: He 
branded all his rivals as Beria's conspirators. He was no longer a political pawn in 
the Soviet game but the most important guarantor of the most important of the So­
viet satellites. 

Although the Politburo made decisions on foreign policy "collectively," Molo­
tov became for a while a primary authority on the German Question. He con­
ducted a duel of diplomatic notes with the West, attempting with only episodic 
success to define the settlement of the German Question as mutual recognition of 
"two German states." He reckoned on using France's fears of German rearmament 
to split the united Western front in favor of West Germany's integration into a 
"European Defense Union." He even undertook a secret attempt to establish bilat­
eral contacts with the FRG. Indeed, the French National Assembly voted down 
the plan for a European army. However, the United States and Great Britain 
quickly recouped with a proposal to include the FRG in NATO. That discredited 
Molotov's foreign policy authority. Nikita Khrushchev challenged Molotov's posi­
tion and began to look for ways to break the impasse and move toward accommo­
dation with West Germany. 
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THE AUSTRIAN TREATY A N D ADENAUER'S VISIT TO 
MOSCOW IN 1955 

Khrushchev's struggle with Molotov and Malenkov for leadership in the party 
apparatus became the catalyst for change in policy toward Germany. As a party 
first secretary, he received information from all state bureaucracies, including 
Molotov's Foreign Ministry, and noticed among many problems one long-
neglected issue—the future of Austria. 

The Austrian dilemma repeated the German one of ten years before. Despite 
the tensions of the Cold War and its continued occupation this small country pre­
served its integrity and a central government that had consistently asked for an 
end to occupation and a neutral status. Since the formation of the two German 
states some Soviet diplomats, especially those stationed in the FRG, had advo­
cated Austrian neutrality as a way to promote German neutralism and to build a 
wedge into NATO. In May-June 1953 Malenkov, then head of the state, asked 
Molotov to have another look at this problem. Andrei Gromyko, Molotov's first 
deputy, concluded in his analysis that "in the conditions of an appropriate interna­
tional situation, a conclusion of a treaty with Austria would be more advantageous 
to the Soviet Union than an absence of this treaty and our sticking to our old posi­
tions." But Molotov deleted this phrase from his response to Malenkov's request. 
On June 3, 1953, he wrote that there was "no reason to change our stand on the 
Austrian issue." 

By early 1954 there was no unanimity in the Politburo about an Austrian settle­
ment. Meanwhile, Molotov vigorously objected to a withdrawal of Soviet troops, 
arguing that they should stay in Austria as an ultimate guarantee against another 
Anschluss of Austria to West Germany. He firmly linked an Austrian settlement to 
settlement of the German Question. Besides, he argued, the Soviets expropriated 
German property in their zone of Austria and that was another reason to keep a 
tight grip on it. Khrushchev, however, realized that there was a growing desire 
among Soviet bureaucracies to diffuse the prewar tensions in Europe; it helped him 
argue against the still strong "military-industrial" and "party-ideological" consid­
erations. He decided to seek a neutralization of Austria and made sure that the 
Austrian Communist Party would not object to it.26 

Khrushchev's initiative could not prevent the inclusion of the FRG into 
NATO—in response, the Soviet Union established the Warsaw Treaty Organiza­
tion and included the GDR. But a new diplomacy did "unlock" negotiations with 
Western powers on the German Question. It cleared the road for a summit of great 
powers in Geneva, the first one since Potsdam. Simulaneously, the Soviet govern­
ment opened its dialogue with West German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer, invit­
ing him to Moscow to discuss diplomatic, trade, and cultural relations between the 
two countries.27 

The existing evidence suggests that Khrushchev was also, if not predominantly, 
concerned with building his authority as a statesman, in competition with Molo­
tov. He needed his own imprint on foreign policy, and he got it in Austria. This ini­
tiative increased his "self-legitimacy": He believed that his mixture of toughness 
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and flexibility made him a better leader of Soviet foreign policy than Molotov. Al­
ready at the ceremony of the signing of the Austrian State Treaty Khrushchev let 
the Soviet diplomatic establishment know that he was now in control. In 
April-May 1955 he defeated Molotov's opposition to his other initiative, a recon­
ciliation with Josep Tito in Yugoslavia. He sealed his victory on the elite level (B 
level) at the June 1955 Plenum. In Geneva in July 1955 Khrushchev was clearly 
the leader of the Soviet delegation. 

Khrushchev's debut on the German Question achieved what neither Stalin nor 
Molotov could achieve. Khrushchev correctly acted as if the road to Bonn went 
via Vienna and Washington.28 When the United States and other Western powers 
met with the Soviet leadership in Geneva, the Adenauer government could not 
afford to stay out of this process. The Kremlin learned that Adenauer's prestige was 
seriously undermined by the Geneva summit, and this pushed him to reassess his 
opposition to establishment of diplomatic relations with Moscow, under the pres­
sure from the Social Democrats and the business circles interested in trade with the 
East.29 

During Adenauer's visit in Moscow in September 1955 talks were difficult. In 
part, this was explained by the factors of alliance and domestic politics. The Sovi­
ets had to take into account the prestige of Ulbricht and the GDR who were not 
invited to the talks. Domestically, the talks evoked the bad memories of Soviet-
German negotations in 1939-1940, particularly Molotov's trip to Berlin followed 
by the Nazi surprise attack. The Kremlin leaders, particularly Khrushchev, were 
very nervous; they acted "tough" to show their bureaucratic constituencies and the 
general public that they would not give in on Soviet security interests. Molotov's 
ill-fated trip to Berlin in November 1940 and more recent denunciations of Beria's 
German initiative, fresh on their minds, also undoubtedly had an impact. The 
"good" part of the talks was publicized in Pravda; the contentious part remained 
hidden from the Soviet public. At one point Khrushchev produced one of his fa­
mous fits: "The German Federal Republic has signed the Paris Agreements, ac­
cepted the militarization and armament of Germany, and joined a NATO that is 
aimed against the Soviet Union. [NATO] is getting ready for war against the So­
viet Union, and the Federal Republic is taking part in it."30 

The results of the visit of Adenauer satisfied the Soviet leadership. A first en­
counter with Adenauer allayed the Kremlin's fears about West German designs to 
swallow East Germany. Soviet diplomats and intelligence sources had informed 
Khrushchev before that most West European politicians paid only lip service to 
the idea of German reunification. After the Moscow talks, he came to the same 
conclusion about Adenauer.31 Until then, Soviet policy on the German Question 
stood only on one foot, the GDR. From now on the Soviets could build diplomatic 
and trade bridges to West Germany and hope to steer it away from the Western alli­
ance. 

Khrushchev and key German experts in the bureaucracies again, like Stalin in 
1945-1946 and Beria in 1953, began to hope they could dramatically increase So­
viet influence over West Germany by exploiting Bonn's interest in trade and eco-
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nomic relations as well as the antagonism between the SPD and the Adenauer 
government. The Soviets established direct confidential contacts with the SPD, 
first through "public diplomacy" in "neutral countries,"32 and, after the establish­
ment of diplomatic relations, through diplomatic channels as well. In December 
1955 Valerian Zorin, first Soviet ambassador to the FRG, received instructions "to 
give necessary attention and support to the Social Democratic party and those 
bourgeois circles that stood in opposition to the policy of the Adenauer govern­
ment."33 

The diplomatic maneuvres in 1955 led to the first successes of the Soviet diplo­
macy in Germany. They developed, in part, because of the "politics" of the power 
struggle in Moscow. In 1953 nobody in the Politburo had enough authority to carry 
out changes. Two years later Khrushchev collected enough power and elite support 
(B level) to overrule Molotov on Austria and on Germany. But his initiative on 
Germany had its limits: He shared memories and fears of his generation, the party, 
and state nomenklatura who had experienced the Nazi assault and believed in a "so­
cialist Germany." Neither he nor anybody around him was prepared even to dis­
cuss the possibility of German reunification; the maximum he hoped to achieve 
was the consolidation of the GDR as a part of the Soviet alliance and the weaken­
ing of the FRG as a key partner in the Western alliance. Because of these limita­
tions, in the following years Khrushchev's strategies in Germany fizzled out. And 
Soviet foreign policy on the German Question remained in many ways a hostage to 
the health and stability of the Ulbricht regime in East Germany (C level), the 
situation that Beria and Malenkov had sought to change in vain in 1953. 

THE AGGRAVATION OF THE SITUATION IN THE GDR 
A N D THE DEADLOCK IN SOVIET^WEST GERMAN 
RELATIONS (1956-1958) 

Khrushchev continued his unconditional support for a "socialist" German 
Democratic Republic. For him personally it presented an historic alternative to 
the "imperialist German state." Economically and politically, it remained a jewel 
in the Soviet imperial crown. The Soviet leader, along with Soviet economic plan­
ners and the military-industrial complex, expected to extract great benefits from 
combining high German productivity and technological mastery with Russian re­
sources (a long-time dream of the Bolsheviks). And the existence of the GDR 
boosted the ideological claims of the Soviet regime in the communist world. 

Thanks to massive Soviet aid, in late 1953 and early 1954 the economic situa­
tion in East Germany improved and the flight of young well-trained workers and 
professionals to West Germany diminished. But by the end of 1954 and during 
1955, economic pessimism and the flight of population resumed with new force. 
As memoranda to the leadership stressed, this happened because of continuing at­
tempts by the Ulbricht regime to increase "the socialist sector," and because the 
economic boom in the Federal Republic left the GDR further behind.34 

The Soviet government recognized that the solution of this problem required 
enormous economic assistance and/or serious political reforms in the GDR. Top 
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Soviet economic leaders and some experts in the Foreign Ministry had doubts 
about the effects of the continuing pump-priming without major reforms and 
changes of leadership. They began to feel that the GDR could be a bottomless pit, 
swallowing resources desperately needed in the Soviet domestic economy. The 
strains over these problems grew. In the dispatches to the Foreign Ministry from 
the Soviet ambassador to the GDR G. Pushkin during 1955 and early 1956, criti­
cism of Ulbricht policies and leadership was only thinly veiled.35 

Ironically, it was Khrushchev's denunciation of Stalin at the XXth Congress of 
the CPSU (February 1956) and its consequences in the communist world that 
nipped in the bud all attempts at reforming the GDR. The "secret speech" evoked 
great anguish and protest from East Berlin. Ulbricht did not conceal his fear that 
sharp turns like this could throw him and his whole regime out of the saddle. This 
fear was remarkably confirmed in the fall of 1956 by the revolutions in Poland and 
Hungary. Suddenly Ulbricht's antireform wisdom became vindicated, and criti­
cism in Soviet dispatches from East Germany was replaced by fraternal compas­
sion. Instead of dwelling on what the GDR could do to improve its own (and 
Soviet) security, discourse, as in the summer of 1953, focused on what the Soviet 
Union could do to prop up its failing "asset."36 

Another problem was a sudden revival of the "German threat" in Soviet poli­
tics. West German militarization took a serious turn. In January 1957 President 
Eisenhower announced plans to install medium-range nuclear weapons, targeted 
on the Soviet Union, in Turkey, Iran, Japan, and West Germany. Simultaneously, 
Washington strategists began to discuss the nuclearization of the Bundeswehr with 
weapons under American control in order to reduce the large number of U.S. 
troops in Europe. In the same weeks Bonn rejected the "Rapacki plan" to turn 
Central Europe into a nuclear-free zone. 

On April 25, 1957, in a conversation with Soviet ambassador in the FRG An­
drei Smirnov (who had replaced Zorin in October 1956), Chancellor Adenauer 
did not deny that West Germany might become a nuclear power. Foreign Minister 
Heinrich Brentano, present at the conversation, added: "If England and other 
powers have atomic weapons, why should the Federal Republic not have them?"37 

In retaliation, Moscow closed the confidential channel between Khrushchev and 
Adenauer. Smirnov continued to warn the Soviet leadership that the Adenauer 
government was deliberately stalling on negotiations with Moscow while building 
the position of strength from which it would resume its offensive with regard to the 
GDR and German Eastern borders.38 

These developments (on the D level) were all the more painful to Khrushchev 
because they directly challenged his leadership in foreign policy. His debut in 1955 
was in part nourished by a misplaced optimism that the days of NATO were num­
bered. As 1956 went on, Khrushchev was still confident that Soviet peace initia­
tives would undermine the Western convictions about a Soviet threat and this 
would be the end of NATO.3 9 The split among Western great powers during the 
Suez crisis in November 1956 elated the Soviet leader. But in 1957 Smirnov's re-
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ports from Bonn contributed greatly to the worst-case mentality at the very top, at 
the time when a majority was bracing up for a direct assault at Khrushchev. 

The instability in the Soviet alliance (the C level), a direct result of Khrush­
chev's policies, gave a menacing ring to the renewed "German threat." Even ear­
lier, the impact of the series of revolutions in Eastern Europe was clear in an 
estimate of the Foreign Ministry and the Committee of Information to the Presid­
ium C C CPSU on November 29,1956 (the main author was Valentin Falin). The 
estimate indicated that, as a result of the Polish and Hungarian uprisings, the Bonn 
government expected to weaken the Soviet position by expanding bilateral ties to 
East European countries. The report even suggested that the FRG might recognize 
postwar Polish borders so that "the Polish government would no longer be inter­
ested in hosting Soviet troops on Polish territory." The Soviet Union would then 
have to pull the troops back "not to the Oder-Neisse line, but to the Soviet bor­
ders." Other studies created the impression that the Federal Republic was trying to 
entice Czechoslovakia to leave the Soviet-led alliance system. If Poland and 
Czechoslovakia "go neutral," they suggested, the Soviet strategic position in East 
Germany would be untenable. Beyond this, the reports said, the West German 
government had intensified efforts to destabilize the economic situation in the 
GDR and "to discredit and isolate" Ulbricht.40 It speaks volumes that Soviet ana­
lysts at that time could discuss such worst-case scenarios. 

In early 1957 the opposition to Khrushchev's leadership in the Politburo at­
tempted to use against him the reversal in 1953-1956 from exploitation of East 
German economy to its pump-priming. Khrushchev's ally Anastas Mikoyan later, 
at the June 1957 Plenum, gave a revealing insight into this clash. He blamed Molo­
tov, Malenkov, and Kaganovich for a narrow, purely budgetary, approach to the is­
sue. "We believe we must create an economic base for our influence on Austria, to 
strengthen its neutral status, so that West Germany would not have a [economic 
and trade] monopoly in Austria." And, "if we leave East Germany and Czechoslo­
vakia without [purchase] orders, then the entire socialist camp will begin to col­
lapse After all, the issue stands as such: Either feed the workers of the GDR for 
free, or provide orders, or otherwise lose the GDR entirely."41 Once again, Khrush­
chev beat the opposition by staying on the same platform as back in 1953 against 
Beria and Malenkov and claiming that the oppositioners had substituted petty 
politics for the issue of policy. 

At first, the end of the power struggle in Moscow seemed to clear the ground for 
a less neurotic, less ideologically and domestically "tainted" policy on West Ger­
many. Gromyko, the new Foreign Minister who replaced the member of the "anti-
party group" Shelepin, considered Smirnov's reports from Bonn "too alarmist" and 
argued for giving Soviet-West German negotiations another chance. In January 
1958 Anastas Mikoyan, obviously at Khrushchev's initiative, visited Bonn and 
tried to dissuade Adenauer from his military programs by stressing all the benefits 
(especially in trade) that an improvement of bilateral relations would bring. 
Mikoyan also, rather awkwardly, emphasized that atomic armament of the Bunde­
swehr would make German reunification impossible.42 Nevertheless, in March 
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1958 the Federal Republic adopted the program of having American nuclear 
weapons stored in Germany for use by the Bundeswehr in a war. After that, Soviet 
relations with the FRG fell to the lowest point since 1955. The prevention of West 
German "nuclearization" became one of the top goals on Soviet foreign policy 
agenda. 

As far as Khrushchev was concerned, the German situation needed another 
major push. Again, like in early 1955, the Soviet leader decided to put pressure on 
Western great powers in order to work around Bonn's intransigence and dark plots. 
His idea was to initiate an overall diplomatic settlement on the German Question 
before the Federal Republic could undermine the status quo in Central Europe. 
But this time Khrushchev lost his belief in winning the West over with unilateral 
Soviet concessions. Instead, he preferred to "kick the West in the balls" by threat­
ening NATO positions in West Berlin. In the summer of 1958 the Soviet Union 
and GDR came up with a diplomatic offensive to promote a peace treaty between 
the two German states, with the great powers serving as guarantors. In November 
1958 Khrushchev gave this a powerful twist by announcing his intention to recog­
nize East Germany unilaterally in six months. That would in effect have given Ul­
bricht control over all access routes to West Berlin and forced the West to 
negotiate with his regime. To mark his peaceful intentions, Khrushchev proposed 
a special status of "free city" for West Berlin. The result of this diplomatic tour de 
force is well known: The Berlin crisis kept the whole of Europe and the United 
States in suspense and fear for more than three years. 

KHRUSHCHEV BEGINS A N D ENDS THE BERLIN CRISIS 
(NOVEMBER 1958-OCTOBER 1961) 

After the defeat of the "anti-party opposition" (Molotov, Malenkov, Kagano­
vich) in June 1957 Khrushchev was the unchallenged ruler of the Soviet Union 
and centrally involved in foreign policy decision-making. His commitments as 
well as his perceptions therefore mattered a great deal in the Soviet line on Ger­
many. The Berlin ultimatum was a product of his impatience and high personal 
stakes he felt he had in the resolution of the German Question. Also, considera­
tions on various levels continued to define his choice of options. On the alliance 
level (the C level) his commitment to Ulbricht and the GDR regime made him in­
flexible on East Berlin and in negotiations about the status of West Berlin. Many 
times Western public figures had hinted that all of Berlin could become a neutral 
city, but Khrushchev rejected this outright. Also, Khrushchev did little to discour­
age Ulbricht and his people from hatching schemes for what amounted to the ac­
tual conquest and purge of West Berlin in case the West did retreat, and this East 
German belligerence made Khrushchev's proposal for a "free city" totally unap­
pealing in West Germany, even in accommodationist circles. Soviet diplomats 
complained to Gromyko and the Party Central Committee, but Khrushchev did 
not want to intervene. 

In another development on the alliance level, Khrushchev discovered that his 
"toughness" on the issue of Berlin helped him gain points in his difficult relation-
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ship with the Chinese communist leadership. Mao Zedong resented Khrushchev's 
denunciation of Stalin, did not recognize his leadership in the communist camp, 
and looked suspiciously at his foreign policy of "peaceful coexistence" with the 
West. Since spring 1958 Khrushchev-Mao relations had been in decline. At first, 
Mao accused Khrushchev of colonialist ambitions in China and later, without 
bothering to consult Moscow, unleashed an international crisis by threatening to 
invade Taiwan-held off-shore islands. The Soviet leadership was seriously upset 
but outwardly promised full support and a nuclear umbrella. Gromyko rushed to 
Beijing attempting to coordinate policy with the Chinese. The whole episode hu­
miliated Khrushchev and further increased his determination to pressure the 
Western powers to negotiate over West Berlin and the German settlement.43 

The impact of the Taiwan straits crisis for Khrushchev overlapped with the after 
effects of his clash with the "anti-party group" more than a year earlier. The party 
apparatus, KGB, the military and economic managers supported him. However, 
privately many agreed with the criticisms they heard at the June 1957 Plenum. 
Khrushchev was stung by Molotov's accusation that he had gone too far in making 
concessions to the West. Oleg Troyanovsky, who became Khrushchev's foreign 
policy assistant in 1958, recalls that this weighed heavily on his boss's mind as he 
plotted a showdown on Berlin. If so, then Khrushchev had indeed learned some­
thing from the struggle with Beria and Malenkov and was careful not to repeat the 
steps that had sealed their fate. For both realpolitik and domestic reasons he needed 
to conduct negotiations with the West from a position of strength. 

At first, Khrushchev's risktaking seemed to have paid off: Eisenhower reluc­
tantly decided to meet Khrushchev in the United States and to visit the Soviet 
Union. Such contact, from Khrushchev's perspective, could bypass Adenauer in 
the resolution of the German question. In a letter to the West German Chancellor 
he formulated the dilemma for him: either Adenauer reached a bilateral agree­
ment with the Soviet Union on de facto recognition of the GDR and the Eastern 
borders, or the German Question would be settled without him, perhaps between 
Khrushchev and Eisenhower. Khrushchev made it clear that a bilateral deal with 
the FRG could make him shelve the idea of a separate treaty with the GDR.44 

Subsequently, at Camp David, Khrushchev traded his deadline on Germany 
and West Berlin for Eisenhower's agreement to convene a four-power summit to 
discuss, among other issues, the German Question. For a brief moment, the Soviet 
leader must have felt that he was at the peak of his domestic and international ca­
reer. Khrushchev's propaganda assistants orchestrated his return from the United 
States as a triumphal victory. To develop the effect of his "peace offensive," 
Khrushchev proposed a new military doctrine, relying on strategic missiles with 
nuclear warheads rather than on huge conventional forces for protection of Soviet 
security. He also proposed the most far-reaching unilateral reductions in Soviet 
military forces since 1945-1947 and announced them publicly in January 1960. In 
a longer-term perspective, these initiatives could have led to a drastic reduction of 
the Western forces stationed in Germany in response to the Korean war and 
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Stalin's decisions to turn East Germany into a beachhead for a Blitzkrieg in Western 
Europe in retaliation for a U.S. nuclear attack. 

During these months (September 1959-April 1960) the rest of the Soviet po­
litical establishment (B level) lagged behind Khrushchev's pace. For a moment it 
seemed as if the innovative vigor of his leadership had pushed aside all the con­
straints imposed by domestic and alliance politics. The development of missile 
technology and the nuclear revolution reduced the importance of East Germany as 
a geostrategic asset. Marshals and generals may have disagreed with Khrushchev's 
"new look" and grumbled privately, but they obeyed his orders (in October 1957 
Khrushchev dismissed Marshal Georgy Zhukov, the only military leader who could 
have resisted his reforms). Public opinion applauded Khrushchev's "struggle for 
peace," particularly from what seemed to be a position of strength. 

In reality, Khrushchev's swinging from ultimatum and war threats to detente 
created serious strains on both levels, but particularly among the allies. In East 
Germany Ulbricht and his lieutenants viewed the plan for disarmament and the 
reduction of Soviet troops in Germany with open dismay. And Mao Zedong was 
extremely irritated by Khrushchev's visit to the United States and the high hopes 
he vested in Eisenhower. 

The incident with the U-2 in May 1960 revealed the adventurist underpinning 
of Khrushchev's foreign policy. His perceptions of American politics and the rela­
tionship with the United States, with crude oversimplifaction, can be reduced to 
the following. He visualized the Cold War as a product of "dark forces": warmon­
gers in the Pentagon and State Department, CIA, arms manufacturers. Distinct 
from them were "reasonable" elements, including Eisenhower. If one could neu­
tralize "dark forces" by demonstrating Soviet power (nuclear brinkmanship) or by 
exposing their plots, then one could do business with Eisenhower. For that reason 
Khrushchev thought it would be a great idea to catch the CIA red-handed, make 
some heads roll, and "liberate" Eisenhower from its pernicious influence. 

When the American President acknowledged his personal responsibility for spy 
flights over the USSR, Khrushchev lost the game: He was open to criticism back 
home and inside the alliance, from Mao to the Soviet high command. With alac­
rity Khrushchev fell back upon Cold War rhetoric and wrecked the Paris summit. 
He began to build up his revolutionary credentials neglected during the two years 
of his focus on Germany and relations with Washington. The wave of de­
colonization in the "third world," in the Congo, Laos, Cuba, and so on, provided 
the Soviet Union with a new field for expansion of its influence in the world. How­
ever, in the previous years Khrushchev had invested too much of his leadership 
credibility and had built excessively high domestic and alliance expectations 
around his scheme of German and West Berlin settlement. He could not simply 
back off and forget about his ultimatum of 1958. And the urgency of the German 
Question continued to aggravate, primarily due to the economic and social dete­
rioration of East Germany. 

In the summer of 1960 Ulbricht took revenge for the previous humiliation and 
began to push the Soviets toward a separate treaty. On October 17,1960, Moscow 
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learned that its East German "friends" were planning to close a sectoral border in 
Berlin. From documents in Moscow it is not clear whether it was just a provocation 
designed to stampede the Soviets into further action. What was obvious, however, 
was the new role of the GDR rulers: The tail attempted to wag the dog; the puppets 
learned to manipulate the puppeteer.45 

Ulbricht played on his weakness: By threatening to collapse, he sought to extort 
massive new aid and concessions from the Soviets. This "tyranny of the weak," 
borrowing a phrase of historian Geir Lundestad, had parallels in the behavior of 
certain American allies at times. The difference was that the entire Soviet pres­
ence in Central Europe depended on the stability of the GDR. After the collapse of 
the Paris summit the flight of people from East to West Germany grew every week, 
depleting the East German economy. During 1960 Ulbricht repeatedly warned the 
Soviets that if they continued to alternate between crisis and detente, this would 
undermine his regime. He also surprised Moscow with the news that if Bonn chose 
to abrogate the existing trade relations with the GDR, its economy would collapse. 

Khrushchev also had to react to the criticism of the Chinese who blamed him 
for naivete or, worse, for lack of guts in confrontation with the West over Germany. 
Unable to preserve the Sino-Soviet alliance and carry out his foreign policy in the 
West at the same time, Khrushchev moved in fits: In the summer of 1960 he sud­
denly withdrew Soviet technicians and terminated assistance programs in the Peo­
ple's Republic of China. But in the face of the Chinese criticism, he had to live up 
to his commitments to the GDR. So he forgave Ulbricht his plots and blackmail 
and promised massive assistance at the expense of the immediate needs of the So­
viet economy. He also promised Ulbricht to sign a separate treaty with the GDR if 
the next President, Eisenhower's successor, refused to negotiate.46 

The dialogue between John E Kennedy and Khrushchev through diplomatic 
channels looked promising at first. However, after Kennedy's decision to take re­
sponsibility for the Bay of Pigs invasion of Cuba, Khrushchev decided to bully the 
young and inexperienced American leader into the same kind of bilateral talks on 
Germany that he had earlier carried on with Eisenhower. As a result, the summit 
meeting in Vienna (June 3-4, 1961) was another fiasco. Kennedy, encouraged by 
NATO unity after the U-2 episode, and particularly by deGaulle's support, 
emerged as a staunch defender of the status quo in Berlin. Despite rumors of bad 
chemistry between Kennedy and Adenauer, in Vienna Kennedy sounded even less 
flexible on a German settlement than had Eisenhower at Camp David. Khrush­
chev threatened war and soon after the summit published a Soviet aide-memoir 
with a new deadline for a peace treaty by the end of the year. But the logjam re­
mained, and the interplay of forces, from American domestic politics to politics 
within NATO, pushed Kennedy into a "chicken game" with Khrushchev: The 
United States responded to a potential Soviet-GDR move on the allied positions 
in West Berlin with the threat of all-out war.47 

After Kennedy announced this position on July 25, Khrushchev used John J. 
McCloy, who visited him on vacation the same day, to show he was not intimi­
dated and ready to answer with a war threat of his own. Addressing his military and 
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the leaders of the Warsaw Pact, Khrushchev vowed to continue a showdown with 
the United States. He stopped the program of unilateral reduction of the Soviet 
Army and authorized a test of a 100 megaton thermonuclear bomb to let "the 
sword of Damocles" hang over imperialists' heads. At the same time he supported 
Ulbricht's long standing request to close the border with West Berlin.48 On August 
13 the partition of Berlin became a fact: The city was cut into two parts by barbed 
wire, and later by the concrete Wall. 

Khrushchev still expected to gain time and stabilize the situation in the GDR; 
after the showdown, he believed detente and agreement with the United States on 
Germany would follow. For that reason, he dragged out the Berlin crisis even after 
the construction of the Wall. But as he realized the impossibility of a headlong po­
litical offensive on the West, he allowed his deadline to lapse quietly. From then on 
Soviet German policy became "the diplomacy of attrition." Once Bonn learned 
East Germany could not be touched or reached, the logic went, it would formulate 
a more accommodating position. Soviet and GDR intelligence used penetration 
and large-scale "active measures" to expedite this development. This hope and 
these efforts became vindicated in the Ostpolitik of Willi Brandt and Egon Bahr. 
Tragically, the division of Berlin, a temporary move designed to bolster East Ger­
many and the Soviet position in future negotiations on the German Question, be­
came a permanent symbol of the division of Germany. The Wall collapsed only 
with the Cold War in Europe in November 1989. 

Many claimed that the major factor that forced Khrushchev to rescind his plans 
was American strategic superiority and a series of failures in Soviet missile pro­
grams. Other analysists conclude that it was not superiority but the nuclear danger 
that put limits on Khrushchev's actions. Both sides assume that Khrushchev still 
wanted to sign a separate treaty, but then changed his mind after a speech of Un­
dersecretary of Defense Roswell Gilpatrick that ended "missile gap" hysteria in the 
West and publicized U.S. strategic superiority.49 

But, according to Khrushchev's closest foreign policy assistant, he did not think 
seriously about the danger of nuclear war during the summer of 1961.50 What a 
contrast with Khrushchev's genuine fear during the Cuban missile crisis, and with 
the mood of the Kennedy administration during the same months in 1961 !51 This 
serenity could only have come from the sense of control over the situation, and be­
hind this sense was, I believe, Khrushchev's hidden shift to a minimalist, evolu­
tionary policy regarding Germany. 

This reflected the pressure of circumstances. The signing of a separate treaty 
with East Germany would have come into conflict with the important "military-
industrial" coalition of interests and considerations, represented by numerous and 
angry voices: military and economic. Among high-placed military officers the fear 
was widespread that the Soviet army, weakened by hasty cuts, did not have enough 
firepower to impress the West in a showdown. GRU colonel and American spy 
Oleg Penkovsky reported to his CIA debriefers on July 18, at the height of Khrush­
chev's brinkmanship, that "the current belief among the Soviet military was 
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that, thanks to Khrushchev's militant speeches, Kennedy, Macmillan and de Gaulle have 
been forced to increase their armament programs by two or three times. If Stalin were alive 
he would do everything quietly but this fool is blurting out his threats and intentions and is 
forcing our potential enemies to increase their military strength. They dislike him and say 
that he is hurting his own cause and that he talks too much about Soviet military accom­
plishments in his effort to frighten the Western leaders.52 

As for the economists and industrial planners in the Soviet government, they 
too would have been extremely unhappy about a separate treaty. So would most 
East European governments because Warsaw Pact leaders understood (and intelli­
gence reports confirmed it) that the West would most likely retaliate with an eco­
nomic blockade against the GDR and sanctions against the rest of the Communist 
bloc. The costs for Soviet and Eastern economies would have been staggering. 

The erection of the Wall and the new time-gaining scenario on the German 
Question allowed Khrushchev to get off a dangerous hook, his commitment to the 
GDR, while regaining flexibility on German policy and bringing his ends closer to 
the means available. Immediately after August 13 he resumed personal conespon-
dence with Kennedy and secret contacts with governing and opposition circles in 
the Federal Republic. The mild tension around West Berlin continued to serve 
Khrushchev's political needs in his relations with Washington and NATO. During 
the Cuban missile crisis, when the Deputy Foreign Minister suggested to him that 
overt threats on West Berlin could have made the Soviet position stronger, 
Khrushchev angrily dismissed this as "adventurism." 

The crisis-ridden record of Khrushchev's foreign policy in general and German 
policy in particular became an important factor in creating the coalition of 
political-bureaucratic forces that overthrew him in October 1964. The consensus 
of "state," "military-industrial," "party-ideological," and other considerations 
turned against the aging and increasingly inelevant leader. Khrushchev's succes­
sors did not want to reveal their frustrations and disagreements, so only now is 
documentary evidence coming to light that reveals the enormous tension that had 
accumulated between the leader and the elites (the A and B levels). An undeliv­
ered Presidium report53 to the October Plenum reflected deep discontent by key 
elements of Soviet party and state apparatus, starting with economic and indus­
trial management and including the KGB, Foreign Ministry, and the high military 
command. 

The report singled out the Berlin crisis (along with the Cuban missile crisis and 
the Suez crisis of 1956) in accusing Khrushchev of reckless brinkmanship. It de­
rided Khrushchev's ultimatum: "More than several deadlines have passed, and 
Berlin has not become a free city. True, the Wall was built, but one did not need an 
ultimatum to do this. However we may twist the truth, the result was not favorable 
for us. Comrade Khrushchev wanted to scare Americans, but they refused to be 
scared, and we had to back off, to sustain a sensitive blow on our authority and 
prestige of our country, our policy and our armed forces."54 

In a telling recognition of the strain in GDR-Soviet relations produced by 
Khrushchev's German policy, the report severely criticized a visit by Khrushchev's 
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personal emissary, his son-in-law Alexei Adzhubei, to Bonn earlier in 1964. It took 
seriously rumors that Khrushchev was getting ready for a breakthrough in relations 
with the Federal Republic. According to the report, the Adzhubei visit created "an 
impression that the Soviet Union was prepared, in the interest of improving rela­
tions with the FRG, to make some concessions to the militarists at the expense of 
the GDR and People's Poland. This produced justifiable discontent among East 
German and Polish comrades who have bluntly declared that they do not under­
stand why the Soviet Prime Minister was going to visit West Germany at a time 
when there was a wave of revanchism there and when German militarists were 
openly threatening the security of the GDR, Poland, and Czechoslovakia.55 

In 1964 once again, as after Stalin's death, domestic politics and alliance poli­
tics marched hand in hand in opposition to a perceived intent of the leader to 
break the deadlock on the German question. A coalition of people and interests, 
driven by anti-Khrushchev sentiment, came out in support of the Ulbricht regime 
in the same way Khrushchev and others had formed an alliance on the German is­
sue while arresting and denouncing Beria. 

CONCLUSION 

The main conclusion of this chapter is that not only the bipolar logic of the 
Cold War but also politics on various levels prevented Soviet leaders from seri­
ously pursuing German reunification in the 1950s and 1960s. Lined up against in­
novation were "domestic politics" of the power struggle after Stalin's death, the 
two-way relations with key Soviet allies, and personal inhibitions of the leaders 
themselves (particularly in the case of Nikita Khrushchev). In fact, all four of the 
levels mentioned at the outset (the A level to D level) dictated unflagging Soviet 
support for the GDR. 

The consensus of state, military-industrial, and party-ideological motives and 
interests was remarkably strong in the case of Soviet policy regarding Germany. In­
deed, the long-term Soviet consensus on the German question rested on a unique 
combination of military, economic, and ideological factors as well as profound 
"memories of the last war." In the case of the Beria-Malenkov option the attempt 
to put Realpolitik above politics backfired and cost the initiators dearly. In the years 
that followed, this direction in politics prevailed over Realpolitik (although West­
ern intransigence provided "realist" grounds for the continued Soviet bolstering of 
East Germany), and this allowed the Ulbricht regime to rely on Moscow and even 
blackmail it. 

Stalin was the only ruler in Soviet history who could willfully and abruptly 
change the course of German policy (as he had already demonstrated once in 
1939), but he was perhaps the least willing to do so. Khrushchev never became an 
unchallenged ruler of the Soviet Union; he defeated his opponents and critics, but 
the power struggle after Stalin's death liberated politics on the elite level, and this 
factor more than anything else contributed to Khrushchev's ouster from power. Al­
liance politics continued to grow in importance as the Chinese leadership openly 
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challenged the authority of Moscow in the communist world, and the Ulbricht re­
gime exercised its "tyranny of the weak." 

These pressures of politics, aggravated by Khrushchev's own mistakes and the 
fitful nature of his policymaking, muted and then deflected the impact of nuclear 
revolution and the growing costs of the empire on the Soviet economy. By the end 
of the 1950s, Khrushchev spasmodically attempted to put everything into proper 
place, initiating drastic cuts, a revision of Soviet security policy, and a "solution" 
for West Berlin—actions that, in a longer term, could have led to diminishing the 
GDR as a military-geostrategic asset and to stabilization of the "two states" situa­
tion in Germany. At the same time, Soviet industrial managers began to see 
pump-priming the GDR as futile. If it was too soon for a new combination of inter­
ests to give rise to a new policy on the German question from inside the Soviet es­
tablishment, those at least were the first important chinks in the monolith.56 

Tragically, Khrushchev's risk-taking and ideological excesses, his inconsistent at­
tempts to short-circuit the route to a settlement of the German question, and his 
mishandling of the Berlin crisis left a lasting imprint on the Soviet establishment; 
even after Khrushchev's fall, the memory of his risky zigzags contributed to the coa­
lition of political interests inside the country, allied with Soviet clients in Central 
Europe, that hindered the reappraisal of Soviet policy on Germany. 

The fact that politics played a predominantly negative role and exacerbated 
Cold War rigidity and tensions in Central Europe does not change main elements 
of the "realist analysis" but adds some important nuances. In the Soviet Union, 
even with all the pressures of politics at various levels, the need for policy innova­
tion, reforms, and economic relief from the costs of the empire continued to build 
up over time. In the early 1960s the construction of the Wall helped the Kremlin to 
gain some time and postpone reconsideration of its German policy. Ten years later 
the emergence ofOstpolitik gave the Kremlin a long-awaited way out of the logjam 
and transformed the German question from the most burning issue of the Cold 
War into a permanent nuisance, tolerable for all, even to some Germans. Only in 
the late 1980s, in a pervasive domestic crisis and reformist tailspin, did Mikhail 
Gorbachev have to face again the dilemma that his predecessors had resolved for 
themselves many times before: continue to support the ossified conservative re­
gime in East Germany at any cost or to sacrifice it in the name of ending the Cold 
War in Europe. To his credit he chose the latter, erasing in a moment the grip of old 
politics and old memories on Soviet (and Russian) foreign policy towards Ger­
many. 
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CHAPTER 5 

Domestic and Foreign Roots 
of Khrushchev's Policy 

toward France 

Jasmine Aimaq 

INTRODUCTION 

In June 1966, amidst much pomp and circumstance, General Charles de Gaulle 
became the first Western statesman to be the guest of Leonid Brezhnev in the 
USSR. He was greeted with what have been described as unprecedented honors.1 

In a display of trust and friendship, de Gaulle's hosts took him to the Soviet space-
launching center in Baikonur in Central Asia. Ten years earlier, Moscow had is­
sued France an ultimatum threatening nuclear attack if Paris did not desist in try­
ing to regain control of the Suez Canal. The same warning had been issued to 
Britain and Israel. But no British leader would be the honored guest of Brezhnev a 
decade later, nor would any Israeli be taken to a national security site. 

Although this is often neglected, France holds a unique place in the history of 
postwar Soviet-West European relations. France remained one of Europe's major 
powers and was Germany's largest neighbor, and was thus of greater interest to the 
Soviets than were smaller Western European countries. Moreover, with a promi­
nent Communist party and the deeply nationalistic platform of the Gaullist Right, 
the Rassemblement du Peuple Francois (RPF), France's position in postwar Europe 
and the Western Alliance was not readily defined.2 Unlike West Germany, which 
sought only closer ties with Washington and whose population was heavily anti-
Communist, and unlike England, which remained America's unquestioned Euro­
pean consort, France's role was ambiguous, vividly reflected by the withdrawal of 
French military forces from NATO in March 1966. In similar fashion, Soviet be­
havior toward France fluctuated, sometimes radically. Moscow would alternate be­
tween condemning France's actions in the colonial world on the one hand, and 
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cultivating good relations on the other. Khrushchev would in one moment warn of 
nuclear attack and in another applaud the special French-Soviet friendship. 

Why did the Soviet Union go from threatening nuclear attack in 1956 to demon­
strating unprecedented friendship to de Gaulle ten years later? What factors molded 
Soviet foreign policy toward France during the first decades of the Cold War? And 
how did this foreign policy both reflect and influence the evolution of domestic Soviet 
affairs? The international part of the story is clear. After the fall of the Fourth Republic 
in 1958 and the rise of the Fifth under a defiantly nationalistic de Gaulle, France ap­
peared to be withdrawing from the American umbrella. Although he championed in­
dependence from both superpowers, de Gaulle was explicitly distancing himself from 
Washington. This made France an obvious object of Soviet courtship. Even so, to bet­
ter understand the contradictory Soviet diplomacy toward France, we must get be­
yond the international. With insights from a two-level game approach, derived from 
Robert D. Putnam, and with an analysis based on studies using Soviet material, we can 
trace the domestic factors behind Soviet foreign policy formulation and analyze how 
external developments in turn influenced domestic Soviet politics. 

The years under study are bounded by two critical moments in French-Soviet re­
lations: the Suez Crisis of 1956, and the French-Soviet detente of 1963-1964 which 
culminated in de Gaulle's visit in 1966. The period from the early 1950s to the mid-
1960s saw real change in Soviet behavior toward France. During this time Moscow's 
initially vacillating approach toward Paris crystallized into detente. Within the So­
viet Union profound leadership and structural changes took place, with Khrushchev 
rising to power at the expense of Malenkov and other rivals, and with Brezhnev and 
Kosygin subsequently taking the reins of power from a disgraced Khrushchev. Pro­
found changes in French politics and in that country's role in the world also occuned 
during this period. It is in this multifaceted context that the zigs and zags of Moscow's 
behavior toward Paris must be understood. Thus, although this article talks of spe­
cific moments in Soviet relations with France, the reader should recall that our story 
is primarily one of context, of background, connections, and relationships. 

Putnam has captured the complexity of this context, suggesting that rather 
than saying "the state, it" we say "the state, they."3 This draws attention to the mul­
titude of actors and pressures in the domestic and international arenas, and to the 
fact that significant disunity may exist among central decisionmakers. A heuristic 
device rather than a systemic theory, Putnam's approach invites us to probe both 
domestic (internal) and foreign (external) pressures, considerations, and con­
straints that together generate policy, and how internal and external dynamics in­
fluence one another. But what exactly distinguishes Putnam's approach, and how 
is it applicable to our purposes here? 

THE TWO^LEVEL GAME 

Putnam's Response to Previous Approaches 

According to Putnam, the bulk of existing literature on the relationship be­
tween domestic and international affairs consists either of "ad hoc lists of countless 
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'domestic influences' on foreign policy or of generic observations that national and 
international affairs are somehow 'linked.'"4 A glance at the historical literature 
suggests that his point is well taken. The body of scholarly studies on the foreign-
domestic nexus remains fragmentary. Although recent efforts have sought to con­
front this issue more systematically these also are limited, and theoretical develop­
ment has been limited since Putnam's work.5 Most research has remained 
state-centric despite endeavors to recognize a wider spectrum of actors. One 
prominent effort, the so-called interdependence school of Joseph Nye and Robert 
Keohane, sought to draw the discipline away from a unitary actor perspective but 
ultimately allowed the domestic dimension to fade. The importance of an inter­
nal/external dynamic was never fully developed by scholars in subfields.6 Models 
focused on bureaucracy, often dated back to Graham Allison's study of the Cuban 
Missile Crisis, also stopped short of rigorous, systematic analysis of the domestic-
international dynamic. 

Structural factors and their role in foreign policy have been highlighted by Pe­
ter Katzenstein and Stephen Krasner. In early works they made a point Putnam ex­
pands on, that those who formulate foreign economic policy, or "the state," face 
the perpetual challenge of making domestic policies compatible with the interna­
tional economy.7 Yet Putnam points out that these approaches are limited insofar 
as they identify "state strength," that is, the opposite of governmental fragmenta­
tion, as the most important variable. The simplistic strong state/weak state argu­
ment implies that the identity of the governing coalition does not matter.8 It 
ignores the fact that shifting coalitions over time are crucial to fluctuations in 
"state strength" or "weakness." Conceptualizing state structure as a phenomenon 
that varies little from year to year, or from issue to issue, is not in accordance with 
empirical reality.9 While this approach comes closest to appreciating the insepara­
bility of the internal-external dimensions, of a foreign-domestic nexus, it remains 
state-centric and thus an "uncertain foundation for theorizing about how domestic 
and international politics interact."10 Putnam's approach is more flexible, as dis­
cussed here. 

Applicability of the two4evel game 

Putnam's analysis is founded on a classical bargaining scenario. Accordingly, 
the win-set and chief negotiators are central to his discussion.11 Most foreign pol­
icy, however, does not result from bargaining between heads of governments. 
When Moscow intimates the possibility of a nuclear reprise against France, this 
does not involve a formal meeting, nor a bargaining situation in the classic sense. 
The present chapter deals with varying trends in the Soviet approach to France, 
ranging from threats of nuclear attack to general "flirtation," to detente, to formal 
meetings between heads of state. This involves everything from the intimation of 
war to an official show of goodwill, but no explicit bargaining scenario. How, then, 
can a two-level-game approach contribute to the study? 

Although the concept of "diplomacy" is associated with formal, sit-down inter­
actions between statesmen, it actually denotes much more than active bargaining. 
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Formal deliberations constitute the public and explicit manifestation of negotia­
tion over a set of defined issues—for example, disarmament and arms control, or 
trade and tariffs. In such situations the win-set is important. But "diplomacy" also 
covers broader intergovernmental interactions. It is based on the recognition that 
any state exists in relation to all other states in the international system, and, as 
such, devises an approach to these states. One scholar aptly describes diplomacy as 
"a process of strategic interaction in which actors simultaneously try to take ac­
count of and, if possible, influence the expected reactions of other actors, both at 
home and abroad."12 

In fact, much of Putnam's discussion, which deals largely with the win-set in 
bargaining decisions, should be understood as a specific application of the essential 
stipulations of a broad approach. Though several of Putnam's conclusions pertain 
specifically to bargaining—e.g. the distinction between voluntary and involun­
tary defection from international agreements, and the divergences of interest be­
tween a national leader and those on whose behalf he is negotiating—most of the 
stipulations encapsulate the wider world of international interaction. 

First, at a general level, Putnam's two-level game approach rejects the notion of 
the state as a unitary actor and challenges the view of the state structure as rigid 
over time and across issues. Different coalitions do matter and must be taken into 
consideration in each case. The approach is valuable in examining situations of 
domestic unrest involving shifting ties among political actors and changing policy 
programs. Second, unlike state-centric theories, the approach highlights any do­
mestic conflict that exists about what the "national interest" requires. In this chap­
ter, for example, it leads us to emphasize that there were diverging visions 
regarding both domestic problem-solving and Soviet foreign relations in the po­
litical debate within the Kremlin. Third, it demonstrates that central decisionmak-
ers must simultaneously seek to reconcile internal and external imperatives.13 This 
conceptual tenet leads us to examine the degree to which this "double bind" ex­
isted in the evolution of Soviet policy toward France. And fourth, the approach 
emphasizes the reciprocal dynamic inherent to the two-level scenario. The causal 
links are not unidirectional from domestic factors to the formulation of foreign 
policy; external developments also affect the evolution of domestic politics.14 This 
theoretical stipulation invites analysis of the way foreign interactions in turn influ­
enced the course of political life in the Soviet Union. 

THREATENING FRANCE WITH THE BOMB 

The Birth of Soviet Missile Diplomacy 

In September 1954 France was commended in Pravda for its rejection of the 
European Defence Community (EDC). By not allowing the EDC to come to a 
vote, the National Assembly had effectively defeated this long-pending proposal 
for an integrated European defense force, including a German contribution, under 
a supranational authority.15 The EDC had been a "cornerstone of American for­
eign policy,"16 and the French rejection despite intense American pressure was 
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hailed in Moscow as "an important event in the political history of Europe."17 Paris 
was asserting its independence from Washington and also delivered a blow to the 
momentum of European integration. Not surprisingly, this was welcomed by the 
Soviets, for whom preventing the rearmament of West Germany was a basic for­
eign policy objective. 

Indeed, even before the era of de Gaulle and the Fifth Republic, France's posi­
tion vis-a-vis the United States was ambiguous. Although the Communists had 
been removed from the French government in 1947, they remained a force in the 
National Assembly and led the struggle against the government's long and un­
popular Indochina War.18 The non-Communist Left, which included Socialists 
and left-leaning Radicals, was also a significant element in French political life, 
much to the concern of Washington. Paris pleaded for and received American as­
sistance in Indochina after 1950, but insisted on controlling the allocation of all 
resources and rebuked American advice.19 

In June 1954, Radical leader Pierre Mendes-France, whose campaign promises 
emphasized an end to the Indochina quagmire and resolution of the EDC question, 
assumed the offices of both Prime Minister and Foreign Minister. Relations with 
the United States deteriorated over sharpening disagreements regarding Indo­
china. Paris charged that Washington had let the French down, while an incensed 
Eisenhower lamented that the French refused American help except on their own 
terms.20 And with the defeat of the EDC just a few months after the end of the In­
dochina War, "the whole of Washington's postwar policy in France seemed to be in 
ruins."21 France was, as one scholar describes it, a "troubled ally."22 

Tensions between France and the United States escalated. Analysts in Wash­
ington also feared that Mendes-France was not sufficiently anti-Communist.23 As 
Paris distanced itself from Washington and NATO, some felt that lessened interest 
in the Alliance would result in a "feeling of a less close community of interest with 
the United States."24 To make matters worse, by 1956, a Socialist, Christian 
Pineau, occupied the Foreign Ministry. In March, Pineau allegedly advised Mos­
cow that Paris wanted to persuade the British and Americans to revise the foreign 
policy of the West.25 Incidents such as this indicate that as early as the death of Sta­
lin in 1953, France's loyalty to the United States was questionable. It would have 
seemed unwise and unnecessary for Moscow to alienate Paris under these circum­
stances. But within two years of the EDC defeat, the Soviets would threaten 
France with atomic reprise. 

In late 1955 a Soviet-approved arms transaction between Egypt and Czechoslo­
vakia granted Egypt a substantial number of modern weapons.26 Nasser thus effec­
tively established himself as an element hostile to Western "imperialism" in the 
Middle East, and manifested his connection to the Communist world. Further­
more, he supported radical governments in Africa and actively assisted the FLN 
movement in Algeria, to the detriment of French rule. Nasser, backed politically 
by the USSR, blocked the passage of Israeli vessels in the international waterways 
of the area of the Suez Canal.27 It was in conjunction with this development that 
Egypt and England negotiated the withdrawal of British troops from the Suez Ca-
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nal Zone, and Nasser approached both the United States and the Soviet Union for 
financial support to construct a dam on the river Nile above Aswan. Angered by 
the simultaneous negotiations, the United States withdrew its offer to finance the 
dam. Nasser replied by nationalizing the Suez Canal on July 26,1956, seizing con­
trol from the Suez Canal Company in which the British government was the major 
shareholder. 

Confronted with what they saw as a threat to their strategic and oil-related in­
terests, the French and British began devising plans for military action after meet­
ing with Israel at Sevres between October 22 and 24.28 In October Israel launched 
an attack in the Sinai peninsula. At the end of the month the French and British 
delivered an ultimatum calling for the withdrawal of Egyptian forces from both 
sides of the Suez Canal, but tensions only escalated. Efforts within the UN Security 
Council to bring about a cease-fire were vetoed twice by the British and French, 
who began sending troops to the area. 

On November 5 the Kremlin warned France and Britain that it was foolish to 
provoke a nuclear power, and intimated the possibility of nuclear attack if London 
and Paris did not immediately cease their offensives. The next day, Washington re­
plied that a Soviet attack would be answered in kind.29 The French and British with­
drew, more as a result of Washington's pressures than Soviet threats, which were 
generally considered noncredible in Western capitals.30 But what is important for 
our purposes is that Soviet missile diplomacy was introduced to the world. The 
threat may not have been believable—would Moscow risk nuclear war for Nasser 
and uncertain political connections in the Middle East?—but it reflected emerging 
Soviet military capabilities. The Soviets had tested their first atomic bomb in 
August 1949, much earlier than Washington had expected. More surprises were in 
store for 1953, when the Soviets exploded a thermonuclear device, and 1955, when 
Moscow tested a true hydrogen bomb.31 This "superbomb" had a yield of 1.6 mega­
tons, not nearly as ominous as the American 15-megaton device tested a year earlier, 
but it nonetheless signaled that the Soviets had the necessary technology.32 

These developments made it possible for the Kremlin to issue the threat, but 
the threat was also a bit of a bluff. The Soviets had only just begun to deploy a few 
medium-range missiles in the western USSR, and had not yet tested their first 
ICBM.33 Indeed, missile diplomacy was not introduced just because of the obvious 
authority a nuclear threat could command, nor because Moscow felt this was the 
only, or most efficient, way to expel the French and British from the Suez area. So­
viet policy in the Suez affair was also rooted in the internal political web of post-
Stalinist Russia. To delineate the interplay of the external and the internal factors, 
we must explore what Khrushchev was trying to achieve in the USSR; the manner 
in which his objectives were greeted by key domestic actors; and how these reali­
ties shaped the decision to employ the nuclear threat in 1956. 

Competing World Visions 

Rivalry for power and authority is a perpetual trait of politics, and the USSR 
was no exception. Throughout its existence the Soviet Union was characterized 
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by tension between the CPSU and the government even though the Party wielded 
immense, and final, decision making powers.34 In 1953-1956 this tension was em­
bodied in the persons of Khrushchev and Malenkov, who sought to bolster the 
power of the Party and the government respectively. Diverging doctrinal and pol­
icy lines also divided key actors from one another within the two institutions. This 
was especially true in the early years of the Stalin succession and is critical to un­
derstanding the course of events that led to Soviet nuclear diplomacy. 

When Stalin died in March 1953, he left behind a small squadron of possible 
successors: Georgy Malenkov, Lavrenty Beria, Vyacheslav Molotov, and Nikita 
Khrushchev. None could wield the absolute power Stalin had enjoyed. They wres­
tled with defining the Soviet Union's global role and had to fashion new ap­
proaches to the foreign and domestic problems it confronted. Malenkov rose first 
to power, both as leader of the Central Committee (CC) of the CPSU and Chair­
man of the USSR Council of Ministers.35 This meant that he was both Head of the 
Party and Prime Minister, at the top of the hierarchy in both Party and govern­
ment. However, he was almost immediately compelled by his rivals to relinquish 
one or the other post, and stepped down as Head of the Party, choosing to remain 
Prime Minister.36 Malenkov's foremost opponent was Nikita Khrushchev, whose 
power base was the Party. Khrushchev was appointed to the newly created post of 
First Secretary of the CPSU in 1953, and his efforts to make the Party the domi­
nant organ became a consistent element of his political maneuvering. Between 
1953 and 1955 the power struggle between Malenkov and Khrushchev escalated, 
and the aftermath influenced the course of Soviet politics until the fall of Khrush­
chev. The Stalinist succession would be wrought with political tension. 

The fall of two of the principal contenders, Beria and Malenkov, was crucial to 
Khrushchev's ascent. Beria, Chief of the Secret Police, was early on removed from 
political contention, arcested in 1953 on charges of treason. His downfall is said to 
have been prompted in part by his lack of identification with any legitimizing prin­
ciple, at a time when one of the major issues was legitimacy. Beria's foreign policy 
preferences, to the extent that they are known, reflected what James Richter has 
called a "marked lack of ideology."37 In policy questions, Beria's fatal error was his 
controversial suggestion that the construction of Socialism in East Germany be 
abandoned and that Germany be united as a "peace-loving," neutral, and demo­
cratic state. His outlook implied an absence of commitment to Soviet ideology and 
world socialism. As a result, he encountered adamant opposition from both 
Khrushchev and Molotov. In June 1953 an uprising erupted in East Germany, and 
Soviet troops were dispatched to quell the revolt. Beria was arrested one week 
later. The anest may have been prompted by rumors that he wanted to establish a 
dictatorship, seizing authority and establishing the rule of the secret police, but his 

decline was also related to his policy stance. In fact, his position on the German 
Question was specifically cited as evidence of his betrayal of Communism. From 
that point on, no Soviet leader could espouse policy lines similar to Beria without 
risking being branded a traitor.38 
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With Beria removed, Malenkov emerged as the most visible Soviet leader. 
Malenkov emphasized the supremacy of the government over the Party, a position 
that both reflected and exacerbated his rivalry with Khrushchev. In Washington, 
analysts noticed that although Khrushchev did not hold a bureaucratically key po­
sition, he was already acting "as though he occupied one and participated increas­
ingly in governmental affairs."39 Khrushchev visited the three most important 
countries in the Soviet orbit—Communist China, Czechoslovakia, and Poland. 

Although Malenkov subscribed to the orthodox notion that the Soviet Union 
existed in a state of perpetual tension with the capitalist world, he downplayed the 
idea that war was inevitable. With the recent explosion of a Soviet thermonuclear 
device it was unreasonable for the imperialists to attack the USSR, he argued. But 
unlike Khrushchev, Malenkov did not have great confidence in Soviet strength. 
He hoped that Moscow's nuclear capability would suffice to deter the West but was 
not confident that Soviet strength could compete in war. Malenkov's foreign pol­
icy accentuated the isolation of the USSR. He downplayed not only the question 
of war but also the centrality of the global class struggle and the need to ally with 
foreign revolutionary movements. Malenkov was drawing dangerously close to the 
views of the disgraced Beria. Indeed, much like his former colleague, he not only 
called for a reduction in defense spending but also opposed the compulsory imposi­
tion of Socialism in East Germany.40 

Malenkov's ideas were opposed by many of his colleagues. Was the West indeed 
"realistic" and comparatively benign? Could the USSR exist without strong ties to 
world revolutionary movements? Unfortunately, the external environment did lit­
tle to reinforce Malenkov's vision. President Eisenhower reaffirmed American 
commitment to the European Defence Community in 1953, demanded a reduc­
tion of Soviet troops in Eastern Europe, and warned that any change in Washing­
ton's policy would have to be preceded by visible concessions from Moscow. In 
addition, while Malenkov argued that Western "realism" would appreciate the 
danger of Soviet nuclear retaliation and refrain from open warfare, Eisenhower 
pressed the swift deployment of American tactical and strategic weapons. Even 
worse, the President declared that tactical weapons would soon be treated like 
conventional arms by American forces.41 These developments suggested that 
Malenkov's worldview and policy proposals were untenable. 

When, in October 1954, the Allies signed the Paris Agreements providing for a 
German military contribution to NATO, Malenkov's foreign policy doctrine vir­
tually collapsed. Pravda, which as the party organ was closely associated with 
Khrushchev, pointed to the Paris Treaty as evidence that the USSR needed to in­
crease, not reduce, defense spending. Malenkov resigned as Prime Minister in Feb­
ruary 1955 and was succeeded by Nikolai Bulganin, a Khrushchev ally. This 
propelled Khrushchev into a position where he could wield far greater influence 
than before. He became Commander in Chief of the military services, and one of 
his supporters, Marshal Georgy Zhukov, assumed the post of Defense Minister.42 

In Khrushchev's worldview, global class struggle occupied a central position. 
The USSR could not exist in isolation and conduct an insulated foreign policy but 
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must further its bonds with revolutionary movements worldwide. Furthermore, ac­
cording to Khrushchev, the USSR must rely on its strength, particularly its new­
found nuclear strength, rather than attempt to exploit divisions in the West. This 
fact is critical for understanding the 'reversal' of policy toward France in 1956. The 
French had displayed some vacillation vis-a-vis the Atlantic alliance, but Khrush­
chev did not count on divergences within the Western camp.43 

Yet before Khrushchev's approach could prevail, a fourth contender, Molotov, 
had to be eliminated. Though as foreign minister Molotov did not wield the same 
influence Malenkov had as premier, he remained a respected conservative force 
who had been closely associated with Stalin. In accordance with an orthodox Len­
inist model, Molotov depicted the world in terms of class struggle and saw the So­
viet Union as surrounded by dangerous and aggressive enemies. 

Like Molotov, Khrushchev saw the world as characterized by class struggle. But 
in contrast to the other contenders, he pointed to Soviet strength and deterrence, 
rather than internal conflict among the Western states, as the means to prevent 
the capitalists from waging war. Thus, his posture was unlike Molotov's orthodox 
perspective, which contended that war among the capitalist states was inevitable. 
The Allied Agreements on rearming Germany had proven that contradictions 
among the capitalist countries were not greater than those between socialism and 
capitalism. They had also subtly weakened Molotov's prestige. 

Khrushchev's vision was soon legitimized through two international achieve­
ments. The first of these was the creation of the Warsaw Pact, the East European 
alliance system established in 1955 in response to the Paris Agreements. The sec­
ond was Khrushchev's success in bringing the West to the negotiating table at the 
Geneva Summit in July of that year, the first summit since Potsdam in 1945. The 
symbolic value of these events far outweighed any concrete advantages derived 
from them.44 With the formation of the Warsaw Pact, Khrushchev signaled that he 
was intent on and capable of solidifying the bonds of the Socialist bloc. With the 
Summit, Khrushchev demonstrated that Moscow could induce negotiations and 
deal with the West on equal footing. Not surprisingly, Pravda applauded Khrush­
chev's model of foreign policy.45 

Meanwhile, Khrushchev and Bulganin conducted an extensive tour of India, 
Indonesia, Burma, and Afghanistan, and openly challenged the West to an eco­
nomic competition in such areas.46 This reflected their conviction that the world 
was divided along ideological lines in which newly independent countries and 
revolutionary "progressive" forces were natural allies. In other words, Khrushchev 
was implementing his own approach while further discrediting those of the other 
political contenders. By the end of 1955 Khrushchev had consolidated his author­
ity in foreign policy and assured the primacy of the Party's ideological authority.47 

Khrushchev's famous denunciation of Stalin at the 20th Party Congress also 
contributed to the evolution of his foreign policy and the introduction of missile 
diplomacy. By condemning the Stalinist slaughter of loyal Party members, he im­
plicated Malenkov and Molotov, both of whom were closely linked to Stalin.48 In 
the process, Khrushchev officially proclaimed three innovations: First, war be-
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tween the capitalist and communist camps was not inevitable; second, peaceful co­
existence was to be the main line of Soviet foreign policy; third, the transition to 
socialism could proceed by means other than violent revolution. He also secured 
his position among the orthodox elements by arguing that the victory of world so­
cialism remained certain, although it would not require violent revolt. 

On this occasion, Khrushchev received a number of guests from overseas, most 
notably from the Third World and from France: Leaders from North Korea, Cam­
bodia, Iran, and Indonesia all paid visits to Moscow, as did French Prime Minister 
Guy Mollet.49 Khrushchev was well on his way to consolidating his authority. In 
June 1956 Molotov was replaced as Foreign Minister by D. T. Shepilov, a Party sec­
retary loyal to Khrushchev. Even before his removal, Molotov commented that the 
Party was involved in foreign affairs to a greater extent than at any previous time.50 

In these same months, Khrushchev had to prove that peaceful coexistence was 
both possible and necessary and that war with the West was unlikely. He began em­
ploying nuclear deterrence in international diplomacy. In April 1956, six months 
before the Suez Crisis, he advised London that if Britain tried to "to extort us, to 
demand the impossible from us, nothing will come of it." He let his Western coun­
terparts know that the USSR had no need for others' rocket technology, "cannons, 
planes and ships," since the Soviets were not behind in this area. Indeed, he 
warned, Western armaments would soon become obsolete due to Soviet military 
innovations.51 But back home, the situation was not so rosy. 

Socioeconomic Crisis 

A catastrophic consumer situation was one of the legacies of Stalinism. In 1953, 
the government had the budgetary priorities of a war economy, with military and 
heavy-industrial production retaining a monopoly over scarce resources. Mass pov­
erty had spread throughout the country, which suffered dangerous shortages in food, 
housing, and consumer services. Agricultural output was a serious problem. Grain 
production was lamentable and the country was suffering a severe lack of foodstuffs. 
Stalin's successors would perpetually struggle with these dilemmas.52 While Malen­
kov and Khrushchev struggled for primacy, the prevailing feeling was that an in­
crease in consumer goods and improvements in agriculture were imperative. 

Malenkov's attempts to improve living conditions met with much criticism 
from his colleagues, particularly Khrushchev. Malenkov spoke of slashing the de­
fense budget and offered a long-term consumer-oriented program that had virtu­
ally no short-term payoff. His plan involved the transfer of as much capital 
investment as possible to light industry, which required an abundance of foodstuffs 
and raw materials. Khrushchev demonstrated not only that his opponent's calcula­
tions were off, but that the situation required immediate results, which had to be 
achieved without slashing military expenditures. Unlike his rival, Khrushchev 
emphasized the unsatisfactory nature of agricultural management and vehemently 
criticized the Ministry of Agriculture and Procurement as well as the Ministry of 
Sovkhozes.53 He devised a new plan that capitalized on the vulnerabilities of 
Malenkov's abortive efforts. 
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Khrushchev submitted his proposal to the Presidium of the Central Committee 
on January 22, 1954. A direct challenge to Malenkov, the plan aimed at making 
use of 13 million hectares of land that were previously untilled, or that earlier had 
been cultivated and abandoned. Much of the land was located in dry farming 
zones, requiring special—read, costly—techniques for rendering it fertile.54 But 
Khrushchev's proposal appeared to save millions of rubles compared to 
Malenkov's. It was comparatively low-cost and promised major near-term pay­
offs.55 Moreover, Khrushchev provided added incentives. He aimed to raise grain 
production by encouraging peasants to grow more on their private plots. Taxes and 
compulsory delivery quotas were reduced; peasants were granted more pastureland 
and fodder for their own livestock; farms were better compensated for their deliv­
eries to the state; and payments in kind for work on the kolkhoz (collective farm) 
and sovkhoz (state farm) increased.56 

In 1954 a Central Committee plenum approved Khrushchev's proposal to 
plough up the Virgin Lands, which were expected to yield 20 million tons of grain 
in 1955. A conference of agricultural specialists in Moscow reported, in most cases, 
excellent experimental field results. The Virgin Lands were to be, as one scholar 
puts it, the Eldorado of the Soviet Union.57 Khrushchev bet heavily on the success 
of this program to discredit his opposition, and gave no less than six official 
speeches on the agriculture problem between September 1953 and January 1954.58 

Agriculture was also the sector with the most pressing labor shortage.59 Khrush­
chev addressed this by releasing most of the political prisoners from Stalin's labor 
camps, and, more significantly, by launching a dramatic reduction in Soviet armed 
forces in 1955. Demobilized soldiers were to be integrated into the civilian econ­
omy. Recent studies suggest that Khrushchev's decision to cut troop numbers was 
linked to the targets of the (6th) Five Year Plan of 1956-1960. An anticipated 
shortfall in the non-state sector of the economy made the army a principal source 
of supply. Khrushchev thus planned the release from the army of some 1.2 million 
men in 1956, hoping that the entry of these men into the non-state labor force 
would stimulate economic growth.60 Defense would become increasingly "nu-
clearized"; men would become almost superfluous. Unfortunately for Khrushchev, 
archival material and memoirs suggest that the armed forces resisted and opposed 
the troop cuts. Forces designated for demobilization were unhappy and demoral­
ized.61 

But Khrushchev was intent on expressing his control over military policy. Ac­
cordingly, the Soviet press emphasized the superiority of the Party over the 
Army.62 By November 1957 the American Embassy reported home that Khrush­
chev had secured the domination of the police by the liquidation of Beria, of the 
government bureaucracy by the elimination of the "anti-party group," and of the 
armed forces by removing Zhukov. The Communist Party, it disclosed, under the 
"strong hand of Khrushchev," had clearly established its supremacy over all ele­
ments of power in the Soviet Union.63 But despite the troop reductions, most 
analyses of Soviet military spending during 1957-1960 show that Soviet defense 
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spending rose sharply, with heavy emphasis on nuclearization at the expense of 
conventional forces.64 

In fact, when an anti-Khrushchev coalition pressed for reform of the Five Year 
Plan to reduce budgetary strain by lowering the targets for heavy-industrial pro­
duction, Khrushchev's riposte was to scrap the entire Five Year Plan and supplant it 
with a new Seven Year Plan. At the same time, several heavy-industrial plants 
were converted to production of consumer goods, and investment was raised in the 
soft goods, food-processing, and consumer-durable industries. 

The essence of Khrushchev's agricultural program was that production be fur­
ther rationalized and existing reserves tapped to the maximum potential. The key 
lay in modernization, which would allegedly prove less costly than the current 
state of affairs or Malenkov's plan. The principal distinction between Khrushchev 
and Malenkov was that whereas Malenkov argued that deep cuts in defense were 
necessary if the grain and foodstuff situation was to be remedied, Khrushchev ar­
gued that modernization was the answer. He claimed that he could bring about 
both satisfied consumers and increased national security: modernized, rationalized 
agriculture would go hand in hand with modernized, rationalized defense. What 
did all this mean to Khrushchev's threat of nuclear attack in 1956? 

Understanding the Threat 

The defense budget had been increased in 1955, in accordance with Khrush­
chev's plans. But it was not until a year later that he was presented with a golden 
opportunity to provide evidence of the benefits, and indeed the necessity, of focus­
ing on nuclear strength. The Suez affair was a chance for Khrushchev to demon­
strate that modernization of the Soviet military posture had been justified. This in 
turn showed that the low-cost Virgin Lands Program had been a better option than 
other higher-cost proposals, since it had allowed the intensive modernization of 
the military that had deterred France and Britain. Khrushchev could claim to have 
killed two birds with one stone, to have satisfied two major aims, domestic and for­
eign, at once. The Suez Crisis allowed Khrushchev to show the effectiveness of his 
own foreign policy, which rested both on strength and on extending support to 
friendly international forces, in this case, Egypt.65 Years later, in his memoirs, 
Khrushchev would continue to maintain that his use of deterrence against the 
French and the British influenced their decision to withdraw their forces from 
Egypt. 

The threat reflects Khrushchev's attempt to validate nuclear deterrence as the 
core of his approach to the West. Since Paris had asserted independence from 
Washington on EDC and had allegedly sought to persuade the British and the 
Americans to revise Western foreign policy, Khrushchev could have portrayed the 
intervention in Suez as a largely British-led gambit. This would have been ideal for 
emphasizing internal divisions within the Western camp, for underlining that 
there were "reasonable" elements in the West, i.e. France, compelled into unrea­
sonable actions by the Western alliance. Malenkov might have adopted this ap­
proach, whereas Molotov would probably have highlighted capitalist collusion 
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and stressed the need to provoke divisions in the Western bloc. Khrushchev's in­
novation was in recognizing that nuclear diplomacy, rather than divisions within 
the Western camp, could assure him of a strong negotiating position, and Suez al­
lowed him to implement this insight. 

However, the eruption of the Suez Crisis also damaged Khrushchev's credibility 
at home. It undermined his argument that the West included reasonable elements, 
and it challenged the notion that working-class parties could prevent "imperialist 
aggression." The French decision to intervene had been taken by a Socialist pre­
mier, Guy Mollet, and a Socialist foreign minister, Christian Pineau. The timing 
could not have been worse. The Socialist bloc in the East was threatening to disin­
tegrate, with Hungary at the fore, while Socialist forces in the West were behaving 
aggressively. The dual crises suggested that there were weaknesses in Khrushchev's 
foreign policy model. His rivals reentered the foreign policy debate. After Suez, 
Molotov and Malenkov became active voices again. By winter 1956, the Presid­
ium strengthened the role of the government apparatus in economic affairs in an 
effort to reduce the First Secretary's authority.66 In 1957 Shepilov argued that the 
"Eisenhower Doctrine" for the Middle East, as well as Washington's stand on 
French and British behavior during the Suez Crisis, revealed that America sought 
to undermine the interests of Paris and London.67 This suggested a return to ex­
ploiting divisions within the West rather than reliance on nuclear deterrence. On 
the other hand, Khrushchev's emphasis on rocket development and heavy indus­
try did result in a major triumph on October 4, 1957, when the Soviet Union 
stunned the world by launching Sputnik.68 

Suez had challenged Khrushchev's worldview. He needed to salvage his legiti­
macy, and in this effort France would play a key role once again. He had subjected 
France to a nuclear threat in 1956, but changes in the French government and its 
foreign policy, plus shifts in his own domestic priorities, would soon lead him to 
court France. The Fourth Republic had fallen victim to Moscow's first use of mis­
sile diplomacy. The Fifth Republic would be the object of Moscow's most flagrant 
flirtations. 

THE FRENCH^SOVIET DETENTE 

Flirtation and "Rapprochement" 

In 1958 the French Fourth Republic fell and de Gaulle returned to power as 
President of the new Fifth Republic. The Fourth Republic had been plagued by for­
eign policy dilemmas and internal political strife. The Indochina War and the 
EDC had been sources of great division. In 1954 the Premiership of Radical Pierre 
Mendes-France tipped the political balance left, away from the moderate Mouve-
ment Republicain Populaire (MRP), the party that had heretofore dominated gov­
ernment. However, by 1958, the non-Communist Left, composed of Socialists and 
left-leaning Radicals, was internally divided; the Gaullist Rassemblement du Peuple 
Francois (RPF) had become a major force in the National Assembly; and the par­
ties and public were divided over the role of the State as well as over the war in Al-
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geria. Rising dissidence in public service and the military prompted a search for an 
authoritative political figure with sufficient prestige to bring some solution to 
these problems. It was in this context that General de Gaulle returned to the presi­
dency.69 The General understood that the psychological wounds inflicted by the 
Nazi occupation were still unhealed and that the people suffered from a "national 
lassitude," which he attributed to the awareness that France was no longer a great 
power.70 Defeat in the Indochina War and the escalating dilemma in Algeria tore 
at what remained of dreams of a "Greater France." De Gaulle's wish to return pride 
and status to his people would permeate the foreign relations of the Fifth Republic. 
And this would contribute to a new interaction with the Soviet Union. 

De Gaulle's principal foreign policy objective was to maximize France's auton­
omy, encapsulated in his politique de grandeur. But the American nuclear umbrella 
was a dark reminder of France's dependence on one actor in a bipolar world. The 
development of a separate French nuclear force, the force de frappe, was thus one of 
de Gaulle's highest priorities. Already in 1945 de Gaulle had commissioned the es­
tablishment of the Commissariat a l'energie atomique (CEA), and in succeeding 
years the French had invested considerable effort in acquiring atomic raw materi­
als, training scientists and technicians, and building laboratories. By 1952 the Na­
tional Assembly had approved the first Five Year Plan for atomic development.71 

During the Fourth Republic, the nuclear force had been seen mainly as a way of en­
hancing France's military position within NATO; during the Fifth it was to support 
the evolution of an independent French foreign policy, to remind the world that 
France determined its own destiny and commanded the strength to do so.72 In 
1958 de Gaulle resolutely told Washington that France should, and would, have its 
own nuclear bomb.73 On November 3,1959, at the Institut des Hautes Etudes de la 

Defense Nationale, he insisted that "France's military defense must be French 
Her effort must be her own effort It is indispensable that France defend herself 
on her own, for herself, and in her own way. . . . " "Obviously," he said, "we have to 
be able to acquire, during the next few years, a force capable of acting on our be­
half. It is evident that a nuclear arsenal will be at the base of our force." De Gaulle's 
objectives had serious consequences for French-American relations, triggering 
several crises over nuclear armament, the organization of NATO command, and 
the question of consultation.74 

In March 1960, while tensions were escalating between de Gaulle and the 
Americans, Khrushchev paid a visit to France. On this occasion Pravda cheered 
the advent of a new era in Soviet-French relations, and Khrushchev waxed elo­
quent about the flourishing relationship, announcing that the "path to peace in 
Europe lies in the alliance and friendship between the Soviet Union and 
France."75 Suez now seemed far away. Yet, if one looked closely, one could still de­
tect Soviet ambivalence. De Gaulle's estrangement from Washington was wel­
comed, but his vision involved independence from bipolarity itself, and this was 
less acceptable. The true thaw began three years later, in 1963, when the Khrush­
chev era was drawing to a close. That year, France vetoed Great Britain's applica­
tion to the Common Market, much to the frustration and dismay of both London 
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and Washington. Another blow had been dealt to European integration, again by 
France. And in 1964 France became the first member of the European Economic 
Community to break with its five-year limit on credits to the USSR, extending 
Moscow a seven-year credit for $356 million for financing chemical plants and 
equipment.76 In March, Khrushchev sent Nikolai Podgorny on a goodwill mission 
to Paris. Several weeks later, Khrushchev's son-in-law, Alexei I. Adzhubei, showed 
up in the French capital for discussions regarding economic and cultural coopera­
tion.77 These talks would lead to concrete agreements later, under Brezhnev. Was 
all this simply a response to the attractiveness of de Gaulle? What was happening 
on the home front? 

The Virgin Lands Defeat 

In 1960, when de Gaulle was enjoying his second full year as president of the 
Fifth Republic, Khrushchev experienced a turning point in his own political for­
tunes. We have noted how the international after-effects of de-Stalinization had 
underscored some of the weaknesses in Khrushchev's world vision. But his success 
in putting down the "anti-party group" in June 1957 testified to his continued 
dominance in Soviet political life. It was not until the failure of his domestic initia­
tives, especially the Virgin Lands program, that the local implications of his strate­
gic vision came to be seen as problematic too. 

Khrushchev's agricultural policy had been a triumph at first. The 1954 crop 
from the virgin lands turned out to be even larger than expected, and although 
1955 proved disappointing, 1958 witnessed a record harvest.78 Nevertheless, 1959 
marked the beginning of a steady agricultural decline. Although Khrushchev told 
his American colleagues that "the virgin lands have been a complete success" and 
boasted that "even the skeptics are becoming ashamed," the facts were other­
wise.79 Prices for meat, milk, and butter procurements did not cover the cost of pro­
duction, with the result that farmers made little effort to produce and sell these 
commodities to the state. Local party officials confiscated produce as well as seed 
supplies. The incentive structure for farms and farmers collapsed, and this was di­
rectly traceable to Khrushchev's policy. Ironically, the urban-industrial sector was 
producing according to plan, a fact that served only to accentuate the gap between 
industry and agriculture.80 

Expected shortfalls in the Seven Year Plan (1959-1965) made labor scarcity an 
important issue once again.81 Sensing that the new age of rocket missilery could 
provide him a solution to this problem, Khrushchev in 1960 announced a planned 
reduction of Soviet armed forces by one-third over the next two years. In a speech 
to the Supreme Soviet on January 14 Khrushchev explicitly linked troop reduc­
tions to a new military framework based on missile technology.82 A month before, 
the Strategic Rocket Forces (SRF) had been created as a separate branch of serv­
ice, to be the country's primary arm of defense.83 In this modern age, Khrushchev 
argued, an army was not about soldiers but about nuclear and rocket technology. 
Indeed, armed forces were to be reduced by another 1.2 million, despite continued 
opposition from the military high command. Shortly thereafter, the body responsi-
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ble for the development of nuclear weapons hired 3,600 soldiers, including 600 of­
ficers, demobilized in the 1960 army cuts.84 Meanwhile, setbacks in the Virgin 
Lands program were compounded by problems in other plans. Khrushchev's claim 
that the USSR would catch up to the United States in meat and milk production 
per capita did not even come close to target.85 And, as we shall see, international 
developments compounded Khrushchev's dilemma, contributing to the decline of 
his authority. No wonder that after 1960, "the First Secretary's pronouncements 
sounded like those of a politician who was on the defensive politically."86 

Khrushchev's Bluff 

A consummate gambler, Khrushchev consistently exaggerated his estimates of 
Soviet military strength, boasting that the Socialist bloc now enjoyed a prepon­
derance of power.87 Despite the strong American response to Khrushchev's threats 
against Britain and France in 1956, he continued to try to intimidate Washington 
with grandiose reports of Soviet technological progress. In 1959 he boasted to 
Governor Harriman: "We developed the hydrogen bomb before the US. We have 
an intercontinental bomb which you have not." Furthermore, he added, it was 
foolish for the West to forget that a few Russian missiles could destroy all of Europe. 
One bomb, he warned, was sufficient for Bonn, and three to five would knock out 
France, England, Spain, and Italy. Under these circumstances, it was unrealistic to 

threaten the Soviets. "Within five to seven years, we will be stronger than you 
If we spend 30 billion rubles on ballistic missiles in the next 5-6 years, we can de­
stroy every industrial center in the US and Europe. Thirty billion rubles is no great 
sum for us. . . . Let us keep our rockets loaded and if attacked we will launch 
them."88 

On May 5,1960, ten days before Khrushchev was to meet with President Eisen­
hower in Paris to discuss the German Question and a possible test ban, the Soviets 
shot down an American U-2 plane over Soviet territory. The incident only further 
discredited Khrushchev's leadership, undermining his claims that Eisenhower was 
realistic and could successfully be negotiated with, especially when the American 
President accepted personal responsibility for the flight and refused to apologize 
for his violation of Soviet airspace.89 Back in the Kremlin, the political elite con­
cluded that the incident was evidence of Western hrationality.90 At the same time, 
the Soviets were increasingly aware that the United States knew Khrushchev was 
bluffing about the superiority of Soviet missile technology.91 

By the fall of 1960, Khrushchev was trying to undo the damage. In fact, he spent 
the next two years trying to recover from the U-2 affair, resorting to brinkmanship 
to affirm that nuclear detenence could bridle Western ambitions. To maintain his 
legitimacy, he had to return to a rhetoric that emphasized the untrustworthiness of 
the capitalist world, the need to enlarge the nuclear deterrent, and his continuing 
resistance to "imperialist threats."92 He also called for reprioritizing the connec­
tion between heavy industry and agriculture and a retreat from modernization and 
rationalization, as well as renewed concentration on agricultural machine-
building. Over the next three years he withdrew from a number of other principles 
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espoused in his agricultural reform program.93 Meanwhile, as Khrushchev put ever 
greater emphasis on the importance of a nuclear arsenal, the Kennedy administra­
tion initiated a strategic doctrine, Flexible Response, which required a massive 
buildup of strategic and conventional forces. In fact, during the Kennedy years, 
America's defense expenditures increased 13 percent,94 and NATO's conven­
tional forces were steadily improved.95 While Washington was preparing NATO 
for different levels of armed conflict, all major Warsaw Pact exercises were still 
conducted under the assumption of a war begun with massive missile strikes. Even 
in the field, it was believed that the "basic force" of Soviet ground troops would lie 
with operation-tactical and tactical nuclear weapons.96 However, Washington's 
new program left Khrushchev open to attack by his political rivals because it chal­
lenged his claim that Russia needed only nuclear technology to deal with the 
West. Kennedy's doctrine undermined the plausibility of Khrushchev's worldview, 
and the Berlin Crisis and the Cuban Missile Crisis would definitively expose his 
bluff and help shatter his authority in the Kremlin. 

In May 1961, Khrushchev renewed his ultimatum of 1958, warning that if steps 
were not taken to turn West Berlin into a "demilitarized free city" within six 
months, Moscow would give the East German government control over Western 
access to Berlin. But Kennedy was undeterred. Asking Congress for supplementary 
military funds, he warned that any unilateral Soviet action against West Berlin 
would trigger war with the United States. Khrushchev replied that he would not be 
pushed around. In July the Soviet leader suspended his planned troop reductions 
and ordered an increase of 3.14 billion rubles in defense allocation. In September 
he initiated a new series of nuclear tests.97 Still, Kennedy's actions frightened him 
enough that he did not make good his threats about Berlin. Instead, when it was 
clear that the Americans would not respond as desired, Khrushchev decided to 
build a wall dividing Berlin.98 In effect, Washington had exposed Khrushchev's 
bluff, confirming suspicions that the United States enjoyed significant nuclear su­
periority over the Soviet Union and had "a second strike capability which is at 
least as extensive as what the Soviets can deliver by striking first."99 

While the crisis over Berlin was escalating, Khrushchev and Kennedy had also 
begun what became a lengthy and increasingly tense exchange over Cuba. In part 
to offset American superiority in ICBMs, in part to protect Cuba, and in part to sal­
vage what remained of his foreign policy model, Khrushchev moved in the spring 
of 1962 to position intermediate range missiles in Cuba. Washington had warned 
that it would not accept the placing of "offensive weapons" in the Caribbean. In­
deed, after the half-emplaced missile force was discovered by the Americans in Oc­
tober, Kennedy advised Khrushchev not to underestimate the "will and 
determination of the United States" in removing "this threat to the security of this 
hemisphere."100 Khrushchev was determined to resist. It was imperative that he 
demonstrate both to the world and his rivals at home that he could negotiate with 
Washington from a position of strength, particularly after the Berlin affair. On Oc­
tober 24 he rebuffed Kennedy and accused him of "setting forth an ultimatum and 
threatening that if we do not give in to your demands you will use force." "Such 
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folly can bring grave suffering to the peoples of all countries, and to no lesser degree 
to the American people themselves, since the United States has completely lost its 
former isolation with the advent of modern types of armament." In a final show of 
force in this battle of wills, Khrushchev warned Kennedy that he would not let the 
Americans threaten him out of Cuba: "We will then be forced on our part to take 
the measures we consider necessary and adequate in order to protect our rights. We 
have everything necessary to do so."101 But on October 28, in return for minor con­
cessions, Khrushchev capitulated to Kennedy's terms, promising a unilateral with­
drawal of "all Soviet offensive arms" from the island.102 

By the end of 1962, international developments had taken a serious toll on 
Khrushchev's authority at home. The U-2 incident, the Berlin Wall, and the Cu­
ban Missile Crisis, not to speak of the related breakdown in relations with China, 
all revealed the weakness of his position. He had repeatedly been unable to gain 
American concessions on the basis of Soviet nuclear strength. The nuclear deter­
rent seemed a bluff. And the importance of American naval superiority in the Cu­
ban Missile Crisis contradicted Khrushchev's claim that conventional weapons no 
longer mattered and discredited his policy of curtailing naval development.103 In­
deed, the Cuban confrontation devastated Khrushchev's foreign policy vision and 
ended his "coercive campaign against the West," which had seemed only to stimu­
late further American military buildup.104 His bluff had been called; revisions were 
in order. 

New Visions and Policies 

Bolstered by Khrushchev's recent, repeated setbacks, his rivals began express­
ing their dissent more openly. National security based wholly on nuclear deter­
rence had been a core aspect of Khrushchev's strategic view. He had presented 
himself as the man who could strengthen both the international status and the in­
ternal resilience of the USSR. However, the first- and second-quarter results of 
1963 suggested that the year's grain harvest would be a catastrophe and that cur­
rent consumption would continue to drop. Economic problems plagued the coun­
try while Khrushchev's foreign policy staggered. Moreover, demographic disaster 
continued to take its toll. The deaths of so many men in World War II had resulted 
in a massive fall in expected births, with the number of males reaching age nine­
teen falling from 2,300,000 in 1960 to 960,000 in 1963.105 

In April 1963 Khrushchev threw himself into a new tack. He now lamented the 
waste and inefficiency in heavy industry and defense and warned that the Soviet 
economy could not go on producing "nothing but rockets."106 Warning of the fol­
lies of nuclear war, Khrushchev called for a change in policy direction. He spoke of 
detente and espoused a policy of conciliation with Washington. The struggle 
against imperialism was no longer the core of his approach. Worldwide liberation 
movements were suddenly not as important as the avoidance of thermonuclear 
conflict.107 In a letter to Kennedy, Khrushchev went as far as speaking of a compre­
hensive test ban agreement, but was rebuffed. Kennedy's rejection undermined 
Khrushchev's new policy of conciliation, and his domestic authority continued to 
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erode. However, despite this setback, the superpowers signed the Limited Test Ban 
Treaty on August 5. Khrushchev could argue that his conciliatory stance had 
brought the United States to the negotiating table. Washington and Moscow 
reached several additional agreements over the next few months, including a hot­
line protocol and a treaty prohibiting orbiting nuclear weapons.108 Khrushchev 
used these developments to justify a plan to reduce defense spending. He also 
turned his attention to the chemical industry, touted as a field that would solve a 
multitude of problems including agricultural shortages.109 

The defense budget of 1964 was to be slashed. The cuts necessitated an interna­
tional thaw. How else could Khrushchev justify the change in defense policy? He 
hoped improved relations abroad would make it possible for him to continue play­
ing the champion of both national security and a healthier economy. In this con­
text France could play a key role. Khrushchev now moved to exploit the growing 
tension between Paris and Washington. This indicated that his opponents and 
critics, who championed playing the capitalists off against each other, had reen-
tered the foreign policy debate, and that his foreign policy model, which down­
played divisions within the West and emphasized nuclear deterrence, had been to 
some extent discredited. Relying on divisions among the Western states was a call 
back to the orthodox foreign policy models of Molotov and Malenkov; it signaled 
that Khrushchev's worldview had lost considerable legitimacy.110 

Khrushchev and the "Force de Frappe" 

Khrushchev's position had become shaky, tenuous. The contradictions in his 
policies had been exposed by events. Meanwhile, de Gaulle was not only pulling 
away from Washington, making exploitation of divisions easier for Moscow, but 
was also developing a nuclear arms program. France had also just joined the nu­
clear club. Some months after his return to power, de Gaulle publicly announced 
that France had the means to equip herself with nuclear weapons and would soon 
conduct her first nuclear test.111 In February 1960 Paris detonated its first atomic 
device; and less than two months later, and one month before the U-2 incident, 
the French government announced the explosion of a second bomb, a far smaller 
plutonium device of some 20 kilotons. This indicated that France was moving to­
ward miniaturization, which implied the eventual production of tactical atomic 
weapons.112 

What did the advent of French nuclear power mean for Khrushchev? Clearly, 
the proliferation of nuclear arms suggested a possible increase in international ten­
sions, the creation of another danger in Western Europe. But more importantly for 
Khrushchev, it also indicated that the nuclear medium was not restricted to the su­
perpowers. If France had a separate nuclear force, other countries could follow suit. 
This could eventually strip the superpowers of their diplomatic trump card, deter­
rence. In the political struggle at home, Khrushchev's image was so closely linked 
to his doctrine of deterrence that any disruption could damage his legitimacy. But 
as long as Khrushchev boasted and blustered about Soviet nuclear superiority, 
France's development of nuclear arms did not seriously disturb his status. It was af-
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ter 1962, when Khrushchev entered the post-Cuban Missile Crisis phase of his 
tenure, that detente with the new nuclear power became crucial. 

As we have seen, in 1963 Khrushchev advocated cuts in defense and a heavier 
concentration on rectifying economic ills, policies that necessitated detente with 
Washington. As Khrushchev began pursuing the thaw, however, differences be­
tween de Gaulle and Washington were escalating. And when Kennedy and 
Khrushchev signed the Limited Test Ban Treaty, de Gaulle refused to join them, 
again demonstrating his commitment to an independent defense policy. Khrush­
chev could ill afford enmity with an autonomous nuclear power on the flank of 
Eastern Europe. He was losing authority among his colleagues, and the world 
needed to be reinterpreted as more accommodating, benign. By bettering relations 
with Paris, Khrushchev could thus not only pursue a general detente with the West 
but could prevent an independent nuclear power from becoming more hostile to 
the USSR. In addition, since Moscow was back to capitalizing on divisions in the 
West, France could become an important consort. Washington had few nuclear-
armed, vocal critics within the Western bloc. Courting de Gaulle could perhaps 
lend some legitimacy to Khrushchev's new world vision, which envisaged two hi­
erarchies riddled with dissent. It was the combination of de Gaulle's independence 
from Washington, France's development of a nuclear arsenal, and Khrushchev's 
domestic and foreign policy dilemmas that generated the "rapprochement" be­
tween Moscow and Paris. 

However, Khrushchev's efforts to recoup his declining authority failed. His do­
mestic plans and projections had proved faulty, and consumer satisfaction re­
mained low. His foreign policy model was unconvincing. By mid-1964, the cut in 
defense spending was reversed, and the First Secretary came under heavy fire from 
increasingly vocal critics. Even his long-time allies argued forcefully in favor of in­
creased defense spending. And the Defense Minister publicly complained of inter­
ference by Party leaders in military affairs.113 Khrushchev was forced to concede 
that America's continued military buildup made it impossible to transfer funds 
from defense to the domestic economy. It had become obvious that his policies 
were unworkable.114 Detente with France was supposed to support his foreign 
model—but why didn't it ? The decline in Khrushchev's authority that started with 
the Suez crisis was finalized with failures over Berlin and Cuba. He had twice 
counted on France to bolster his power at home—once by threatening her and 
once by trying to make France his best friend in the West. On neither occasion 
could France save Khrushchev. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The power vacuum that emerged after Stalin's death generated an often bitter 
power struggle among his successors. Khrushchev, with his new foreign policy 
model and novel plans for the economy, sought not only power abroad and stabil­
ity at home but also legitimacy in a leadership context marked by competing world 
visions, doctrinal interpretations, and domestic policies. The international arena 
finally discredited both his world vision and his domestic policies, and economic 
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quagmire undermined his programs. Khrushchev used the Suez Crisis to impress 
upon colleagues that the Soviet nuclear arsenal was enough to intimidate the 
West, but the crisis also discounted Khrushchev's estimates of Western intentions. 
By threatening France, Washington's "troubled ally," Khrushchev also wanted to 
show his colleagues that exploiting divisions within the West was not the optimal 
way of dealing with the enemy; detereence was the central component of an effec­
tive strategic policy. In fact, he had negotiated his domestic plans, most promi­
nently his much-touted Virgin Lands Program, partly with the argument that his 
calculations preserved resources for expansion of the nuclear arsenal. When the 
Berlin Crisis and, more dramatically, the Cuban Missile Crisis suggested that this 
deterrent was not enough to bend Washington's will, his foreign policy model lost 
potency, and his legitimacy declined. Tensions with the United States prompted 
an acceptance of detente, and failures in domestic planning meant that finances 
had to be moved away from nuclear development into the consumer economy. 
Thus, internal dilemmas also suggested that an international thaw was necessary. 
France, which was moving toward separation from both superpowers, clearly 
sought autonomy from Washington and developed an independent nuclear force. 
The internal and external dilemmas that plagued Khrushchev, the dynamics of the 
foreign-domestic nexus, drove Khrushchev to seek detente with France, as it once 
had driven him to threaten her with a nuclear bomb. 

Khrushchev cultivated de Gaulle enough to pave the way for good relations go­
ing forward. Building on the foundation laid by his predecessor, Leonid Brezhnev 
appointed a more prestigious ambassador to France in 1965. That same year the 
USSR agreed to adopt the French system of color television, affirming an eco­
nomic relationship between the two powers while paying a compliment to French 
technology. International developments contributed to the persistence of Mos­
cow's drive for closer ties with France. In March 1966, de Gaulle delivered a sym­
bolic blow to the Atlantic Alliance by withdrawing French forces from NATO. 
And in June he paid his famous visit to the Soviet Union. The meeting resulted in 
agreements for mutual consultation as well as scientific-economic cooperation.115 

Domestic factors also sustained Brezhnev's pursuit of French-Soviet detente. 
Brezhnev inherited the problems that had so frustrated Khrushchev—inefficient 
agriculture, dissatisfied consumers, and the poor state of the economy in gen­
eral—and tried to devise new means of dealing with them. Khrushchev's grandiose 
investments in the chemical industry were cut back. A new agricultural program 
devoted an unprecedented 71 billion rubles to agriculture over the next five years 
and offered increased incentives to peasants.116 Khrushchev's entire industrial-
administrative structure (which dated from 1962) was dismantled, and authority 
returned both to the central ministries in Moscow and the factories themselves (in 
the so-called "Kosygin reforms"). Such measures held some promise, but it was 
only promise. For the first two years, while the regime was consolidating its posi­
tion, relatively few foreign policy changes from the Khrushchev era were initiated. 

In the second phase, beginning in summer 1966, foreign policy was again mobi­
lized to exploit divisions between Western Europeans and Washington, although 
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Bonn was not included in Moscow's promotion of closer relations with the West­
ern European states.117 The culmination of French-Soviet detente in 1966 must be 
understood as just that—a culmination. It was a Khrushchevian policy inherited 
by Brezhnev, and as such must be examined against the background of domestic af­
fairs, foreign policy concerns, and a continuing quest for political legitimacy. 
Meanwhile to avoid his predecessor's miscalculations, Brezhnev not only revised 
Khrushchev's domestic programs in a renewed effort to raise the standard of living 
but also accelerated an across-the-board military buildup, expanding missile as 
well as conventional defenses. 

The 1970s and 1980s witnessed a return to closer relations with France, but a re­
laxation of tensions eventually characterized Soviet relations with all Western 
European powers, especially Germany. In fact, by the early 1980s, the Federal Re­
public had become the USSR's most important trading partner—followed dis­
tantly by France. But that is a story beyond the province of this chapter. 
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CHAPTER 6 

Nixon, Kissinger, and the 
Domestic Side of Detente 

Keith L. Nelson 

"You needed to devise a strategy that was politically sustainable at home and 
effective abroad," I said. "Right," he agreed. "Consider what you did and what 
Gorbachev has done. He has tried to serve his interest abroad through accom­
modation and cooperation until he could get his domestic situation under 
control or until he could get the domestic support he needed to take a more 
traditional approach to the West. Of course, his whole ideology and system are 
collapsing, but both of you designed foreign policy to take into account your 
domestic situation. Both of you were trying to stall." He looked at me and 
smiled. "Of course, I'm a democrat—small d," he said, "and Gorbachev is a 
Communist. But foreign policies are almost always related to how things are 
going at home. And sometimes," he said, "they are used as diversions."1 

Richard Nixon's foreign policy has been widely praised as the principal redeem­
ing feature of his five years as president of the United States. In the conventional 
view, his domestic policies are seen as nothing special and Watergate as a disaster, 
but his foreign policy is described as a great success. The opening to China, detente 
with the Soviet Union, international agreements to control arms, and the final 
American withdrawal from Vietnam—these are generally seen as achievements 
both unprecedented and substantial.2 

Yet there have been serious criticisms of Nixon's foreign policy as well. "Nixon's 
diplomatic legacy is weaker than he and many others have maintained," writes 
Joan Hoff in her recent volume Nixon Reconsidered. "[T]he pursuit of 'peace and 
honor' in Vietnam failed; his Middle Eastern policy, because of [Henry] Kissinger's 
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shuttling, ended up more show than substance; he had no systematic Third World 
policy (outside of Vietnam); detente with the USSR soon floundered in the hands 
of his successors; and likewise, the Nixon Doctrine has not prevented the use of US 
troops abroad."3 

Other observers have been even more severe. Tom Wicker, for example, argues 
that "no matter how [Nixon] and the country he led adapted . . . [he] remained a 
creature of the Cold War he had helped to make a reality.... In pursuing detente he 
was not trying to end the Cold War or retreat from world competition with Com­
munism. He sought [rather] to strengthen the U.S. for the race."4 Raymond 
Garthoff contends that neither side in this contest understood the other. "It be­
came increasingly evident," he says, "beginning even in the early 1970s when de­
tente was at a high point, that Washington and Moscow had very different 
conceptions of what a detente policy entailed, and had had from the outset."5 

These authors suggest either that Nixon's goals were too limited or that the rela­
tionships he built were simply not well constructed. 

Whichever historian one prefers, the question inevitably remains: Why was the 
detente that Nixon espoused and created not a more thorough-going reform and/or 
a more stable condition? Could it be that his endeavors were subtly transformed or 
undermined by America's allies abroad? Or was he blocked from achieving his real 
objectives by the situation at home? by the governmental bureaucracy? by the 
Congress? by the public? Or did Nixon's own beliefs and/or techniques put limits 
on what he strove for and accomplished? Or did he simply find himself constrained 
by what he could persuade his various Communist opponents to accept? Such que­
ries cry out for a careful multilevel analysis.6 

It is the intention of this chapter, then, to scrutinize Nixon's foreign policy to­
ward the Communist world, especially during his first term, to see how domestic 
and foreign games interacted so as to determine its shape and to establish its re­
sults. Such an examination will serve to demonstrate that domestic and per­
sonal factors have been undervalued in most explanations of detente and that 
they played a crucially important role both in driving Nixon to action and, ulti­
mately, in limiting the nature of his initiatives. This was the moment of the 
Cold War when there was perhaps the greatest chance for breaking through to 
real peace, when the public (at home and abroad) was probably more receptive 
to radical change than ever before, but Nixon, sadly, was unable fully to seize 
the opportunity. 7 

In the beginning, one must underline the centrality of the Vietnam War to the 
development of Nixon's posture vis-a-vis the international situation. This is not to 
say that his ideological predispositions were insignificant in shaping and structur­
ing his reactions. But the impact of the war on American society was so severe, the 
resulting trauma and political polarization so extreme, that extricating the United 
States from the conflict had to be the foremost foreign policy concern of this era. 
Not only was the war costly, bloody, and futile, it was also undermining the anti-



Nixon, Kissinger, and Domestic Detente 129 

Communist alliance system and destroying the consensus at home on which the 
policy of Containment had been mounted and maintained. 

Moreover, Nixon had promised to end the war. In the rather vague presidential 
campaign of 1968 this was the one pledge Nixon made that had stood out.8 Indeed, 
his narrow victory over Hubert Humphrey was almost always interpreted as a man­
date for making peace. His reelection hung on his ability to achieve this. 

All through Nixon's first presidential term he struggled to fulfill this promise. 
He did so by pursuing several war-ending and war-minimizing strategies simultane­
ously, seemingly in hopes that one or another, or all together, would succeed in re­
ducing the nation's pain and in facilitating an agreement that allowed the United 
States to escape with what the president valued most—its "great power" image in­
tact. 

The first Nixon strategy, underway by June 1969, entailed a gradual and phased 
withdrawal of American ground forces. Dubbed "Vietnamization" by Secretary of 
Defense Melvin Laird and championed by him as a way to strengthen the Saigon 
regime, the policy had been criticized and resisted by Henry Kissinger, who be­
lieved that it weakened Nixon's hand in negotiations with the North Vietnamese. 
Nevertheless, the withdrawal continued steadily over three years, until by August 
1972 the last American combat troops had left the theater of active warfare.9 

In the interim, in a second effort, Nixon tried in every way possible to "invisibi-
lize" the war for the American people. Not only was the scale of offensive military 
action reduced, but on occasion entire operations, like the Cambodian bombing, 
were hidden.10 Draft calls were cut, a selective service lottery introduced, and fi­
nally, in September 1971, at the president's urging, a law enacted paving the way 
for an all-volunteer army.11 United States battle deaths during the last half of 1971 
were only 3 percent of the totals during Nixon's first six months in office.12 There 
was a strong correlation between the declining personal threat to young Ameri­
cans and the waning strength of the antiwar movement. 

A third strategy employed by the Nixon leadership was to negotiate directly 
and secretly with the North Vietnamese, and, as it turned out, to offer them in­
creasingly significant concessions (combined with an occasional threat). In May 
1969, Nixon had publicly proposed a plan for mutual withdrawal of U.S. and 
North Vietnamese forces from South Vietnam over a twelve month period. This 
was not as fair as it appeared, but, after Hanoi had sharply rejected it, the two sides 
did agree to undertake the secret talks which occurred in Paris from time to time in 
the months that followed.13 The next step came in October 1970 when Kissinger, 
as the American representative, proposed an internationally supervised cease-fire 
in place.14 Eight months later, in June 1971, the Americans made clear that they 
no longer required the withdrawal of North Vietnamese troops from South Viet­
nam.15 Finally, at the Moscow summit of 1972 Nixon and Kissinger conveyed to 
Hanoi through the Soviets their readiness to back a tripartite electoral commis­
sion in South Vietnam (with representatives of the Saigon regime, Viet Cong, and 
neutralists) that would organize and run post-armistice elections.16 Little by little, 
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the Americans inched closer to Hanoi's views and to what would become the set­
tlement of January 1973. 

In the early years of the Nixon presidency, however, no one dreamed that it 
would ever require such concessions. In fact, in 1969 Nixon had supreme confi­
dence in the fourth strategy he employed, which envisaged manipulation of the 
major Communist powers—the Soviet Union and China—to bring pressure on 
the North Vietnamese to make peace. This idea flowed from Nixon's hierarchical 
notions of the international order—from his sense that the Communist world, like 
international relations generally, was organized from the top down—that is, from 
Moscow, or, depending upon one's view of the Sino-Soviet split, from Moscow and 
Beij ing.17 By making progress in Vietnam a sine qua non for future cooperation with 
the U.S.S.R. (and, hopefully, China), Nixon hoped to create leverage with the 
Communist giants that could be used to force Hanoi to stop fighting. He might 
even be able to play the two nations off against each other as they competed for 
America's favor! 

All this presupposed that Russia and China were more ready and eager for coop­
eration with America than it was with them. In fact, Nixon and Kissinger were 
convinced that the Soviet Union was so desirous of agreements on weapons and 
trade that they did not hesitate at first to practice an extreme form of what Kiss­
inger called "linkage," that is, linking the possibility of agreement on other issues 
to prior concessions regarding the war.18 At Nixon's first press conference, on 
January 27, 1969, the president explictly linked strategic arms limitation talks 
with the Soviets to "progress on outstanding political problems."19 Three days 
later, in a meeting with a prominent Soviet journalist (Yuri Zhukov), Kissinger 
"clearly and distinctly let [me] understand that Nixon will make development of 
Soviet-American relations directly dependent on how things will be going with [a] 
Vietnam settlement."20 

And so it went, on into the summer. In his March 4 news conference Nixon ex­
pressed the hope that Russia would "play. . . a peacemaking role in the Mideast and 
even possibly in Vietnam."21 On July 12, as Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin was 
leaving Washington for Moscow, Kissinger impressed on him how important he 
considered the Soviet Union's assistance in overcoming the deadlock in the Paris 
peace talks.22 As late as October 20 the president himself warned Dobrynin that 
improvement in bilateral relations depended on the desire of the Soviet Union "to 
do something in Vietnam."23 

Nevertheless, by midsummer the Nixon version of linkage was faltering badly. 
Not only did the Soviets refuse to be "used" in connection with the war ("His Gov­
ernment leaders couldn't understand how it would be possible to tie political set­
tlements with nuclear questions," Dobrynin told Averill Harriman in February24), 
not only did the North Vietnamese cling stubbornly to their previously announced 
demands for a coalition government in the South, but, as the weeks wore on, 
voices outside and within the administration were raised on behalf of negotiations 
that allowed individual issues "to stand on their own two feet."25 The public and 
bureaucratic levels of the domestic game that any democratic leader plays started 
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to assume significance. Even in the spring of 1969 Nixon had received a barrage of 
advice from those impatient to move forward rapidly in improving Soviet rela­
tions. Newspapers like the New York Times and Washington Post had asked the 
president to "stop dawdling."26 Leading senators like Frank Church (D-Idaho) and 
Albert Gore (D-Tenn) and public figures like Clark Clifford had demanded an 
early opening date for SALT.27 

To Kissinger's consternation, such views soon found resonance within the gov­
ernment, particularly within the State and Commerce departments, whose ex­
perts he believed were committed to negotiations and to trade as ends in 
themselves.28 The worst offender was undoubtedly Secretary of State William 
Rogers, who may have had more than one axe to grind in openly speculating, and 
encouraging his subordinates (like Llewellyn Thompson and Gerard Smith) to 
speculate, that SALT would probably get underway during the summer. "The cu­
mulative impact of all the bureaucratic indiscipline," Kissinger noted, "with media 
and congressional pressures added, was that we had to abandon our attempt to use 
the opening of the SALT talks as a lever for our other negotiations."29 He and the 
president had lost a round to the public and to the bureaucracy. Their response was 
to play their cards even closer to their vests. 

Still, when the SALT talks, ostensibly "de-linked" from Vietnam, opened in 
Helsinki in November 1969, all was not what it seemed. In the first place, Ameri­
can SALT negotiators had been explicitly directed to go slow, to listen, and not to 
offer proposals of any kind.30 Secondly and simultaneously, the administration had 
inserted new teeth into linkage by blocking the requests of State and Commerce to 
sell computers to the USSR.31 Nixon had also continued to hang tough with the 
North Vietnamese. Frustrated by Hanoi's refusal to bargain seriously, the president 
and his national security adviser had not only developed plans for a "savage, deci­
sive" autumn attack against North Vietnam but had also begun to drop hints that, 
if by November there had been no major progress toward a settlement, they might 
have to make use of greater force.32 

Once again, however, elements of the bureaucracy and the public rose up to al­
ter Nixon's foreign policy. In September, upon learning of the actions the president 
was contemplating, Secretaries Laird and Rogers immediately made known their 
personal objections to such escalation.33 This time opposition reached as far as 
Kissinger's NSC staff—William Watts warned Kissinger in a top secret memoran­
dum that an attack on Hanoi could provoke widespread domestic violence; Roger 
Morris and Anthony Lake took the occasion to argue that the administration 
should propose a "caretaker government in Saigon acceptable to both sides"; Lau­
rence Lynn suggested that air raids over the North would lead to heavy B-52 
bomber losses without substantially diminishing Hanoi's capacity to continue the 
war.34 

But the decisive factor was the antiwar movement. On October 15, 1969, 
250,000 Americans, a much larger number than expected, marched in Washing­
ton in a "Moratorium" to protest the war. Few of the protestors had any sense that it 
was a crucial moment; they were protesting policies already adopted by the govern-
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ment, not those under consideration.35 Yet the impact on the president's plans was 
profound. "I knew," he later wrote, " . . . that after all the protests and the Morato­
rium, American public opinion would be seriously divided by any military escala­
tion of the war."36 It was at this point that Nixon backed down and turned to the 
formulation of a "temporizing" speech, the "silent majority" speech of November 
3. Vowing to continue the war until Hanoi accepted a "just" peace, he appealed on 
this occasion for patience and for the support of "you, the great silent majority of 
my fellow Americans."37 To judge from the response, most Americans were willing 
to give Nixon more time. "The public," Seymour Hersh remarks, "seemed to be­
lieve that Vietnamization would end the war."38 

The trouble was that Nixon could not let well enough alone. In his desire to 
prod North Vietnam off dead center, to demonstrate his ability to act forcefully, 
and perhaps in part to obscure the rejection of two controversial Supreme Court 
nominations, he succumbed to the temptation to go on the offensive in regions 
bordering South Vietnam, with disastrous results. Thus in February 1970 his 
authorization of bombing raids by B-52s in northern Laos was leaked to the press 
and led to serious protests in the Senate.39 Even worse, at the end of April, six 
months after the neutralist regime of Prince Norodom Sihanouk had been over­
thrown by rightists in Cambodia, Nixon's decision to send South Vietnamese and 
American troops into the Communist "sanctuaries" within that country produced 
a hugely negative public reaction. The killing of students at Kent State University 
only compounded the outrage and roused the peace movement to its last great 
wave of anger and of protest.40 When Senators John Cooper (R-Ky) and Frank 
Church introduced an amendment to a sales bill that prohibited American mili­
tary activity in Cambodia after June 30, Nixon quickly announced that United 
States forces would be withdrawn before that date.41 

The second half of 1970 was even more difficult for Nixon. In the Paris talks the 
American offer of a cease-fire in place (generated under the impact of the Cambo­
dian affair) received practically no response from the North Vietnamese.42 Equally 
disappointing was the fact that Nixon's efforts to achieve reconciliation and lever­
age with China appeared to be going nowhere. Indeed, despite vigorous signaling 
by Washington of its interest in better relations, Beijing displayed a pro-Soviet tilt 
throughout the year and especially after the American Cambodian invasion. Not 
until the triumph of the "moderate" faction at the Central Committee plenum of 
September 1970 were alignments created for an opening to the United States, and 
it was December before Nixon and Kissinger became aware of this.43 

Indicative of Nixon's discomfort throughout 1970 was the way in which he re­
peatedly dreamed of silencing his critics by arranging an early summit meeting 
with party leader Leonid Brezhnev or Premier Alexei Kosygin. This was true even 
in the spring, but by the summer, deeply concerned about the approaching con­
gressional elections, Nixon could hardly contain his desire for a summit. Accord­
ing to Kissinger, the president was so desperate that he would have accepted an 
"ABM only" agreement just to see the Russian leaders before November.44 

Brezhnev and Kosygin, however, who were still feuding over foreign policy prece-
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dence, narrowed their "win-sets" and attempted to drive a hard bargain. In addi­
tion to an ABM treaty, they wanted the promise of a European security conference 
and a protocol on "accidental war."45 

So no summit occurred, and during September and October Nixon showed not 
only his irritation with the Russians but his hierarchical perspective and electoral 
opportunism by allowing such matters as hostilities between Syria and Jordan and 
crew stops by Soviet submarines in Cienfuegos (Cuba) to be magnified into osten­
sible clashes between the superpowers.46 Kissinger too was anxious and cynical, 
describing the period as an "autumn of crises" involving "probes and challenges 
aimed by Moscow at the United States."47 Small wonder that the Soviets, who 
during these same weeks (1) backed down on the Cienfuegos dispute, (2) disman­
tled eighteen of their most recent ICBM silo starts, and (3) displayed a new flexi­
bility regarding Berlin, were puzzled and perplexed by the administration's 
behavior.48 

In November the voters fired a warning shot across the bow of the administra­
tion in the congressional elections. Despite the president's having campaigned 
personally against "pot, permissiveness, protest, and pornography," Democrats in­
creased their already large majority in the House by nine and maintained a com­
fortable majority in the Senate despite losing two seats. Apparently, a sluggish, 
inflating economy and lack of progress regarding peace were what really mattered 
to the voters. Raymond Price, the president's speech writer, complained that 
Nixon badly needed something more "elevating" to talk about, "something that 
would speak to the hopes, to the goodness, to the elemental decency of the Ameri­
can people."49 

Within a month a warning shot of a different kind was provided in another of 
the presidential games—that involving America's relations with its European al­
lies. Washington's concern here, at least since the 1950s, had been to maintain and 
strengthen the ties within NATO, that is, to counteract the centrifugal forces 
within the system. In the Kennedy-Johnson years Charles de Gaulle had provided 
the primary challenge, although the Vietnam War had strained relations between 
the United States and most of its European friends.50 Then, in 1969 the election of 
Willy Brandt to the West German chancellorship and his introduction of a more 
accommodating Ostpolitik raised the possibility of a radically improved Soviet-
West German connection. Extended negotiations between Moscow and Bonn led 
in August 1970 to a renunciation-of-force treaty that promised to achieve detente 
and proclaimed the acceptance of all present frontiers. Bonn expressed a willing­
ness to conclude similar agreements with East Germany, Poland, and Czechoslo­
vakia, and to treat East Germany as a second German state within one nation. 
Moscow, by implication, agreed to pressure East Germany into accepting less than 
full diplomatic recognition. The Soviet government also acceded to a West Ger­
man stipulation that the treaty would not be submitted to the Bundestag for ratifi­
cation until four-power negotiations on the status of West Berlin had been 
satisfactorily concluded.51 
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Kissinger exulted that the Soviet-German treaties had been "linked" to the 
Berlin question, putting Washington in a position both "to encourage detente and 
to control its pace."52 Still, linkage could work in the other direction as well, and in 
December 1970 a six-week recess in the Berlin talks touched off a minor crisis in 
German-American relations. Impatient with the delay, Brandt wrote to the 
American and French presidents and British prime minister asking that the Berlin 
negotiations be put into "continuous conference." He also disclosed that his gov­
ernment saw no reason why discussions with East Germany or ratification of the 
German-Polish treaty of December should have to wait for a Berlin agreement.53 

In January 1971 Brandt backed down on both these threats but not before they had 
caused Nixon and Kissinger considerable concern.54 "A prolonged stalemate over 
Berlin," Kissinger later recalled, "could [have damaged] U.S. German relations se­
verely."55 

Thus in December and January a number of factors from different games came 
together—increased anxiety about Nixon's reelection, growing worry about stag­
flation and negative balances of trade, new pressure from West Germany, an en­
couraging overture from China, and, above all, continuing failure to achieve peace 
in Vietnam—to push the president into a renewed attempt to achieve a partner­
ship with Moscow. As it happened, he was not at all certain what the response 
would be. "[Some] Kremlinologists," he wrote Kissinger in November, "may be en­
couraging the Moscow leaders to wait out the '72 election on the theory that hav­
ing any kind of detente between now and '72 would come up against a very tough 
bargainer and help to get him re-elected, whereas waiting [until] after '72 might re­
duce his chances of getting re-elected and thereby increase the chance for them to 
make a better deal after '72."56 

Fortunately for Nixon, the Soviet rulers had almost simultaneously concluded 
that the time had come to press for understandings with the United States. On the 
eve of the new year Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko and Yuri Andropov, head of 
the KGB, had drafted a memorandum for the leadership in which they urged, de­
spite the "ideosyncracies and tactical delays" of Nixon's first two years, that the So­
viet government increase its efforts to work with the president. The Politburo 
reportedly adopted this policy with little dissent, confident that for political rea­
sons Nixon would want a Russian summit even more in 1972 than in 1970.57 

By the end of January 1971 the confidential channel involving Kissinger and 
Dobrynin had been reenergized, the two men now concentrating their attention 
on the issues that seemed ripe for settlement—SALT and Berlin. To this point 
arms control negotiations had been characterized by confusion and lack of 
achievement. Under pressure from the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Melvin Laird, and 
despite the Senate's explicit opposition, Nixon had proceeded to test and deploy 
the new MIRV (an ICBM with independently-targeted warheads) while offering 
the Soviets an intentionally unacceptable "MIRV ban" as part of two more general 
disarmament proposals introduced at SALT.58 The Soviet delegation had quickly 
turned down both arcangements, although it astonished the Americans by accept­
ing a (later much-regretted) offer to restrict ABM systems on both sides to capital 
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cities.59 This cleared the way in August 1970 for a third American initiative that 
stipulated a ceiling of 1710 for ICBM and SLBM launchers as well as no limits on 
MIRVs and an absolute ban on ABMs (Kissinger hoped the last would be rejected 
and thus reopen the ABM matter).60 It is not surprising that the negotiations re­
mained deadlocked for the remainder of the year. 

The fundamental issues were three: (1) Whether or not, as the United States 
wanted, an ABM treaty would be "tied" to an agreement on offensive weaponry; 
(2) What level of completeness a ban on ABMs would entail; and (3) What degree 
of comprehensiveness would be achieved in an understanding on offensive arms. 
In the end, in May 1971, the Soviet ambassador accepted the "simultaneity of [of­
fensive/defensive] negotiation" and abandoned his insistence that ABMs be con­
fined to the defense of national capitals,61 but Kissinger paid for this in a number of 
significant ways: first, by allowing the future freeze on offensive weapons to be de­
fined without reference to SLBMs; second, by accepting language that permitted 
the Soviets (and Americans) to continue modernizing and replacing strategic 
weapons without restraint; and third, by secretly promising the Soviet Union ac­
cess to the American corn and wheat market.62 

The third concession was undoubtedly prompted by Soviet needs (and Nixon's 
desire to enlarge the Soviet win-set), but it also reflected a political calculation on 
the part of the administration concerning the American economy. With U.S. corn 
production near an all-time high and its balance of trade increasingly anemic 
(American abandonment of the gold standard was only three months off), it 
clearly seemed the proper time to bring this factor into play.63 Such trade also 
meant increasing prosperity for the farm belt in the months before the presidential 
election of 1972. Here was a case where the domestic and foreign policy games 
could be played synergistically. The arrangement was kept secret at the time partly 
to make the SALT agreement appear more advantageous to America but also be­
cause the administration needed the permission of the maritime unions to ship the 
grain in Soviet bottoms and believed it could more easily obtain this quietly.64 

On May 20,1971, Nixon and Brezhnev simultaneously and proudly announced 
the "breakthrough" that they had achieved in SALT. This accomplishment was a 
valuable lift to American morale at a difficult point, and it did in all likelihood con­
stitute the key to a future Soviet-American summit.65 Nevertheless, because it was 
negotiated from weakness as much as strength, Kissinger would have to spend 
much of the next year attempting to recapture what he had given away to get it. 

Contributing significantly to the situation that made these agreements possible 
were political developments in the Soviet Union. At the Twenty-fourth Commu­
nist Party Congress (March-April 1971) Brezhnev established his leadership of 
the Politburo in foreign affairs and enunciated his "peace program," with its atten­
dant opening to the West. Having publicly attacked Kosygin's stewardship of the 
economy and identified himself with Moscow's response to Brandt's Ostpolidk, 
Brezhnev had put himself in a position where he could plausibly argue that West­
ern capital and technology were the answers to Soviet economic problems and 
that he was the man to manage the necessary collaboration.66 
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It was not only with regard to SALT and economic matters that Brezhnev dem­
onstrated his new attitudes and power. In May he announced his interest in out­
lawing biological weapons and his readiness to accept NATO's proposal for talks 
with the Warsaw Pact on mutual and balanced force reductions (MBFR).67 He also 
acceded to (and perhaps instigated) the resignation of Walter Ulbricht, the 77 
year-old East German party leader who had dragged his feet on the Berlin question 
throughout the spring.68 On June 7 the Soviet negotiator in the four-power talks, 
moving sharply toward the Western position, not only abandoned his refusal to 
guarantee West German access to Berlin but also accepted the continuation of 
Bonn's "official presence" in the former capital.69 In mid-June Brezhnev, speaking 
in Berlin, emphasized that the Soviet Union was prepared "to make efforts to bring 
this matter [the Berlin Question] to a successful conclusion."70 

Yet he was not willing to give away the store. The previous March, when Kiss­
inger had approached Dobrynin with Nixon's suggestion for a summit in the late 
summer of 1971, Moscow had not been receptive. At a Politburo meeting in April 
Kosygin had endorsed Dobrynin's argument for such a summit, but Gromyko in­
sisted that Moscow take advantage of the president's eagerness by requiring prog­
ress on Berlin first, and, supported by Brezhnev, he had carried the day.71 Obviously 
Brezhnev had wanted Nixon's desire for a dramatic accomplishment to grow. By 
August he was more agreeable (both on Berlin and on a summit invitation), pri­
marily for two reasons: because Brandt's governing coalition in Bonn was showing 
signs of coming apart (thereby endangering ratification of the Soviet-West Ger­
man accords), and because Kissinger's surprise visit to Beijing had generated a Chi­
nese invitation to Nixon.72 

Nixon's intent, of course, was still to "use" the major Communist powers to ma­
nipulate North Vietnam, but if this was not possible he clearly hoped that at least a 
summit and a SALT bargain (now supplemented with a Berlin agreement) would 
demonstrate his statesmanship to the American public. As the president had told 
Bob Haldeman the previous November: "[It] now fits with politics. . . . Hold the 
summit until we want a big story and [until] it will be very big—with results."73 

Now Nixon was going to have two summits, not one, and both in an election 
year! As a result he exerted every possible effort to guarantee success. To balance 
off the U.S. move to China, Washington acceded to a long-standing Soviet re­
quest and agreed to the immediate signing of SALT agreements on avoiding acci­
dental war and improving hot line communications.7 4 In addition, the 
administration not only worked out areangements with the maritime unions to fa­
cilitate the wheat sale it had promised Moscow but also freed American business to 
enter into a variety of commercial transactions with Soviet economic ministries.75 

To assist the businessmen Secretary of Commerce Maurice Stans was sent on an 
exploratory visit to Moscow in November.76 By January governmental experts 
were designing a Soviet summit agenda that included such items as a lend-lease 
agreement, a trade treaty, short-term financial credits, cultural and scientific coop­
eration, and a European security conference.77 If American preparations for the 
Beijing summit were not quite as comprehensive, they were equally unprece-
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dented. Among the more unusual was that Nixon and Kissinger stood aside in Oc­
tober as a majority of states voted to expel a long-time ally, the Republic of China 
(Taiwan), from the United Nations and give its seat to the People's Republic.78 

The only real setback during the fall and winter grew out of the war that broke 
out in December between India and Pakistan. On this occasion the president and 
Kissinger persuaded themselves that Indira Gandhi's government was prolonging 
the conflict not only to assist East Pakistan (Bangladesh) in attaining its inde­
pendence but also to attack and dismember West Pakistan.79 Viewing these events 
hierarchically, that is, as part of the ongoing struggle among the great powers, they 
felt obligated to prevent India and its "ally," the USSR, from humiliating Pakistan 
and its "ally," China (not to speak of the United States). They attempted therefore 
to limit Indian objectives by applying pressure directly on the Soviet government, 
using the hot line to threaten military action and hinting that, unless Russia coop­
erated, they might cancel the summit.80 They did this in spite of impressive evi­
dence that Moscow did not favor the war and was itself trying to bring about a 
cease-fire.81 Their behavior, understandably, left a bad taste in Soviet mouths and 
is possibly best understood as a reflection of their own nervousness at losing credi­
bility with Beijing, even to the point of having to forfeit the Chinese summit.82 

The Soviets were irritated as well, of course, by the prospect of Nixon's February 
1972 visit to Beijing. They saw immediately that this strengthened the president's 
hand vis-a-vis both Hanoi and Moscow, just as it ensured that there would be no 
Soviet-American collaboration against mainland China. They also knew that the 
Beijing summit fortified Nixon at home and made him less dependent on Russian 
good will. Brezhnev tried to put a good face on the new situation by pretending 
that nothing special had occurred, but it is revealing that for about a month before 
Nixon's departure, and throughout his visit, the Soviet press and radio waged an 
unusually vigorous campaign to undermine China's international prestige.83 

The strain of coping with China's opening to America was compounded for 
Brezhnev as a consequence of Hanoi's spring invasion of South Vietnam and Nix­
on's energetic reaction. Nixon and Kissinger had repeatedly warned Moscow and 
Beijing that the United States would respond strongly to a major attack in the 
South.84 Nonetheless, and despite the fact that the Soviet Union had been advis­
ing Hanoi for weeks to negotiate and compromise, the North Vietnamese were not 
about to pass up the chance for a last, all-out effort to overthrow the Saigon re­
gime.85 The ensuing offensive and the savage American air attacks it provoked put 
the Soviets on the horns of an excrutiating dilemma: Should they proceed to hold 
a summit with a nation that was pummeling their Asian ally? 

Nixon himself was never in any doubt about what to do. Every political bone in 
his body cried out that he had to respond to a military challenge in kind, even if it 
cost him the upcoming summit. "No negotiation in Moscow is possible unless we 
come out all right in Vietnam," he confided to his diary. "Both [Bob] Haldeman 
and Henry [Kissinger] seem to have an idea—which I think is mistaken—that 
even if we fail in Vietnam we can survive politically."86 Clearly, the president be­
lieved that he understood better than his advisers the interrelations of the multiple 



138 Re-Viewing the Cold War 

games he was playing. The only question in Nixon's mind was whether he should 
cancel the summit before the Soviets did. This became a critical issue in early May 
after Kissinger's meeting with the North Vietnamese in Paris failed to slow their of­
fensive operations and the president felt compelled to bomb farther north as well 
as to mine Haiphong.87 Nixon's first inclination had been to call off the summit, 
but Secretary of the Treasury John Connally and Kissinger's assistant Alexander 
Haig persuaded him that such an action would only arouse domestic dissent and 
hand the Democrats a campaign issue. If anyone cancelled, it should be Brezhnev, 
Connally argued.88 

The Soviet leaders, despite several days of acrimonious debate, opted not to 
cancel. Peter Rodman, another Kissinger assistant, attributes this to the success of 
linkage, suggesting that (due to prior American management) Brezhnev and his 
colleagues simply had too much to lose to call off the summit.89 In a sense this is 
true, although it is worth noting that by this time the process had become "de­
linked" from Vietnam and that the most important "benefit" for Moscow—ratifi­
cation of the Soviet-West German treaty—had been placed in the equation 
largely by Bonn, not Washington. Still, Kissinger had played a significant role in 
preserving the summit, especially during his April visit to Moscow when he had 
largely disregarded Nixon's instructions (to focus on Vietnam) and devoted him­
self to creating attractive compromises on pending summit issues.90 He had made 
it clear, for example, that he had no serious difficulties with the Soviet reworking 
of his earlier draft of the Declaration of Basic Principles, a pronouncement the 
Russians had suggested and to which they attached considerable importance.91 He 
had also proved accommodating on SALT, accepting (1) a Brezhnev plan to re­
solve the ABM dispute by permitting each side to protect its capital and one ICBM 
site,92 and (2) a Soviet proposal (that had originated with Kissinger) to reintegrate 
SLBMs into the offensive agreement but with a cap of 950, the upper limit of what 
the CIA estimated the Soviets could conceivably build in the next five years.93 Fi­
nally, Kissinger appears to have made substantial oral commitments to Brezhnev in 
the realm of economic relations, particularly with regard to the grain trade and fi­
nancial credits.94 Once again, American negotiators assumed that the interna­
tional game and the domestic game could be made mutually supportive. 

In any case, the Moscow summit took place as scheduled in the last week of May 
1972. As Joan Hoff points out, "in terms of sheer complexity and scope, this sum­
mit meet ing . . . was an unprecedented contrast from the previous five summits fol­
lowing World War II."95 It produced, among other things, an ABM treaty and an 
interim five year "freeze" on offensive missiles, a Declaration of Basic Principles 
that provided an explicit endorsement of "peaceful coexistence," a bargain on 
European security issues granting Moscow the security conference it desired in re­
turn for participation in talks on force reductions, a new American overture to Ha­
noi (conveyed by Moscow and proposing a tripartite electoral commission), and a 
protocol establishing a joint Soviet-American commercial commission.96 

It had been intended that matters of commerce would bulk larger than they ac­
tually did at the summit (an assortment of economic understandings having been 
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scheduled for approval),97 but at the last minute indispensable pieces in the nego­
tiations had not fallen into place. Part of the problem arose from continuing dis­
agreements over lend-lease repayment and over the interest rate on credits being 
provided,98 but the greatest difficulty derived from the Nixon administration's in­
ability to achieve a bargain in the domestic game with American longshoremen. 
"The maritime deal was screwed up by the unions," Kissinger informed William 
Safire shortly after the summit, "and that must be handled first before we can con­
clude the grain deal."99 What he was saying was that the maritime unions had re­
fused to accept his plan to abandon the requirement that half of all exports to the 
Soviets be carried in American-flagged ships (which were more expensive).100 It 
took the better part of the summer to achieve a compromise stipulating that one-
third of the grain purchased by Moscow would be shipped in American ships, one-
third in Soviet vessels, and one-third in third country carriers.101 (Interestingly, a 
few days before the agreement was made public in October, the International 
Longshoreman's Association—115,000 strong—announced that for the first time 
in its history, it would support the Republican candidate for president. It was the 
only major American union aside from the Teamsters to do so.)102 

The irony was that, despite all the effort involved in making these anange-
ments (and in concluding a commercial accord and a trade treaty as well), the sale 
of wheat to the USSR backfired badly for Nixon politically. Warning no one, the 
Soviets plunged into the American market in July and August and bought more 
grain than anyone had expected—almost a billion dollars worth, or nearly the en­
tire stored surplus. These purchases, combined with the Department of Agricul­
ture's slowness in withdrawing export subsidies to grain companies, led to 
noticeably higher bread prices in the United States and strong resentment on the 
part of consumers.103 By September George McGovern, the Democratic nominee 
for president, was complaining bitterly of farmers being victimized by grain trad­
ers,104 while liberal journalists were writing of the great "wheat steal."105 Nixon's 
domestic and foreign games had gotten badly out of "synch." 

Yet at just this moment the administration received an unexpected political 
windfall. North Vietnam, militarily overextended and sensing that Nixon was 
winning his campaign for reelection, realized that it would be more advantageous 
to negotiate with him before November than after. Accordingly, Hanoi carried out 
a diplomatic retreat in Paris between August and October, gradually dropping its 
demands for a coalition government and President Nguyen Van Thieu's replace­
ment while expressing willingness to accept a cease fire in place and a council of 
reconciliation to administer elections.106 Strangely, Nixon was none too sure that 
he wanted a pre-election armistice, but Kissinger had no such doubts, and, after 
strenuous negotiating, felt able on October 26 to make his dramatic announce­
ment that "peace is at hand."107 He had not reckoned with President Thieu's ca­
pacity to impede the agreement, and it was not until January 1973, after renewed 
American bombing, that a revised version was finally signed. But the advent of 
peace obviously worked to the president's electoral advantage. 
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In the end, Nixon achieved his political dream—summits in Beijing and Mos­
cow, peace in Vietnam, and a triumphant reelection with the third largest plurality 
in history (60 percent). As much as any recent president, Nixon had used his for­
eign policy accomplishments to political advantage in winning a second term. Yet 
it had not been simple. His options had been seriously constrained from the outset 
by public weariness with the war and by his own refusal to have the United States 
abandon that effort unilaterally. Thus he needed (and had promised) a certain 
kind of peace—a peace that preserved American credibility—and it was his inabil­
ity to attain that objective (at least until the last weeks of his first term) that drove 
him to offer the electorate the substitutes of rapprochement with China and de­
tente with Russia. The voters had demanded peace; Nixon gave them a safer, less 
expensive Cold War. In so doing he preserved the sinews of the forces he assumed 
would be needed in the future. As we praise his resourcefulness, we should not for­
get both that he had deviated from the majority's wishes and that they had provided 
the impetus for change. 

This was to be the high point of Soviet-American detente, the months between 
the enthusiasm of the Moscow summit in May 1972 and the onset of doubt and dis­
trust in November 1973 following the overthrow of the Allende government in 
Chile and the misunderstandings of the Yom Kippur War.108 At the next summit, 
in Washington in June 1973, Nixon and Brezhnev ostensibly basked in a second 
triumph, but the president's ability to fulfill his promises on trade was already hob­
bled in the Senate, and his willingness to collaborate with Moscow in the Middle 
East was surprisingly limited. The two leaders were reduced to pledging a speedup 
in the SALT talks and to signing a vague agreement not to threaten or use force 
against the other.109 

By 1975 the spirit and momentum of detente had declined severely. Watergate 
had weakened the capacity of both the Nixon and Ford administrations to initiate 
and defend policy. The Jackson-Vanik Amendment (requiring Jewish emigration 
from the USSR) to the Trade Act of December 1974 had prompted Moscow to re­
ject the entire economic package Brezhnev had negotiated with the United 
States.110 In April the military collapse of South Vietnam raised questions in the 
public mind about Soviet sincerity, and by the end of the year Soviet-Cuban inter­
vention in Angola produced added tension.111 At Nixon's last summit with 
Brezhnev, in Moscow in June 1974 (two months before his resignation), the par­
ticipants had found themselves largely going through the motions. Their sole ac­
complishment was a reduction in ABM deployment sites on each side from two to 
one.112 In Gerald Ford's only summit with Brezhnev, in Vladivostok in December 
1974, the new president and the general secretary established a SALT II frame­
work that put equal (but high) limits on each other's launchers and bombers.113 

Little could they have guessed that it would be almost four years before that treaty 
would be signed, and that it would never be ratified. 

In Richard Nixon's last months as president, as he lost control of the domestic 
situation, he became ever more enamoured of detente and the improvement he 
had wrought in Soviet-American relations. From his point of view, the only thing 
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wrong with detente was that because of Watergate, he was being increasingly de­
prived of the tools and power needed to defend and preserve it, the ability to use 
the "sticks" and dispense the "carrots," to bomb in Vietnam for instance, or to offer 
a "most favored nation" commercial privilege.114 Today, twenty-five years later, it 
seems more accurate to conclude that there were other problems with detente as 
well, substantial weaknesses that contributed to its eventual unraveling. Why did 
SALT I include no MIRV agreement, for example? Why were the caps on SLBMs 
placed so high as to be a virtual incentive to build more? Why were the constraints 
on missile "modernization" so inadequate? Why was so little thought given to the 
dangers of superpower competition in the Third World? Why was there so little 
American interest in cooperating with the Soviet Union to reduce tensions in the 
Middle East? Finally, why did Nixon and Kissinger not warn the American people 
more forcefully that detente was a fragile accomplishment that needed to be deep­
ened and extended? 

The answers to these questions are generally to be found at home and not 
abroad. We can see that there were vested interests in the military, for example, as 
well as among its congressional allies, which opposed relinquishing the advantages 
both of being the first nation to MIRV and of continuing to exploit our technologi­
cal advantages. Nixon and Kissinger were under tremendous pressure from Laird 
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff in this regard, and the president made a conscious de­
cision to MIRV because he believed that giving up the ABM was all that the politi­
cal and military markets (two levels of the domestic game) could "bear."115 Yet we 
must also note that Nixon and Kissinger were ideologically predisposed to believe 
that international relations do not really change and that the Cold War would 
continue indefinitely. It followed logically that the United States must remain 
physically the stronger of the superpowers. 

Similarly, Nixon and Kissinger were heavily influenced (despite the president's 
superficial anti-Semitism) by their perception that they dare not abandon the 
longstanding American pledge (a promise in the domestic game) to protect and as­
sist Israel. Moreover, to keep oil flowing they knew that they must make sure that 
no war broke out in the Middle East, especially between Jews and Arabs. The pecu­
liarly hierarchical (and suspicious) nature of their thinking is underlined by the 
fact that they sabotaged the projects of their own Secretary of State in order to 
keep the reins of Middle-Eastern peace-making entirely in American hands. Dur­
ing both the Jordan "crisis" of 1970 and the Yom Kippur War of 1973 it became 
clear that they would not share leadership with any other country, and especially 
not with the Soviet Union, whom they suspected of trying to "Communize" the 
Arabs. Their assumption seems to have been that the Third World has a natural 
tendency to become "pro-Western" (history was on our side, despite Vietnam), 
and that any Soviet involvement there should be seen as illegitimate. Besides, why 
stir up the tired American electorate with visions of U.S. collaboration and/or in­
tervention in far away places?116 

Traces of electoral considerations can be found in other sins of omission and 
commission committed by the Nixon leadership. Kissinger's decision to concede 
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what Admiral Elmo Zumwalt later called "the appalling [excessively large] SLBM 
numbers" grew directly out of his eagerness for a summit meeting at the best possi­
ble time politically. Indeed, one can plausibly argue that the Nixon administra­
tion, over four years, went from one extreme to the other—from paying too little 
for a relationship with Moscow (i.e., assuming that Russia was the most eager for a 
partnership) to paying too much for a summit (i.e., ignoring vital issues and operat­
ing from an unnecessarily large win-set) just before the election. This seems also to 
have been the case when the administration allowed the Soviets to buy up the en­
tire U.S. grain surplus. 

There had been a genuine and unique opportunity for change in international 
relations during this period. The protracted struggle in Asia had fractured the Cold 
War consensus in the United States, dulling hawkishness and arrogance, and leav­
ing large sections of the public with pronounced symptoms of withdrawal. The spi-
raling dangers and costs of the arms race, in league with declining economic 
growth in the Soviet Union and the United States, had made cooperation be­
tween the two countries unusually attractive. Nixon's domestic game, plus the 
frustration of his hopes for an acceptable peace in Vietnam and the unexpected 
success of Willy Brandt's Ostpolitik (not to mention the impact of the China "card" 
in Moscow) had made American initiatives to the Soviets increasingly necessary. 
By 1972 the win-sets on both sides were as broad and overlapping as they had ever 
been. 

Yet, giving due credit for everything accomplished regarding arms control, Ger­
many, East-West trade, and Vietnam, the fact remains that the progress made was 
not sufficient to prevent the relationship between the superpowers from sliding 
backward (thereby eroding the "ratification" of detente) once they encountered 
the major problems that had not been addressed. And for this, not only vested in­
terests and ideological predispositions must be held responsible, but also the pro­
pensity of the major players to focus on the short-term game (in America, on 
reelection). Thus the final irony, especially in the United States, is that although 
the feelings of the citizenry had made a far reaching revision of the Cold War im­
perative, the leadership's extraordinary self-consciousness about how the people 
(and the world) would evaluate its actions resulted in these efforts not being radi­
cal enough. 

Let it be emphasized, then, that matters internal to the nation, especially the 
electorate's condition and desires, played an immense role in the creation and defi­
nition of detente. It was the public's despair about the Vietnam War and its de­
mand for peace that led the president to try to develop leverage with the Soviets 
(Vietnam's primary source of military supplies) in the first place, and it was his in­
ability to end the war that led him to offer the voters the substitute of superpower 
detente as timely proof of his sincerity and statesmanship. China was brought into 
the equation for the same reasons and to reduce the cost of this new and more "re­
laxed" Containment. Nixon's hope, of course, was to heal the nation and to re­
create the prewar foreign policy consensus, only at a less costly and more realistic 
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level. A s in t h e case of Dwight Eisenhower, it was to be a C o n t a i n m e n t for t h e 

" long hau l . " W i t h such ideas N i x o n forfeited a great c h a n c e seriously to cha l lenge 

t h e C o l d War. 
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CHAPTER 7 

The Foreign-Domestic Nexus in 
Gorbachev's Central and East 

European Policy 

Egbert Jahn 

THE TWO LEVELS IN THE ANALYSIS OF SOVIET 
FOREIGN POLICY 

The two-level-game approach, or two-level foreign-policy analysis, represents a 
completely new view of the interaction between domestic and international pol­
icy.1 It varies from the traditional theories that emphasize the dominance of either 
international relations or domestic politics, the domestic influences on foreign 
policy,2 or the linkages between the national and international.3 The benefits af­
forded by the new approach lie not in producing generalizations about the equilib­
rium between domestic and foreign policy, but in allowing more exact assessment 
of the relationship between the two. The approach is heavily oriented towards the 
actors and focused on the decision-making process. However, it first requires a pre­
cise analysis of the framework in which decisions are made by the domestic and for­
eign policy actors. 

Robert D. Putnam, who introduced the approach in an article in 1988,4 de­
scribes the two-level game as a metaphor; others call it a research technique, a the­
ory, a model, or a concept. Here, "analysis on two levels" should be understood as a 
search for the empirical context of international occurrences that were preceded 
by substantial communication on the international and domestic levels.5 

A question has been raised about whether the two-level-game approach can be 
applied to the Soviet Union. The answer is "yes," although the approach may re­
quire a certain modification or sharpening. Its application to various phases of So­
viet foreign policy highlights a number of problems, because the domestic-policy 
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level changed fundamentally several times, as did the political rules applying to 
this system. 

When we speak of the Soviet system here, we mean the post-Stalinist authori­
tarian system that existed in 1956 to 1987/1988 and provided the framework for 
the first half of Gorbachev's foreign policy. In the Perestroika system, which only 
existed from about 1987 to the beginning of 1991, there were completely different 
actors and entirely dissimilar game rules than in the old Soviet system. Only a few 
generalizations about the Soviet decision-making process apply to the whole Gor­
bachev era. The analysis is made more difficult because the transition from the mo­
nopolistic authoritarian system to the increasingly pluralistic Perestroika system 
was not abrupt. Every so often new actors stepped onto the stage while others dis­
appeared and, at the same time, the political "rules of the game" changed. We look 
first at the structures of the game at level II, as they emerged out of the Khrushchev 
and Brezhnev eras and still affected decision making during the greater part of Gor­
bachev's years in office. 

In Socialist authoritarian regimes, the most important decisions are officially 
made by institutions that are "elected." However, votes of approval with ritual re­
sults of 100.0 percent or 99.9 percent do not correspond to the two-level-game 
concept of "ratification." Formal ratification of foreign-policy decisions, as a rule 
by 100 percent, is secured a priori. 

Even in Western institutions, the ratification of an international agreement or 
the process of reaching a compromise is normally secured before a vote takes place. 
Creation of the necessary majority, which Putnam unfortunately calls "ratifica­
tion," involves negotiating with members of, or at least the opinion leaders of, the 
government's party. This bargaining usually serves as a precursor to any formal 
votes. 

The necessity of domestic negotiation presupposes a society in which there are 
particular interests, opinions, and specific decision-making competencies for or­
ganizations. In decision making, these differences must be coordinated and 
adapted to each other for a policy to take hold. Otherwise, the result is a nondeci-
sion or preservation of the status quo. Foreign-policy decisions are made by one or 
several governmental bodies as prescribed by the nation's constitution. 

In a society of the Soviet type,6 several of the prerequisites for domestic negotia­
tion do not exist. At the same time, something akin to these prerequisites is re­
quired if the two-level research approach is applicable. It was not the goal of 
negotiations to establish a majority in a given assembly, because either no formal 
vote took place or a unanimous vote was expected. The content of the decision 
may have been unclear until shortly before the unanimous vote. This was sorted 
out in advance through informal bargaining among functionaries in the Commu­
nist Party, government, and society. Such negotiating on important foreign-policy 
decisions almost always took place, especially in the post-Stalin era. In some cases, 
it may have been much more intense than in the West. At the same time, these 
talks have been much more difficult for researchers to reconstruct than in the 
West. 
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The goal of the process in the Soviet system was not to create a voting majority 
in a democratically elected organization or in a non-democratic government or­
ganization such as the Supreme Soviet, since this existed in advance. Rather, it was 
the achievement of approval, or at least half-hearted agreement, or even silent tol­
eration, of the Party leadership's decisions by politically relevant institutions or 
persons. 

Seldom would one dare, even in the highest Party assemblies, to directly con­
tradict the General Secretary. Disagreement would be expressed indirectly by re­
ferring to undesirable circumstances or suspected side-effects of a decision. 
Because political competition was not based on elections and there were no reli­
able public-opinion polls, collective opposition could not make itself felt in an or­
ganized and disciplined manner. It could only draw attention by withholding 
services, spontaneously expressing disapproval, and occasionally taking part in il­
legal actions and unrest. Domestically, the party feared not defeat in a decision or 
an election but the danger of rebellion. The actual or suspected conditions leading 
to a rebellion by the party bureaucracy, the military, the police, the workers in key 
industries, or ethnic or national movements all limited, in a vague manner, the do­
mestic negotiating margins of the Soviet actor on the world stage. 

The "rules of the game" at level II were not founded on a constitution or based 
on unambiguous and publicly known social conventions. Instead, informal but 
firm rules applied, predominantly in the Party machinery and, to some extent, in 
the machinery of the state and society. Scientists and politicians in the West at­
tempted to familiarize themselves with these rules by means of Kremlinology based 
on piecemeal information and speculation. 

In Western society, the state aggregates particular interests into a common in­
terest and political will. Parties, along with other organizations or groups, are the 
legitimate representatives of particular interests and try to influence the general 
interest and common policy of the society. In the bureaucratic-socialist society, the 
equivalent institution was not the socialist state but the Communist Party. The 
state merely acted as the executor of class interests, as recognized and enforced by 
the Party. Party decisions were rarely direct mandates because they required a lit­
eral or slightly modified reiteration in a government body to become binding and 
receive validity. However, no will other than the Party's could be enforced. Ac­
cordingly, neither the head of government nor the prime minister acted as the po­
litical representative of the Soviet system, but the General Secretary of the 
Communist Party and his counterparts in other communist parties.7 The political 
executive of the system was not the government but the Politburo, which made de­
cisions binding for all government bodies. After the 27th Party Congress in 1986, 
the Politburo consisted of twelve members and seven candidates. At the pinnacle 
of the party machinery stood the General Secretary and nine Secretaries, two of 
whom were also Politburo members. This central Party machinery corresponded 
to a Western government in its functions. As a rule, however, it needed to transmit 
its decisions through the Soviet government machinery in over one hundred min­
istries. 



152 Re-Viewing the Cold War 

The Central Committee (CC), which consisted of 307 members in 1986, 
"elected" the Politburo and the General Secretary. Composed of high functionar­
ies from all areas of society, it primarily served to rubber-stamp decisions. Only dur­
ing a crisis, when the Politburo was split or the General Secretary was weak, could 
the C C play a decisive role. According to Gorbachev's account, the 159 First Sec­
retaries of the republics, territories, and regions, many of whom were also members 
of the CC, played a much greater role in the consultation process prior to Gor­
bachev's election than the remaining members of the CC. 8 Although the First 
Secretaries did not form their own assembly, they were occasionally invited to con­
ferences. Even then the goal was not to achieve a voting majority but to more or 
less reflect or influence the mood. 

In Marxist-Leninist understanding, the Party was responsible for aggregating 
the particular interests and the multiplicity of opinions in society. In so doing, the 
Party was not primarily concerned with the subjective interests of people, social 
groups, and classes. These could have been discovered through competitive elec­
tions, referenda, or opinion polls. Instead, the Party was concerned with the inter­
ests that could be discovered by applying Marxist-Leninist "scientific ideology." 
Opinions could be dismissed as mere prejudices, lacking enlightenment. In certain 
circumstances the Party needed to push through the "true" will of the people, 
based on "scientific" discovery, against the unenlightened, prejudiced views of the 
people. In this process, expressions of the subjective interests of the people were 
considered important but not politically relevant. If they did not correspond to 
"true, objective interests," they became future targets of scientific and especially 
ideological work. 

The Party needed to pay much less attention to the, often unknown, majority 
opinion of the population than did Western politicians. The high status given to 
ideology in the work of the C C and the prominent standing of the C C Secretary 
and Politburo member in charge of ideology were founded on this understanding of 
politics. Mikhail Suslov was, for decades, considered the second most powerful 
man in the Soviet Union. After his death, Konstantin Chernenko and then, for a 
short time, Gorbachev were in charge of ideology. Their assignments included suc­
cessful agitation and propaganda as well as education and training, even in the so­
cial strata and classes whose "objective interests" the Party purported to represent. 

Discrepancies between the "objective interests" of the working classes and their 
subjective wishes were overcome in two ways. On the one hand, the Party some­
times separated itself from a previous understanding or interpretation. These dis­
carded viewpoints would then be denounced as left- or right-deviant and a product 
of the concrete influence of a "handful" of mistaken people, thus protecting the 
authority of the Party as a whole. This occurred relatively seldom, however. More 
commonly, changes in direction or increasing discrepancies between sentiments 
in the population and Party ideology were cause for "increased ideological educa­
tion." In fact, the "role of ideology" was conceived to be "growing," even under 
Gorbachev. It was never assumed that the workers comprehended their objective 
interests, that is, no longer needed to be educated about these interests. 
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It might seem that the Communist Party leadership did not need to consider 
the opinions and interests of the population and the Party because of the absence 
of competitive elections, votes, and public opinion. From this perspective, Soviet 
negotiators at international conferences were in a weak position, because they 
could not credibly point to internal pressures to strengthen their bargaining posi­
tion. Of course, they would sometimes cite pressure from "the military" or from 
"hard-liners" to underpin an inflexible position. Gorbachev also made liberal use 
of the argument that he faced internal opposition to make his negotiating position 
credible. We now know, in many cases, that the pressure did not exist or that it 
could have been countered by the General Secretary's counter pressure, if he had 
been so inclined. 

Nonetheless, the room for negotiations given the General Secretary was con­
strained in many ways by domestic politics. The Party leadership could not be as­
sured of its continued dominance. It needed to satisfy important material as well as 
mental and psychological needs of society and its most important political compo­
nents. Provision of real services was required to avoid risking unrest and rebellion. 

Because the Party declared that historic progress and success would validate its 
rule, it also needed achievements. Ideology and propaganda could be used to cele­
brate fictional accomplishments, but the discrepancy between reality and fiction 
could not always be at the Party's discretion. The same mechanism was also at work 
within the Party and the Party leadership. Though corruption, Byzantine subjuga­
tion, and personal relationships all played an immense role in internal Party deci­
sions, party functionaries also felt the necessity to legitimize Party rule through real 
services and accomplishments. Even the General Secretary faced these pressures. 
Because votes and public criticism did not serve as a correction, indirect forms of 
expressing disagreement took on an important role. General Secretaries could not 
ignore tense or volatile moods in the politically important institutions. The size of 
majorities was less important in assessing political constellations than the inten­
sity of dissatisfaction among socially powerful minorities, the power apparatus, or 
key industrial sectors. 

Negotiating political positions in the Soviet Union was less a bargaining pro­
cess than consultation and the testing of opinions by the political leadership and 
the General Secretary. In such a process the General Secretary came to define the 
leeway for foreign-policy negotiations. He would assess this through his own per­
ception of what the politically relevant actors would approve or tolerate. 

The same things that make application of the two-level-game approach to the 
Gorbachev era difficult also make it particularly interesting. The "rules of the 
game" at level II were in constant flux, especially on initiatives by the main actor. 
This forces a shift in our research approach, away from a static model in which the 
actor operates on two given levels under broadly fixed rules and has only two inter­
ests: to be reelected or remain in power by some other means, and to achieve 
foreign-policy successes that serve to secure his position at home. During 1985 to 
1991, Gorbachev and his close associates exemplified the political actor who not 
only wanted to find compromises between the given actors at levels I and II, but 
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also to introduce completely new actors into level II and fundamentally change 
the rules of the game in domestic politics. Gorbachev's personal thought-process 
and consultation with his close associates concerned not only what was doable in 
the bargaining that took place but what was desirable from his perspective. And 
this was completely different in March 1985 than it was in March 1991. 

The two-level approach must, in other words, take into account first the bar­
gaining process at the level of the actor himself and then drastic changes in the 
"rules of the game" and in actors participating in the negotiating process. 

INTERACTIONS BETWEEN PERESTROIKA A N D THE 
POLICY OF NEW THINKING 

"Perestroika," a Russian word meaning reconstruction or renovation, has en­
tered languages around the globe and has, since 1987, become an accepted trade­
mark for the reform policy that aimed at thoroughly changing yet stabilizing the 
Communist system. "Perestroika" also became the name of a short period of the 
Soviet Union's history, a period of failure inseparable from the leadership of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) General Secretary Gorbachev. 

For changes in Soviet foreign policy under Gorbachev a separate trademark 
soon caught on: "New Thinking" (novoe myslenie). Gorbachev had used the term 
even before taking office as General Secretary in a speech before the British House 
of Commons on December 18, 1984.9 However, it became a popular catchword 
only after "Perestroika." In general, "Perestroika" was used primarily for Soviet do­
mestic politics and "New Thinking" for foreign policy.10 

Gorbachev always emphasized the connection between Perestroika and New 
Thinking. However, New Thinking was not supposed to be limited to Soviet for­
eign affairs. Gorbachev and his followers believed that New Thinking about global 
affairs was essential in the case of the United States and all other countries.11 

Gorbachev emphasized the need for changes in foreign policy by portraying the 
dangers of the nuclear age, environmental threats, and the growing social rift be­
tween industrial and developing countries. In other words, he referred to processes 
that were largely independent of a change in Soviet domestic policies. Internal re­
forms were justified by Gorbachev and his supporters by referring to declining eco­
nomic growth in the Soviet Union and to socioeconomic and political crisis. 
Perestroika was repeatedly elucidated as a crisis-prevention plan for which there 
were no alternatives. And Perestroika was much more dependent on a changed 
foreign policy for its success than New Thinking was on Perestroika. This will be­
come clearer in the following discussion. 

First, Gorbachev's view of himself must be examined. In his book about Per­
estroika and New Thinking, Gorbachev declared: 

True, we need normal international conditions for our internal progress. But we want a 
world free from war, without arms races, nuclear weapons, and violence; and not only be­
cause this is optimal for our internal development. It is an objective global requirement that 
stems from the realities of the present day.12 
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Here the use of a new foreign policy to make implementation of a new domestic 
policy easier was highlighted. Years later, Gorbachev and his associates still placed 
the emphasis on this: 

The crisis situation in which the Soviet Union found itself at the time demanded decisive 
measures in all areas, a new quality of domestic politics, in theory and in practice. At the 
same time, it was clear that the completion of overdue tasks at the center of the country 
would be significantly more complicated, if not completely impossible, if we did not succeed 
at fundamentally, or at least, tangibly, changing the international situation, and containing 
the Cold War.13 

At other places in 1987, Gorbachev commented that "neither the Soviet Un­
ion, nor its Perestroika pose any threat to anyone, except, perhaps, by setting an 
example—if someone finds it acceptable. Yet again and again we are accused of 
wanting to implant Communism all over the world. What nonsense!"14 "At­
tempts at military dictation as well as at moral, political, and economic pressure are 
out of fashion today," he wrote, adding that "a correct understanding of Perestroika 
is also the key to comprehending the foreign policy of the Soviet Union."15 Fur­
ther on he notes, "The organic tie between each state's foreign and domestic poli­
cies becomes particularly close and practically meaningful at crucial moments. A 
change in the domestic policy inevitably leads to changes in the attitude to inter­
national issues."16 In this case the priority of domestic politics is emphasized. 

In his memoirs, Gorbachev portrays the connection in the following manner: 

A number of factors had convinced me of the need for a serious re-examination of our for­
eign policy even before my election as General Secretary. I won't claim that I entered my 
new office with a detailed action plan in my briefcase, but I had a pretty clear idea of the first 
steps to be taken. Thus Perestroika began simultaneously in domestic and foreign policies, 
success in one area encouraging progress in the other, set-backs slowing down progress in 
both.17 

Here, the interaction between domestic and foreign policy is underscored rather 
than the primacy of internal politics. 

Especially in the last citation Gorbachev professes a close interdependence of 
foreign and domestic policies that he elucidates nowhere else. His books are not 
organized chronologically, but topically. The discussion of domestic policy is 
clearly separated from foreign affairs. In the portrayal of his own work in one area of 
politics, Gorbachev almost never refers to simultaneous successes or failures in the 
other area. There is little evidence on a case-by-case basis that the intimate de­
pendence Gorbachev describes actually existed. The political dynamics in the 
separate policy fields were so strong that the claim of interdependence should not 
be taken too literally. In the end, Gorbachev celebrated increasingly impressive 
victories in foreign affairs and growing international recognition, whereas his 
standing in domestic politics waned drastically. 

Thus the exact interactions between domestic and foreign policies need closer 
study. And though detailed analysis based on internal documents or even on pub-
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lie information about domestic and foreign-policy decisions is not yet possible, at­
tempts can be made to sort out the structure of the interdependence during 
Gorbachev's rule and to work through the phases of the interrelationship. 

There would seem to be three areas of interdependence. First, Soviet policy for 
decades held it all-important to maintain defense spending at a very high share of 
the gross national product. While this share stood between 1 percent (Japan) and 7 
percent (United States of America) in Western society, the Soviet share during 
the Brezhnev era was calculated in the West to be 12 to 18 percent.18 After 1991, 
numbers in the vicinity of 25 to 30 percent were mentioned in Russia.19 If one 
wished to slash this defense spending in order to use the resources for capital goods 
and consumer products as well as services, then one needed a completely different 
foreign policy towards the West, the developing world, and the allies. Conversely, 
a change in foreign policy was not credible without drastic reductions in defense 
spending, lest it be interpreted as a temporary tactical maneuver. 

A second area of interdependence between the internal and external involved 
the domestic socioeconomic system, the political system, and international eco­
nomic relations. The broad separation of the world's socialist and capitalist econo­
mies was only tentatively bridged during detente. The separation was based, in 
part, on the tremendous differences in the two economic systems, such as in the 
quality and marketability of goods or the technical standards for products. How­
ever the West also consciously pursued a strategy of economic isolation based on 
security and alliance politics, on avoiding economic and political dependence fur­
thering the competing system, and on the competitive interests of the Western in­
dustrial countries. This Western strategy was complemented by the socialist 
countries' fears of being dependent on the West and being subject to political 
blackmail, or being infected by the bacillus of market-economic ways and con­
sumption standards. Such fears promoted the Soviet strategy of economic self-
sufficiency and isolation. 

With the transition to Perestroika and market socialism, the isolation of the So­
viet economy from the world market was supposed to end. This was, of course, im­
possible without adaptation of the Soviet economic system to the dominant 
arrangements of the world economy, the free-market system. To increase trade 
with the West, to gain access to international economic organizations that were 
mostly dominated by the West, and to receive Western credit and aid, more than 
reform of the domestic economic system was needed. Cooperative foreign and se­
curity policies became imperative. 

The third, and most decisive, area of interdependence between Soviet domes­
tic and foreign policy was in ideology. Marxist-Leninist ideology broadly dictated 
the political thinking and behavior of Soviet politicians. This is in contrast to the 
Marxist-Leninist propaganda that expressed the ideology only selectively, in 
abridged form, or sometimes in an intentionally distorted form. However, the 
memoirs that appeared after 1991 and the documents that have become available 
show that leading Communists, including Gorbachev, were indeed Communists 
in the Marxist-Leninist sense of the word, not only pretending to be such. Of 
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course, the mandated ideology, which in many ways also functioned as a national 
or social ideology, was not fully accepted by every Party functionary. Yet its applica­
bility was defended by most out of conviction, making the discrepancy between in­
dividual consciousness and publicly-expressed ideological consciousness almost 
meaningless. Substantial changes in policy presupposed fundamental changes in 
the ideology, which needed to be laid out by the central authorities in charge of 
ideology. This remained valid until these authorities lost their Party-based author­
ity, as happended progressively during Perestroika. 

The ideological change under Gorbachev is fairly difficult to trace. For one 
thing, it was not a unique event but a prolonged process. Perestroika and New 
Thinking were much more than a change in direction, such as Khrushchev's in the 
1950s. The two concepts were actually a call to action by thinking in a new and un­
conventional manner. In Brezhnev's day, individual scientists or journalists ex­
pressed unconventional views (with the approval of the censors) without 
presaging any changes in policy. The ideological transformation under Gorbachev 
also started in this manner. From the time Gorbachev spoke out against the Party's 
monopoly on the truth, articles appeared, even in official organs, with ideological 
views that anticipated a policy change in the Soviet leadership. At first Gorbachev 
saw this as a breach of the boundaries that the Party leadership had established at 
the beginning of Glasnost.20 Gradually a public sector emerged that he was forced 
to respect as an independent factor in designing domestic and foreign policies. The 
rules of the game at level II had changed substantially by May 1989, when opposi­
tion views were expressed at the Congress of People's Deputies. Indeed, the repre­
sentatives of public opinion were not only the reformers calling for liberalization 
and democratization. Critics of Perestroika quickly learned to use the new political 
means, and on occasion did so more effectively than the reformers. The publica­
tion, with support from the top echelons of the Party (presumably Ligachev),21 of 
the attack on Soviet foreign policy by the chemistry teacher, Nina A. Andreeva, in 
March 1988 was an important turning point. From this time on, Gorbachev could 
no longer eliminate Party opposition to his policies through the old methods of 
democratic centralism and needed to accept it as a factor in politics and policy for­
mulation. 

Because of the importance of ideology, one of Gorbachev's early and central 
concerns was to staff the central offices responsible for ideology, and their depend­
ent propaganda and agitation authorities, with people in his confidence.22 The 
logic of the new official ideology had to be brought to bear in changing concrete 
thinking about policy. During Perestroika, revisions of ideology and policy stood in 
a permanent feedback loop, varying with the individual phases of the reform era. 

One can assume that Gorbachev and his close associates had much more exten­
sive reforms in mind than they dared to reveal in the first few years. They went be­
yond the current policies in their thinking during this phase. In the final phase the 
reverse was true; the thinkers spent more time reflecting than innovating. They 
needed to intellectually or ideologically process the political changes they had not 
anticipated. In addition, they needed to adapt to these changes if they were not 
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prepared to forfeit their power. However, after Gorbachev's release from imprison­
ment following the coup in August 1991, the new environment of domestic poli­
tics no longer allowed them to adapt. Instead, they were placed on the back burner 
and then forced to step down despite the fact that the foreign-policy community 
would have preferred that they remain in power. 

Important foundations for changes in ideology had been laid by earlier Soviet 
analysts, confronted with Western thought and their own empirical results.23 

Party functionaries with an ability to learn and politically active social scientists 
had done the preparatory intellectual work as early as the 1970s and, more inten­
sively, in the early 1980s. These innovations escalated after Gorbachev empow­
ered unconventional thinking in the name of Glasnost. There apparently was no 
blueprint for a revision of ideology on March 11, 1985; changes evolved from a 
process of learning that was initially slow to take hold but sped up quickly in 1987. 
After 1991, Gorbachev often mentioned that in reading earlier documents he was 
quite surprised at how much his own thinking had been shaped by old ideological 
cliches.24 He does not claim that, in that earlier time, he already thought differ­
ently than his speeches suggested. He may have departed from his real thinking in 
some statements but the discrepancies were probably not large. 

That the General Secretary did not speak for himself but was the voice of many 
different organizations and working commissions was suggested most poignantly 
by the Italian Eurocommunist Giancarlo Paglietta. Responding to three docu­
ments publicized almost simultaneously and to speeches made by Gorbachev dur­
ing the 27th Party Congress in 1986, Paglietta remarked, "I have the impression 
that your Party has three General Secretaries at the same time. One has approved 
the new editorial version of the CPSU Program, a document which is permeated 
by views and attitudes from the past. Another gave the speech, which contained 
fresh ideas that aim at change. Finally, the third General Secretary prepared the 
resolutions, in reaction to the speech, for publication. These contain even more 
new material."25 Thus Gorbachev, as an actor appearing on the public stage, had to 
be seen as a collective being. Analytically, it was extremely difficult to peel away 
the various elements to arrive at Gorbachev the person and his own views. The 
ideological differences between his pronouncements and those of the collective 
Party leadership were less significant at the end of 1986 than at other points like 
April 1985, January 1987, or even August 1991. 

We can identify several fundamental and complimentary characteristics of the 
change in ideology from the time Gorbachev took office until the full flowering of 
Perestroika and New Thinking in 1987/1988. The most general and most signifi­
cant is the transition from a primarily confrontational to an essentially coopera­
tive way of thinking in domestic and foreign policy. Conflicts were no longer 
thought to be necessarily irreconcilable, and violence and force were to be 
avoided. 

Soon after taking office, Gorbachev let it be known that he had given up the 
Marxist-Leninist model of progress. He no longer spoke of the different steps in the 
development of Socialism. Observers noticed that after his speech at the 27th 
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Party Congress he never again mentioned Communism26—in Communist ideol­
ogy the stage beyond Socialism. By dropping the model of progress,27 Gorbachev 
withdrew the ideological basis for the sociohistoric claim of Soviet superiority over 
other socialist countries. This new attitude had been expressed from the beginning 
with an offer to the People's Republic of China (PRC) to increase contacts, and it 
became politically significant when the Brezhnev Doctrine28 was jettisoned. 
Abandoning the model of progress opened the door to massive criticism of Soviet 
history and failures. This set the intellectual scene for Perestroika, not just for an 
"acceleration" (uskorenie) of the developments and progress so far. Gorbachev's 
reconciliatory, cooperative stance,29 and that of his supporters, was also evident in 
the effort to seek alliances even with the most dangerous political opponents. This 
led to rapidly changing coalitions with radical reformers and even with reform-
delaying actors. 

Gorbachev and his colleagues did not completely abandon the theory of class-
struggle, but greatly limited it by emphasizing general human interests and the in­
terdependence of countries and societies. This new ideological base-model, partly 
a Wilsonian idealism30 inserted in the New Thinking, had a tremendous impact on 
domestic and foreign-policy conceptions. It removed the claim of the Party to 
leadership, its all-important justification as a class-party, and was a prerequisite for 
changing the Soviet concept of democracy so as to recognize different interests in 
society. In foreign affairs, it legitimized cooperation with even conservative gov­
ernments in the West and developing countries. Previously, only collaboration 
with "realistic segments of the bourgeoisie," that is, those prepared for detente, was 
considered legitimate. 

In addition to this idealistic component, New Thinking had an important ele­
ment of realism. Class interests were not superseded by general human interest but 
by a new national interest in the Western sense. This conceptualization eventually 
made possible emphasizing ethno-national interests when speaking of the na­
tional interest. 

The accent on the national or country's interests was the decisive ideological 
step in reducing the bloated and burdensome Soviet defense sector. Until Gor­
bachev, the world was understood in terms of a battle between global systems. 
Hence it was "the duty" of the Soviet Union to be militarily as strong as the oppos­
ing states combined. The goal was to be able to "defend" itself in a Third World 
War—"unleashed," of course, by the West—and possibly to achieve a "victory." 
This meant the Soviet Union needed the same number of nuclear weapons sys­
tems as the United States, Great Britain, France, and, possibly, China taken to­
gether. Any nuclear inferiority would be compensated for through superiority of 
conventional forces and offensive capabilities on the Eurasian continent. 

With the emphasis on the "national interest" it became possible for Soviet se­
curity policy to free itself from its economically ruinous military spending. The 
arms race, President Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative, and the decline in the 
Soviet Union's economic growth had glaring financial consequences. Reverting to 
"national interests," turning away somewhat from the "interests of the global sys-
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tern," allowed Gorbachev to swiftly attain foreign-policy successes and interna­
tional recognit ion through unilateral arms reduction and arms-control 
agreements at a time when it was much more difficult to attain domestic victories. 
Gorbachev reduced Soviet foreign-policy burdens from global to Eurasian in scale 
and focus. What the "national interest" meant with respect to the allies in the 
Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) and the Council of Mutual Economic Assis­
tance (Comecon) was less obvious. 

PHASES OF DEVELOPMENT IN SOVIET DOMESTIC 
POLICY 

Perestroika and New Thinking did not suddenly replace the old Soviet domes­
tic and foreign policy. They were programmatically too immature in March 1985, 
though several of their ideological foundations were already in place. Subse­
quently, they were subject to strengthening and weakening on several occasions. 

Moreover, an exact parallel between internal and external policies could not 
exist because the structure of international relations, the "rules of the game" for 
Soviet foreign policy, were altered far less during Gorbachev's time than the struc­
ture of Soviet domestic politics, where the rules and participants changed funda­
mentally. In international affairs, the system of states and power relationships 
stayed broadly stable, and in the most important states—the United States, Great 
Britain, France, Germany, Japan, India, and China—the same government party 
or coalition was in power in 1991 as in 1985. In some instances even the heads of 
government and foreign ministers remained the same. Only in the Soviet alliance 
system, as well as in Yugoslavia and Albania, were there dramatic changes, changes 
that culminated in the end of Communist Party dominance and the dissolution of 
the W T O and Comecon. 

What phases can be identified in Soviet domestic and foreign policy during 
Gorbachev's time in office? Today, the years of this era are usually subdivided into 
periods during which Gorbachev pursued either a progressive policy (in the transi­
tion to a market economy, a constitutional state, and democracy) or a conservative 
policy. Gorbachev is seen as having allied himself alternately with the radical-
reform elements and then with those seeking to stabilize the system.31 

For the "Foreign-Domestic-Nexus" project, however, a different division into 
periods is necessary. The question is when and how the "rules of the game" at level 
II changed in the Soviet Union. With this in mind, it is possible to differentiate six 
stages in the run up to Perestroika, then Perestroika, and then the beginnings of its 
decline. These stages more or less followed each other historically, like phases of 
development. Still, their chronological demarcation can only be approximated, 
because some changes were still present as others began to dominate the scene. 

The regimes of Brezhnev, Andropov, and Chernenko, as well as Gorbachev's 
early period as General Secretary were still in the authoritarian mold that Khrush­
chev had created. This system was defined by formal elections and, among the 
leadership groups, a complex balance-of-power defined by personal linkages and 
the special interests of the larger bureaucratic apparatuses (Party, military, KGB, 
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defense industry, capital goods industry, consumer industry, unions, academy of 
sciences, etc.). The system hid divisions on policy and presented itself to outsiders 
as monolithic. Whereas some Western research, colored by notions of totalitarian­
ism, emphasized the unified and homogenous character of Soviet politics, other 
Western studies, influenced by interest-group theories, attempted to identify the 
cleavages in Soviet politics and society.32 The insights into Soviet politics that 
documents and memoirs since 1991 have made possible confirm neither approach. 

Domestic and foreign policy in these years was indisputably shaped by the Party 
and was not questioned by any opposition. Its Politburo was neither a tight unit 
nor just the executive organ of an autocrat. But it was also not a forum with politi­
cal divisions or representatives of interest groups. Its behavior had more to do with 
personal interests, and these led to utterly precarious alliances among its members. 
Apparently, political differences of opinion were almost never openly presented or 
discussed in sessions nor decided through formal votes. Instead, they came to a 
head, more often indirectly than directly, in talks among individual members or 
groups prior to formal group decisions. Differences of opinion seemingly had little 
to do with social interests. Usually they were more influenced by personal charac­
teristics and mind-sets such as conciliatory or confrontational tendencies or sym­
pathy or antipathy towards the leader. The successions to Brezhnev in 1982, 
Andropov in 1984, and Chernenko in 1985 were decided by such attitudes. These 
choices had nothing to do with being either for or against a policy of reform and lit­
tle to do with coalition-building in the Politburo.33 

All reformers first had long careers as integrated conservatives. Not a single one 
came to be Party leader with the charge of carrying out reforms. Whether the 
leader became a reformer or not depended on his personality and his perception of 
the need for change. Therefore, reformers and anti-reformers can be understood to 
be representatives of interest groups only in a limited sense. They did not owe their 
position to being institutional representatives of interest groups. Differences in the 
readiness to reform in the Communist countries of Eastern Europe depended 
somewhat on differences in the climate for reform, but decisively on the personali­
ties in each Politburo. There was no functional equivalent of Gorbachev in the 
German Democratic Republic (GDR), Bulgaria, Romania, and probably Czecho­
slovakia, although there may well have been in Poland and in Hungary. 

The first, unintentional, phase for what became Perestroika can be seen in the 
tone set by Andropov in 1978-1984 and in the slow intellectual emancipation 
from Marxist-Leninism of many institutes of the Academy of Sciences and several 
departments of the C C Secretariat (as well as perhaps the KGB) during the 1970s. 
Gorbachev owed his ascent to the Secretariat in 1978 and Politburo in 1979 to his 
loyalty to Andropov and Brezhnev.34 In 1985 he was chosen not as a reformer 
ahead of rival candidates Grishin, Tikhonov, Romanov, Gromyko and Shcherbit-
sky, who were all conservative, but for his age and vigor. His electors in the Polit­
buro and C C expected modest renovation but also continuity and no fundamental 
changes in the system.35 
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It is hard to overestimate the impact of Yuri Andropov as head of the KGB and 
in his short term as General Secretary. While not a reformer, he preferred Party 
functionaries with a certain independence, intelligence, and incorruptibility, with 
personal courage in the framework of Party loyalty, and with energy and vigor not 
impaired by corruption, illness, or alcoholism. O n such criteria he promoted not 
only Gorbachev but also—partly at Gorbachev's initiative—Yegor Ligachev, Boris 
Yeltsin, and Nikolai Ryzhkov. 

Gorbachev's period as substitute for Chernenko during 1984 was the first con­
scious preparation for Perestroika. Gorbachev assumed many leadership functions 
during the months when Chernenko was weak or ill and, every now and then, 
made his suggestions known.36 Above all, he used the opportunity to inform him­
self of the manifold problems in many sectors and began building a staff of loyal as­
sociates. 

Political change had been well prepared, but only in general outline, by March 
1985. Apparently, the practical experience and problems of the following months 
led to a quick and intensive learning process that, by the fall of 1986 and especially 
after January 1987, made the beginning of Perestroika possible. 

The conceptions of reform that Gorbachev's team held in March 1985 are diffi­
cult to reconstruct from published materials. However, they almost certainly went 
beyond the measures adopted in 1985 and 1986, which were preparatory and tacti­
cal. The political pronouncements and resolutions of the 26th Party Congress in 
February 1986 had characteristics of temporary compromises with conservatives 
in the Party leadership. The Party program was particularly rooted in the pre-
reform era and was therefore almost forgotten only a short time later.37 Gor­
bachev's speeches in 1987, as well as the book he published, became much more 
authoritative than the Party program. 

Gorbachev and his associates later talked about their starting perspectives quite 
vaguely: 

The concept of restructuring with all the problems involved had been evolving gradually. 
Way back before the April Plenum a group of Party and state leaders had begun a compre­
hensive analysis of the state of the economy. Their analysis then became the basis for the 
documents of Perestroika. Using the recommendations of scientists and experts... all the 
best that social thought had created, we elaborated the basic ideas and drafted a policy 
which we subsequently began to implement. . . . At the April 1985 Plenum Meeting, we 
managed to propose a more or less well-defined, systematic program and to outline a con­
crete strategy for the country's further development and a plan of action.38 

Later, the reformers emphasized: 

As one began to examine the problems of the Soviet Union at the beginning of the 1980s, 
one also dedicated a great amount of attention to the international sphere. Wide-ranging 
material came from the research institutes Individual foreign-policy scientists and spe­
cialists forwarded their thoughts and considerations to us.39 
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From the beginning, even before his election as General Secretary, Gorbachev 
dazzled observers with his public style—frequent speeches, a quick wit, avoidance 
of traditional cliches, handling problems directly, and approaching people openly. 
Nonetheless, he implemented the first changes in the old centralized style. Today, 
it is possible to view measures adopted in 1985 and 1986 as vital for subsequent re­
forms despite not being declared as such at the time. A huge change in cadres, for 
example, was justified as a necessary rejuvenation and accelerated continuation of 
existing policy, especially in the economy.40 

Gorbachev and his associates like to describe his entire term of office from the 
first day to the last, as the era of Perestroika and New Thinking.41 However, that he 
wanted to go well beyond traditional policy and to publicly portray it using Ameri­
can public-relations-style propaganda42 did not become clear until the C C Ple­
num of January 1987. Only at that point did Gorbachev finally admit that he 
sought substantial changes in the economic system, the political system, and for­
eign policy, changes much more profound than earlier reforms under Khrushchev 
and Kosygin. Ironically, these innovations resembled the Reform-Communist ef­
forts of the Dubcek era in Czechoslovakia43 without the reformers wanting or be­
ing able to refer to the Czechs.44 

In a systematic, theoretical sense Perestroika was an attempt at a Socialist refor­
mation in socioeconomic sectors and at constitutional Communism in the politi­
cal sectors.45 Constitutional Communism can be defined as a one-party rule that 
introduced and adhered to the norms of a state based on written law and that toler­
ated a limited pluralism in opinion and public organization without permitting 
free elections. As in constitutional monarchies, there was no detailed theory and 
no unified system. Constitutional Communism was a pragmatic compromise dur­
ing a short transition period from one system to the other. 

For the transitions from the "administrative-command economy" to a "Social­
ist market-economy," from authoritarian one-party rule to constitutional Commu­
nism, and from Perestroika to the post-Communist system it is not possible to 
assign exact dates. Indeed, it is empirically difficult to determine exactly what sys­
tem existed at any given time. 

The most important initial step toward political reform was the encouragement 
given to criticism of existing deficiencies and the bureaucracy. In this context the 
practice of putting up more than one candidate for elections to the Soviets, a prac­
tice that had started earlier in other socialist countries,46 created a choice not 
among different personal qualities but among different concepts of policy. The di­
vision of the CPSU was promoted by Gorbachev himself when in early 1987 he al­
lowed Aleksandr Bovin to distinguish, for the first time, between the dynamic and 
active renovators and the conservative and passive brakemen of the Party.47 

The strong conservative presence in the Party was a factor Gorbachev needed 
to take seriously when sitting at international negotiating tables. This was the case 
even though the conservative wing—like large parts of the military—was hardly 
represented in the highest leadership forums. On the other hand, possible rejec­
tion of an international proposal by conservatives in the Party could often be used 
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by Gorbachev for leverage in negotiations with the West. Such a threat had much 
more weight and credibility coming from Gorbachev than Brezhnev or Khrush­
chev, because the West was interested in having Gorbachev's domestic position 
fortified through international accomplishments. Gorbachev's efforts to gain 
Western concessions, primarily in trade, were strengthened when the first rumors 
of a coup surfaced. The possibility of constrictions on Gorbachev's domestic nego­
tiating margins improved his bargaining position abroad. 

By 1987, Gorbachev's opponents were no longer only a "handful" of Politburo 
reactionaries but legions of bureaucrats in the Party and state apparatus. They were 
quickly joined by others who wanted a more radical Perestroika policy. There thus 
came into being an internal Party spectrum of brakemen, centrists, and radicals. 

Moderate reformers such as Yegor Ligachev personified the Party conservatives 
while Boris Yeltsin epitomized the radicals and Gorbachev attempted to capture 
the middle. Though the moderates dominated the Party leadership and the con­
servatives maintained strong positions in the middle and lower Party bureaucracy, 
the radical reformers never held more than Yeltsin's seat among C C Secretaries. In 
fact, the radicals soon gave up the attempt at remodeling the Party from within and 
joined non-Party organizations and new parties. Yeltsin strengthened this ten­
dency when he and the members of the "Democratic Platform" left the Party in 
spectacular fashion at the end of the 28th Party Congress in July 1990. Then in De­
cember Eduard Shevardnadze stepped down as foreign minister, and in July 1991 
he renounced communism. This had the effect of pushing Gorbachev, once again, 
to the reform edge of the Party, just as the August coup later did. But even the con­
servatives could not fully escape societal movement toward a market economy and 
more democracy. By 1991, Party conservatism had very little in common with that 
of 1987 or 1984. The Communists who wanted to reestablish the centrally 
planned economy and one-Party rule became a marginal group that would eventu­
ally reconstitute itself outside of the Communist Party in several new fringe par­
ties. 

Perestroika drew to a close long before Gorbachev left office. In the socioeco­
nomic area the end arrived with the abolition of Gosplan in the fall of 1990. In the 
political sphere, the beginning of the end came with abandonment of the Commu­
nist Party's claim to a privileged position in February and March 1990. At first, this 
did little to change actual power relationships and simply gave the opposition a 
moral boost. The party monopoly was only broken months later (on July 21,1991), 
when Russian President Boris Yeltsin banned establishment of Party cells in gov­
ernment agencies and Russian firms. His lead was followed by Gorbachev on 
August 24, shortly after the coup. 

Parallel to the fragmentation of the Party, a political public emerged composed 
of many informal groups. These groups were not established or approved by the 
Party or the police and did not meet the official registration requirements, but they 
were increasingly tolerated by the authorities. The initiative was taken by dissi­
dents as well as by Party members but primarily by those who had not previously 
been politically active. Some of these informal groups evolved into political or-
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ganizations and finally into parties. Numerous Party members or Party functionar­
ies, not to mention clandestine KGB operatives, were active in non-Party 
organizations, especially the National Fronts. Among the milestones were the 
founding of the Baltic Peoples' Fronts in October 1987, the establishment of the 
"Memorial society" for the review of Stalinist history during 1988, and the screen­
ing of the Georgian film "Regret" and staging of the play "The Bolsheviks" by M. E 
Satrov in 1989. 

Thereafter, party pluralism and democratization in the Western sense took 
hold. The construction of non-Communist parties began with the creation of in­
formal organizations and clubs in 1986-1988. It continued in mass movements 
and national Peoples' Fronts in the non-Russian republics (1988-1990), when po­
litical platforms within the CPSU and the first non-communist parties came into 
being.48 The holding of elections repeatedly stimulated the process of party forma­
tion, especially the election to the Congress of People's Deputies in March 1989 
and the elections to the Soviets of the Republics and the Territories in March 
1990. Russia's first non-Communist party, the Democratic Union, was founded in 
May 1988, and rapidly split several times. More significant was the formation of an 
interregional group of representatives, composed of Communist and non-
Communist Deputies, in May 1989. This group, with Boris N. Yeltsin and Andrei 
D. Sakharov as members, stood in clear opposition to Gorbachev's policies. In Oc­
tober 1990 a law on societal organizations was passed, legalizing the formation of 
independent parties. One result was a hodgepodge of dozens, later hundreds, of 
parties, most with a handful of members clustered around a prominent personality. 
The spectrum of groups relevant to any foreign policy negotiations had signifi­
cantly expanded, well beyond the boundaries of the CPSU. 

After May 1989, Gorbachev's bargaining position in domestic politics became 
much more complicated because he had to adjust to a broader distribution of power 
across society. He responded by strengthening government organs relative to the 
Party and by expanding his own prerogatives with the creation of the Presidency 
and his election to this office in March 1990. Subsequent to that date, power was 
increasingly transferred from the Politburo to a newly established Presidential 
Council. Nonetheless, Gorbachev retained links to conservative elements within 
the CPSU. In fact, he brought into leading positions all those who joined the coup 
against him in August 1991. Though the Party showed no inclination to defend 
the principles of Perestroika, Gorbachev, even after returning from imprisonment 
during the coup, held fast to his belief that it could be reformed. 

The expansion of the domestic political spectrum had ambivalent effects 
abroad. In East-central and Southeast Europe, opponents of reform pursued a 
wait-and-see policy, gambling on Gorbachev's fall until their own sudden demise 
at the end of 1989. In the West, by contrast, some felt encouraged enough by the 
democratic changes in the Soviet Union to demand a more decisive reform course 
from Gorbachev. Others, however, feared that increasing polarization in the So­
viet Union would benefit conservatives and continued to support Gorbachev until 



166 Re-Viewing the Cold War 

December 1991. They practiced great restraint in their dealings with Yeltsin and 
the radical reformers in Russia and the other Republics. 

In the end Perestroika lasted barely four or four and a half years, from January 
1987 to July 1991. Indeed, Socialist system-reform and constitutional Commu­
nism emerged much earlier and therefore lasted longer in two other countries of 
the Soviet alliance system, namely Poland and Hungary.49 However, there was no 
substantial Perestroika in the GDR or Czechoslovakia, nor in Bulgaria or Roma­
nia. There, authoritarian Party rule was directly replaced by democratization at the 
end of 1989 without an intermediate stage of Socialist reform or "liberalization." 
The adaptation of Perestroika rhetoric in several of these countries should not dis­
tort their true rigidity. 

Perestroika rapidly lost support in the Soviet Union in the fall of 1990 after 
Gorbachev moved closer to those who wanted to slow reform. Mass defections 
from the Party, radicalization of the democratic and national movements, and the 
effective mobilization of opposing groups all undermined Gorbachev's power and 
hollowed out his reform program. Though the concept of Socialism became in­
creasingly nebulous, Gorbachev was not prepared to promote the transition to plu­
ralist democracy and to expose himself and his Party to free elections. When in 
December 1991 he stepped down from the office of President of a state that had al­
ready ceased to exist, few in the successor states lamented. 

"FREE CHOICE," OR THE A B A N D O N M E N T OF THE 
BREZHNEV DOCTRINE AS A DECISIVE STEP 

The countries in the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) and Comecon had a 
peculiar position in the international system. The ruling Parties there had not 
come to power through their own ability and remained dependent, until the end of 
their rule, on the military support of the Soviet army, despite periods of temporary 
popularity such as occurred in Hungary and Romania. This dependence was dem­
onstrated in the GDR in 1953, Poland and Hungary in 1956, Czechoslovakia in 
1968, and Poland in 1981, where the declaration of martial law by General Jaruzel-
ski was the result of Polish decisions but under the threat of Soviet intervention.50 

In these four countries Soviet troops were stationed to reassure the Communist 
Parties and maintain Soviet control. There were no Soviet forces in Bulgaria and 
Romania, in part because no fundamental reform efforts developed within their 
Communist Parties but also because they were readily accessible. 

For decades, the foreign policies of the allies mircored that of the "leading" So­
viet Union. Not until the short detente after 1963 did any of these countries, and 
especially Romania, begin to develop independent tendencies. When American-
Soviet relations drastically worsened following the Soviet intervention in Af­
ghanistan in 1979, the GDR, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia carefully developed 
independent foreign-policy initiatives. They did not, however, fundamentally 
challenge the conception of the "Socialist community of states" as a relatively 
closed alliance. According to a widely accepted view in the West, it remained until 
the end the "Eastern Bloc" or even an "external Soviet empire" with "satellite 
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states" in which other than normal rules applied in international politics. Observ­
ers spoke of a collective "Socialist foreign policy" and assumed the applicability of 
the Brezhnev Doctrine, that is, that the "defense of socialism" through the use of 
force, even against a peaceful "counterrevolution," was the concern of all socialist 
states. This doctrine, underpinned by a detailed theory about "international rela­
tions of the new type" and the unique accomplishments of socialism, asserted the 
Soviet Union's right to intervene in any country that contemplated dropping 
Communist rule, Marxist-Leninist ideology, or membership in the W T O or 
Comecon. In this sense, Soviet bloc international relations bore a strong resem­
blance to Soviet domestic politics. A modification of the basic thrust of Soviet for­
eign policy had to have repercussions in the bloc, and domestic changes in the 
Soviet Union altered the political circumstances in those countries. The reverse 
held true as well; the Soviet leadership's toleration of antisocialist developments in 
the alliance had an influence on Soviet domestic politics. 

The transformation in Soviet policy towards the bloc must be seen in the con­
text of the entire Soviet foreign policy. The larger changeover and its stages are 
more difficult to map than the development of Perestroika or the New Thinking. 
Policies did not move at the same pace because they were driven by varied influ­
ences and governed by separate rules. Many foreign-policy innovations, like the 
withdrawal from Afghanistan or the international arms-reduction and arms-
control measures, required months or years of negotiation and implementation, 
while developments in domestic politics escalated independently. For this reason, 
we cannot directly relate changes in foreign policy to specific phases of domestic 
development. 

It is possible, however, to distinguish four stages of Soviet foreign policy under 
Gorbachev. Gorbachev took his first foreign-policy steps, leading the Soviet Un­
ion out of isolation, directly after taking office. As early as April 7, 1985, he de­
clared a moratorium on deploying Soviet intermediate-range missiles, and he 
followed this up with further signals on arms-reduction policies. At the same time, 
Gorbachev initiated exchanges with American, West European, Indian, Chinese, 
Japanese, and East European governments aimed at eastablishing a new policy of 
cooperation based on equality. All this could be interpreted as tactical changes or 
attempts at attaining cheap propaganda successes. But noticeable from the outset 
was the new, more open, intelligent, even partly self-critical style. Also striking 
was that in practically all areas of foreign relations, Gorbachev arranged new nego­
tiations at the state level as well as, where applicable, at the Party level. One could 
describe this first phase of Gorbachev's foreign policy as the resumption of coop­
eration and detente. 

Just as in domestic politics, a comprehensive personnel change was a prerequi­
site for a profound transformation in foreign policy. On July 1, 1985, Andrei Gro­
myko was pushed out of the foreign ministry, which he had led since 1957, and 
replaced with the Georgian Eduard A. Shevardnadze, a regional Party Secretary 
with no foreign-policy experience. Thus was the way cleared for Gorbachev to 
take the new foreign-policy steps. There was also a thorough reorganization of the 
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ministries and offices responsible for foreign affairs (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
Ministry for Foreign Trade, Defense Ministry, and Committee for State Security) 
as well as the Secretariat of the Central Committee. 

Only in time did the new character of Soviet foreign policy, not just the rhetori­
cal shifts, become apparent. Substantial innovations included the treaty banning 
intermediate-range nuclear missiles in December 1987, the first nuclear arms-
reduction agreement since the beginning of the atomic age. This required revision 
of the ideological priority that had previously placed international class interests 
before national interest. 

The really decisive change began in the summer of 1988, when Glasnost had 
made a broad spectrum of public criticism possible. In May, Viacheslav Dashichev 
published an article in Literaturnaia Gazeta in which New Thinking with regard to 
foreign policy was clearly expressed.51 For the first time, Stalinist policy toward the 
West and toward Eastern Europe was fundamentally attacked. Indeed, the article 
stimulated a sharp public debate about the principles of foreign policy. Such dis­
cussions called the legitimacy of the "Socialist revolution" in East-central and 
Southeast Europe, and by extension, in the Baltic and Moldavia in 1940, into 
question. With the loosening of censorship and the extension of Glasnost, a criti­
cal discussion of Soviet history became possible, and this eventually forced publi­
cation of documents whose existence had long been denied in the Soviet Union. 
In this way Glasnost in domestic policy had direct consequences in foreign policy. 
On the other hand, an important impetus for the expansion of Glasnost came out 
of the linkage between domestic affairs and foreign policy, as when Soviet mothers 
began to publicly attack the brutal treatment of soldiers in the army and the 
cover-ups of their sons' deaths in the war in Afghanistan.52 

The fundamental shift in Soviet foreign policy became apparent to the whole 
world not only in arms-control policy but through the withdrawal of Soviet forces 
from Afghanistan, announced in February 1988 and completed in February 1989. 
It was not coincidental that Gorbachev called the famous dissident Andrei Sakha-
rov to tell him that his exile to Gorky (today, Nizhny Novgorod) was over when 
negotiations over the Soviet troop withdrawal had been initiated.53 Sakharov had 
previously emerged as the severest critic of the intervention. His first public ap­
pearance at the forum "For a World without Nuclear Weapons, for the Survival of 
Mankind" in February 1987 lent Gorbachev's new human-rights and defense-
cutback policies spectacular credibility. On that occasion Sakharov stressed the 
connection between foreign and domestic spheres by refening to the need to have 
foreign and security policies controlled by a critical domestic public. 

Then came the regulation or at least dissolution of the superpowers' involve­
ment in regional conflicts in South Africa, East Africa, and Central America. This 
reached a climax of sorts when Gorbachev and George Bush announced the end of 
the Cold War in December 1989 at Malta. 

The next major change in Soviet foreign policy began in the summer of 1989 
and became evident in the winter of 1989/1990 with the abandonment of the 
Brezhnev Doctrine. Under pre-existing policy the crumbling of Communist re-
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gimes in Poland, the GDR, and the other East-central and Southeast European 
countries should have triggered a military intervention. When it did not, it be­
came clear that Marxist-Leninism and monopoly-rule of the Communists had 
been given up; the collapse of the W T O and the Comecon had become inevitable. 

The last phase of Gorbachev's foreign policy was directly linked to domestic 
politics. The August 1991 coup against Gorbachev by officials he himself ap­
pointed had the effect of transferring power from the Soviet center to Russia and 
the other republics. At that moment, Russian, not Soviet, Moscow made the deci­
sion that the independence of the Baltic Republics should be approved and that re­
lations with the W T O states should have a new foundation. In other words, New 
Thinking continued to be applied to the West and the rest of the world, even as 
Moscow made the transition from Soviet into Russian foreign policy. It was not un­
til 1993 that Russian foreign policy assumed decidedly different traits as it was in­
creasingly molded by geopolitical calculations and the desire to distance Russia 
from the West and exercise the independence of a superpower. Russian foreign pol­
icy towards the "near abroad," the other Soviet successor states, emerged explicitly 
in January 1992 and was already apparent in the second half of 1991.54 

There were several connections between Perestroika and Soviet alliance pol­
icy. For one thing, Gorbachev and his colleagues saw certain foreign reforms, espe­
cially in the economies of Hungary, Poland, and the PRC, as models for Soviet 
policy. Then again, the promotion of extensive reforms in Eastern Europe was in­
tended to reduce the subsidization of that area through low-priced Soviet energy 
exports and high-priced imports while at the same time stimulating development 
of new technologies from which the Soviet Union could also benefit. Finally, from 
successful reforms in Eastern Europe and the Baltic republics, Gorbachev expected 
to gain support for his own reform course against his domestic critics and Western 
critics of East-West economic cooperation. Gorbachev knew from the beginning 
that the old methods of "friendly" pressure could not be used to compel alliance 
members to adopt Perestroika. He had to leave it to these states and their ruling 
parties whether they wanted to follow Soviet policy (Czechoslovakia), refuse to do 
so (the GDR, Romania, and Bulgaria), or to take reforms even further (Poland and 
Hungary). Unfortunately, because of the uneven pace of reform in these countries 
it proved impossible to transform Comecon into a sort of East European Economic 
Community.55 

For the West, Gorbachev's policies in Eastern Europe and in Afghanistan were 
credibility tests. Hence Moscow's altering its relations with its allies was an impor­
tant component in the development of cooperative East-West relations. Moreo­
ver, the withdrawal from Afghanistan showed, for the first time, that the Soviet 
government was prepared to surrender control when it faced resistance from the 
majority of a people. Despite the fact that Afghanistan was not yet seen as a Social­
ist country, this move had powerful implications for Eastern Europe. 

The new ideological formula Gorbachev used to justify his policy was called the 
principle of "free choice" in the development path. He intentionally did not speak 
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of a right to self-determination, because in the Soviet tradition this concept was 
closely linked to ethno-national rights to secession. 

It is not easy to pinpoint when this principle was first applied to Eastern Europe. 
In later years Gorbachev had a tendency to move up the dates of those decisions 
that promoted the end of Communist Party domination. In his memoirs, he claims 
that immediately after taking office he rejected the Brezhnev Doctrine, "which 
had never been officially proclaimed but which had in fact defined the USSR's ap­
proach towards its allies."56 The occasion for this was a meeting, following Cher­
nenko's funeral, with Party and government leaders from Eastern Europe plus 
Tikhonov, Gromyko, and Rusakov. There, Gorbachev says, he announced that he 
was in favor of "relations on an equal footing" and "respect for the sovereignty and 
independence of each country" as well as "all parties taking full responsibility for 
the situation in their own countries."57 He also reports his impression that his part­
ners did not take his words "altogether seriously."58 

Perhaps Gorbachev did reject the Brezhnev Doctrine that quickly. Nonethe­
less, it took him several years to revise the ideological formula of socialist interna­
tionalism—the common duty to defend socialism and protect the socialist 
alliance, all of which was expressed in the Soviet readiness to intervene. Mean­
while, most political thinkers in the Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, and the West 
continued to assume that the Brezhnev Doctrine would still be practiced under 
certain circumstances. Only through many small steps was Gorbachev able to es­
tablish the fact that the Soviet Union was no longer ready to intervene with force 
and was not even prepared to meddle in the internal controversies of these socie­
ties. 

In the summer of 1987, Gorbachev used the formula of free elections to justify 
the renunciation of a unified Communist world and to acknowledge that some 
peoples evidently did not want to follow the model of the socialist states.59 For the 
Soviet Union and the world socialist system, however, Gorbachev still assumed 
that "the people" had freely chosen socialism and that this choice was irreversible. 
Not until the historical portrayal of "Socialist revolutions" was revised could the 
idea surface that those decisions had not been based on "free choice" and that a 
people might freely decide against the "real, existing socialism" that had hitherto 
been identified with "progress." This occurred in Poland in 1989 and completely 
surprised most Communists.60 Gorbachev and his colleagues quickly began to alter 
their conception of socialism and progress. From this point on, developments in 
Eastern Europe had significant influence on events in the Soviet Union. 

Personnel appropriate to a shift in relations with Eastern Europe were put in 
place early on. Gorbachev appointed his closest coworkers to this most delicate in­
tersection of ideology and policy. In 1943 Stalin had formally dissolved the Com­
munist International in deference to the Western powers, but in fact it was 
reorganized in the Central Committee as the Department for International Rela­
tions. After the crises in 1956 this had been subdivided and a special Department 
for Relations with the Communist and Workers' Parties of Socialist Countries cre­
ated. It was headed by C C Secretary Konstantin Rusakov from 1968 to 1973 and 
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again from 1977 to 1986. In February 1986, Gorbachev replaced him with a close 
confidant, Vadim Medvedev. Aleksandr Yakovlev was appointed C C Secretary for 
International Relations in general. Georgy Shakhnazarov was named Medvedev's 
deputy. All three belonged to Gorbachev's inner circle. 

Though, according to Medvedev, Foreign Minister Gromyko handed only a few 
relationships over to the C C department for (parties in) socialist countries, under 
his successor Shevardnadze, relations between that department and the Foreign 
Ministry improved dramatically. A certain competition remained, since the For­
eign Ministry was responsible for interstate relations and the CC Secretariat for 
inter-Party relations. However, the problems Gorbachev discussed with his East 
European specialists were the same whether they were meeting as Party function­
aries or government office holders. 

In dealing with the Eastern European leaders, Gorbachev encountered people 
who had been in top Party positions for decades: Todor Zhivkov of Bulgaria 
(1954-1989), Janos Kadar of Hungary (1956-1988), Nicolae Ceausescu of Roma­
nia (1965-1989), Gustav Husak of Czechoslovakia (1969-1987), Erich Honecker 
of the GDR (1971-1989), and Wojciech Jaruzelski of Poland (1981-1989). They 
were all over sixty, and several were more than seventy years old. With Jaruzelski, 
Gorbachev "formed a very close a n d . . . amicable relationship" and an intellectual 
understanding rare among politicians.61 He considered him a devoted reformer 
who had saved Poland from possible Soviet intervention in 1981 by declaring mar­
tial law62 

Gorbachev also saw Kadar as a reformer, a man who in some respects had antici­
pated Perestroika and had the energy for further reform despite his age. Husak cap­
tured his esteem as well, while Honecker, Zhivkov, and, especially Ceausescu 
earned his disdain through their unwillingness to accept change. 

The foundation of Gorbachev's policy towards East-central and Southeast 
Europe rested on the same notion as Perestroika: Only decisive reforms could save 
socialism from a crisis that would endanger its very existence. Conversely, 
Honecker, Zhivkov, and Ceausescu saw the danger to the Socialist order in Per­
estroika and gambled, quite openly, on the victory of Gorbachev's conservative op­
ponents in the Soviet Union. As it turned out, Gorbachev's caution about getting 
involved in the domestic affairs of Eastern Europe prevented the Soviet conserva­
tives from gaining real support from like-minded individuals in the region. It also 
helped that the conservative views of Honecker, Zhivkov, and Ceausescu differed 
considerably from each other. 

From 1985 to 1988, Gorbachev saw the more radical reforms in Poland, Hun­
gary, and the Baltic Republics, reforms inspired by his own Perestroika, as welcome 
political and moral support. These political and economic experiments were em­
braced as offering lessons for his own polices. 

At some point in 1987-1988, however, developments in these countries went 
beyond what Gorbachev and the other Soviet leaders found desirable or tolerable. 
The date lies somewhere among three events: the first mass demonstrations 
against the Hitler-Stalin Pact in the Baltic in August 1987; the first negotiations 
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between the Polish Minister of the Interior and Lech Walesa regarding a "round ta­
ble" in August 1988; and the declaration of sovereignty by Estonia in November 
1988. From this time on, Gorbachev faced not only the conservatives in the state 
and party organizations but also politically serious, mass reform movements that 
first demanded his resignation (or that of equivalent politicians in other countries) 
and finally called for an end to Communist Party rule. While these parties did not 
formally negotiate with him about domestic policy, they did force Gorbachev to 
compromise as a result of their demands. Hence Gorbachev could no longer act as 
a reformer, but increasingly had to react to developments he had no means to con­
trol. The Peoples' Fronts formed in October 1987 in the Baltic, and later in 
Ukraine and elsewhere, initially supported Perestroika and then quickly radical­
ized their demands, finally dropping the Perestroika slogan after violent incidents 
in Vilnius and Riga in January 1990. Starting in November 1988, when the parade 
of sovereignty declarations began, they demanded decentralization and ultimately, 
a confederalization of the Soviet Union. "Sovereignty" meant, in Soviet usage, 
simply a high degree of autonomy, of self-government, and of self-administration, 
but not independence. Lithuania was the first republic to declare itself "independ­
ent," on March 11, 1990, although it could not make this a reality until August 
1991. 

Gorbachev was responsible for one act of force that spilled much blood—the 
entry of Soviet troops into Baku in January 1990. Yet this incident was not espe­
cially controversial internationally, because it was considered to be a reaction to 
prior, civil-war-like disputes and blody pogroms in Azerbaijan. By contrast, force­
ful suppression of demonstrations in Tiflis in April 1989 and in Vilnius and Riga in 
January 1991, each of which cost several lives, provoked much criticism at home 
and abroad despite Gorbachev's claim that he had not ordered the actions himself. 
To be sure, he did approve them by his silence at the time. Nevertheless, none of 
these actions led to the restoration of the old order or the arrest of the more radical 
reformers. Gorbachev may have used repressive police and judicial measures to 
battle the radical movements and those questioning Communist control, but he 
never applied the Brezhnev Doctrine in his own country. 

In retrospect, it seems clear that the transition from an active to a primarily re­
active policy regarding Eastern Europe began with the unanticipated electoral vic­
tory of Solidarity in July 1989, which transferred all freely elected seats in the 
Polish Sejm and the Senate to the opposition. For a short time it appeared that the 
Brezhnev Doctrine would be implemented after all, as plans were considered in Po­

land to form a government without participation of the Communists. Under So­

viet pressure, however, an all-party coalition was formed, with Tadeusz 
Mazowiecki becoming the first non-Communist Prime Minister in Eastern 
Europe. In Hungary, a round-table conference involving the Communist Party 
and the opposition agreed on a multiparty system in September, and the Hungar­
ian Socialist Workers' Party was disbanded in October. In March and April 1990 
the first Hungarian elections took place, from which a government without So­
cialist participation emerged. 
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Gorbachev, like Western leaders, could do little but watch as the Berlin Wall 
came down on November 9, 1989, and as Communist regimes collapsed in 
Czechoslovakia and Romania in December, and in Bulgaria during the same 
weeks. The politics that led to the reunification of Germany and to the dissolution 
of the W T O and Comecon had little in common with the original goals of Per­
estroika and New Thinking. 

The end of Communist rule in Eastern Europe suggested that the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union faced the same fate. Did events not prove conservatives 
coreect in their claim that the "revisionism" of reform would lead to the end of So­
cialism? In mid-1990, debate raged in the Soviet Union over whether Gorbachev's 
policy had led to the loss of Eastern Europe and, especially, of the GDR. Defenders 
of Perestroika argued that the prevention of timely and consequent reforms by 
"dogmaticians" had been responsible for the downfall of the Socialist order. Be­
sides, they said, Socialism had been forced on Eastern Europeans by Stalinist poli­
cies, whereas the Russians had achieved their revolution on their own. The 
purpose of the War for the Motherland was to free Europe from fascism, not to take 
Eastern Europe as a "war trophy." What is more, the changes in Eastern Europe and 
the unification of the two German states had freed the Soviet Union from an ex­
pensive economic and political burden. Now it was in the Soviet interest to "Fin-
landize" this area. Market economies and Western democracy in Eastern Europe, 
with neutral, Soviet-friendly foreign policies, could be reconciled with Soviet se­
curity interests. 

In this manner, Gorbachev and his friends obscured the relevance of Eastern 
European experiences to Soviet domestic politics. The election successes of ex-
Communists in Bulgaria and Romania suggested that Communist reform policies 
could be appealing in free elections; the electoral defeats of the Communists, first 
in Poland and then in Hungary, were explained as due to the specific conditions in 
those countries; the electoral defeat of the PDS-SED in the GDR was blamed on 
the Germans' demands for unification and the economic superiority and attrac­
tiveness of the Federal Republic. Interestingly, while Gorbachev's supporters em­
phasized the differences between developments in the Soviet Union and those in 
Eastern Europe, Soviet radicals were inspired by these events and saw them as a 
model for future changes in the Soviet Union, Russia, and the western republics. 

Gorbachev held firmly to his belief in reforming the Communist Party until he 
was forced by Yeltsin in August 1991 to resign the position of General Secretary. 
Not until after the end of the Soviet Union in December did he break with Com­
munist Socialism and engage himself in a social-democratic variety oriented to­
wards Eduard Bernstein and a social market economy. Moreover, Gorbachev 
continued—and continues today—to insist that the Soviet Union was salvagable 
even after the August Coup. He blames Boris Yeltsin and his closest allies for bring­
ing about the collapse of the country. He also contends that a progressive reinte-
gration of the post-Soviet area, on the basis of a market economy and democracy, is 
politically possible and necessary. 
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CONCLUSION 

This study is not a straightforward application of a two-level-game approach. 
Instead, it makes use of that approach to help clarify many aspects of the foreign-
domestic nexus in the Gorbachev era. It also outlines important relationships on 
the domestic level, relationships that changed considerably during these years and 
thereby altered the game rules fundamentally. Mikhail Gorbachev grappled with 
the interactions between political developments in the foreign and domestic sec­
tors that were clustered in three broad areas: defense and security, economic affairs, 
and ideology. He acted on the basis of what he perceived was the prime linkage: that 
ending the East-West confrontation would benefit domestic political reform (and 
vice versa) while releasing resources for a Soviet economic revival. And he cor­
rectly anticipated that domestic reform would, politically and ideologically, neces­
sitate change in Eastern Europe and a sharp shift in the nature of Soviet-East 
European relations. 

Nevertheless, things turned out badly for this leader. His great foreign policy 
successes did not translate into (or, in terms of game theory, were not reconcilable 
with) political or economic triumphs domestically. Dismantling authoritarian rule 
at home and relaxing Soviet control in Eastern Europe proved to be incompatible 
with saving Comecon, the Warsaw Treaty Organization, and socialist regimes. In­
stead, changes in each sphere provoked and reinforced changes in the others and 
soon pushed developments far beyond his capacity to manage or understand. In 
the end, socialism, the Soviet Union, and Gorbachev's political career dissolved, 
nearly simultaneously. 
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CHAPTER 8 

Soviet Foreign Policy and the Gulf 
War: The Role of Domestic Factors 

Galia Golan 

INTRODUCTION 

A two-level-game analysis uncovers the ways a leader, in struggling to achieve an 

international agreement, contrives to obtain terms acceptable to all the parties 

while building the political consensus inside his political system needed to get the 

agreement accepted. In seeking this, the leader can employ many tactics, as can 

the opponents of the prospective deal. This chapter traces Mikhail Gorbachev's 

struggle to reach agreement with the West, especially the United States, over what 

to do about Iraq's seizure of Kuwait. It outlines considerations that motivated Gor­

bachev, whose position was "dovish" in character—he was more eager for an agree­

ment and more willing to make concessions to get it than many others in his 

government or the Soviet political elite. 

The chapter also calls attention to ways in which, desiring an agreement, 

American leaders assisted Gorbachev in his domestic political efforts. Indeed, in 

terms of the adjustments suggested in the introduction to this volume, the chapter 

actually traces two domestic political games, one within the government and the other be­

tween Gorbachev and the conservative opponents of his policies. Thus, in a real sense, 

the analysis encompasses a three-level game (or even, if one differentiates the system 

and state, as I do, a four-level game). In doing so it highlights several points. 

First, relevant win-sets are not shaped solely by the parties' interests and judg­

ments on the issue at hand. They are strongly affected by where that issue falls 

within the broader political division on fundamental issues. Hence understanding 

the leader's efforts requires grasping the overall political context. 
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Second, this makes the framing of the issue at hand an important tactic in the 
multiple games, because the framing helps determine its relationship to the larger 
context. Thus if it becomes symbolic of larger issues and is approached on that ba­
sis, this affects the nature of the win-sets involved, the kind of effort the leader 
must put forth, and the chances for success. In this process the stature and leverage 
of the leader is not a constant. Hence, as the issue develops the leader's approach to 
it in search of an agreement must adjust to shifts in his or her personal political 
situation. 

These elements are quite well displayed in the tangle of Soviet-Western inter­
actions that swirled around the seizure of Kuwait by Saddam Hussein, the global 
political effort launched in response to it, and its culmination in the Gulf War. 

Gorbachev's foreign policy with regard to the Middle East must be seen within 
the context of the priorities and circumstances of the period, both for the Soviet 
Union and the international system as a whole. Gorbachev had undertaken, as 
highest priority, the introduction of perestroika, that is, a reconstruction—in­
creasingly comprehensive—of the Soviet economy, society, and political system. 
Perestroika was composed of reform and democratization of the domestic system 
together with what was called "new political thinking" for foreign policy. At one 
level, "new thinking" was intended to create an international environment that 
would facilitate the pursuit of perestroika. However, it was also a form of per­
estroika itself in that new thinking was intended by Gorbachev to shape an en­
tirely new role for the Soviet Union in the world system. This role was to be based 
not on ideology or a zero-sum relationship between East and West but rather on ad­
herence to universal values guiding states in an interdependent system in which 
conflicts were resolved by political means determined by a balance of interests. In 
short, the Soviet Union was to become a "normal" state of the enlightened world, 
shaping its foreign policies to suit its concrete domestic needs in keeping with uni­
versal values. 

The pursuit of new thinking had to contend with both international and do­
mestic factors. At the international level, the most important of these was skepti­
cism abroad, particularly in the neoconservative American administration, with 
regard to the sincerity of the proclaimed new policies. Decades of Cold War suspi­
cion and the widespread belief that Communism was immutable persisted in many 
circles in the West. Similar, possibly deeper, skepticism was apparent domestically 
among those elites and constituencies who supported perestroika. Cynicism, born 
of past tragedy and disappointment, was rampant within both the public and vari­
ous elites who doubted Gorbachev's motives or believed the system (and the 
Party) to be ultimately implacable. At the same time, there was domestic opposi­
tion from powerful bureaucracies and interest groups. Vested interests more than 
ideology guided their attempts to sabotage perestroika in the hopes of preserving 
their power or privileged positions. The domestic struggle was waged against a 
backdrop of increasing political and economic dislocation and hardship within 
Soviet society, centrifugal (nationalist) tendencies and conflict, and disintegra-
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tion of central controls and public order attendant upon—but also directly affect­
ing—the attempt to implement perestroika. 

T H E SYSTEM-STATE LINKAGE 

In formulating foreign policy, the Soviet leadership sought to respond to two 
sets of requisites with regard to the international system: what was needed from the 
international system for the Soviet state, and what was needed from the state in 
dealing with the system. In the first instance, Moscow needed a conflict-free envi­
ronment so as to concentrate on domestic tasks and provide an international at­
mosphere conducive to economic cooperation. Actual assistance, in the form of 
aid, credits, and investment, was also sought in order to place the Soviet economy 
on a new market-based foundation and to cope with the costs, problems, and dislo­
cations caused by the reforms (such as unemployment, breakdowns in supplies, 
and defense conversion). Gorbachev also needed success in the international 
arena to consolidate domestic support by demonstrating the benefits of perestroika 
and to weaken the opponents of reform. 

To a large degree these requirements were dependent upon efforts by Moscow to 
demonstrate the sincerity, scope, and permanence of perestroika at home and new 
thinking abroad. To achieve this, it was incumbent upon Gorbachev to demon­
strate the stability and effectiveness of his administration and leadership, progress 
in the introduction of reforms, and success in the implementation of changes and 
accords (such as the new arms agreements). Delays, impediments, or deviations 
from reform, not only in the economic sphere but in such areas as nationality rights 
(namely, the violent clampdown in the Baltics) impacted upon the state-system 
relationship. 

It was also incumbent on Gorbachev to demonstrate Soviet willingness to co­
operate in the peaceful resolution of regional conflicts. Withdrawal from the con­
flict in which the Soviet Union was most directly involved, in Afghanistan, was 
one of the most important pieces of evidence that Soviet foreign policy had 
changed. There was also an implicit international demand that Moscow support 
Western moves and comply with Western proposals as signs of the end of the Cold 
War and zero-sum perspectives. 

Although Gorbachev tended to define the international system in terms of the 
West or the superpowers, there were other elements in the system that played a role 
in Soviet policies. In some cases, Soviet relations were affected, to a degree, by the 
broader system. For example, a spin-off from the new East-West relationship was 
the possibility of improving relations with states allied with the West such as those 
in the Gulf. Conversely, improved relations with a state like Israel affected pros­
pects for better economic relations with the United States and Canada. The oppo­
site—a deterioration in relations—also resulted in some instances, as in the effect 
of better relations with the West (and withdrawal from Afghanistan) on the atti­
tude of certain Third World states such as Syria. Similarly, the collapse of the So­
viet empire in Eastern Europe and of the Warsaw Pact had an impact not only on 
Soviet-Western relations but on the attitude of others toward Moscow. 
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STATE-TO-STATE RELATIONS 

As in the general relationship between the Soviet state and the international 
system, in the state-to-state relationship with the United States Moscow was 
guided by its need for aid and support. Viewed as equally essential was Western and 
private business support. This dictated a policy of cooperation with the United 
States and compliance with American proposals, both to gain assistance and to 
create the basic essential credence in Washington with regard to new thinking. 
There was also a state-society element, as Moscow geared its policies also to con­
vincing the skeptics and conservatives in America that Moscow was worthy of 
U.S. assistance and cooperation. 

In addition, Gorbachev sought concessions, symbolic and other, from the 
United States to placate his domestic opponents and/or increase his autonomy 
vis-a-vis domestic opponents. It may even have been the case that some collusion 
was sought (and achieved) with Washington to intimidate Gorbachev's domestic 
foes by warnings about the price of failure to maintain a good relationship with 
America. For his part, President George Bush, once convinced that Gorbachev 
was sincere, sought to bolster Gorbachev's position and avoid the creation or ag­
gravation of problems for the Soviet leader in his own country. 

The effort by Moscow to maintain its great-power status led to what may have 
been an attempt to mask the actual asymmetry of the Soviet-U.S. relationship and 
Soviet weakness through a preference for multilateral, international frameworks. 
Similarly, a measure of criticism regarding American policies was occasionally em­
ployed, possibly to demonstrate Soviet strength despite its dependence upon 
American assistance, or possibly, out of actual opposition or concern over a war 
situation or the positioning of a massive American military force close to Soviet 
borders. Perhaps such criticism was also the result of concern over the effect these 
American moves might have in strengthening domestic opponents to perestroika 
and new thinking. 

THE STATE-SOCIETY LINKAGE 

With regard to the Soviet public, Gorbachev had the task of demonstrating the 
material benefits of perestroika (one reason the economic contribution of the 
West was vital). There was the very real problem of short-term economic hard­
ships caused by perestroika, as well as the contradictions or expected contradic­
tions resulting from the new policies, such as economic losses from lost arms sales 
presumably dictated by a new reliance on political resolution of conflict. A similar 
contradiction was apparent within the public. On the one hand, the public op­
posed involvement in overseas military actions and favored withdrawal from for­
eign endeavors as a drain on Soviet resources. Yet it retained a strong (and 
traditional) sentiment in favor of maintaining the country's status as a great power. 

A related matter was the effort to reshape public opinion so as to counter the 
leader-as-dove dilemma: to prove to the public that there was still a Soviet foreign 
policy, independent and serving Soviet national interests (even though the latter 
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remained undefined). Unlike the past, public opinion in the Gorbachev period be­
came an important factor, in part because of its inclusion in perestroika. Various as­
pects of perestroika, in particular glasnost (openness, honesty), had opened the 
way to the articulation of public views. Also, one of the proclaimed reforms was a 
broadening of the foreign policy establishment and the creation of a popular role 
in, or control over, foreign-policy decision-making, be it through the elected or­
gans of the state or other means. Although these changes were envisaged as part of 
democratization, they may also have been intended, at least in part, as a means of 
limiting and neutralizing the bureaucracies (e.g., the military-industrial complex) 
opposed to perestroika and new thinking. 

THE INTRASTATE STRUGGLE 

Many of the problems and issues arising in the state-society relationship were 
present as well in intrastate relations. In addition, certain elites and institutions 
sought to enlist, or exploit, public opinion in their opposition to perestroika. The 
regime had to counter—or placate—opposition from the military, the military-
industrial complex, and Russian nationalists, to whom the costs of new thinking 
seemed too high. Added to these groups were the bureaucratic and conservative 
Communist opponents of perestroika. 

At the same time, Gorbachev had to maintain the support of the pro-
perestroika forces like the reformist elements of the CPSU, the intellectuals (in 
particular, academics and journalists), and new bodies in the emerging civil soci­
ety. Institutions created or given new life under perestroika had to be taken into ac­
count, whether to elicit support or to counter their opposition. Among these were 
the Supreme Soviet and the newly created Congress of Peoples' Deputies, the in­
ternational affairs committees of these bodies, the Supreme Soviet of the Russian 
Federation, and government ministries, primarily in Defense and Foreign Affairs. 

The intrastate struggle was not just a two-way, vertical affair. It also consisted of 
competing elites, groups, and institutions, often allying among themselves as well 
as for or against the leadership of the state. At the same time, independent action 
by certain groups or elites included a foreign aspect, which in turn could affect the 
state's relations with others. For example, the shifting of military equipment be­
yond the Urals to circumvent the conventional arms accord, or contacts between 
conservative Communists and military groups with Iraq in violation of the anti-
Iraq coalition's policy, were actions that impacted on foreign policy. And as already 
noted, in the area of system-state relations, state actions in relations with groups or 
institutions within society could impact on foreign relations, as in the case of the 
Soviet clamp-down in the Baltics. 

MIDDLE EAST POLICY 

As a result of the interplay of the various factors in the system, state, intrastate, 
and society levels, Gorbachev's Middle East policy, including his policy in the Gulf 
crisis, may be summarized as having been designed primarily to please the United 
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States and, secondarily, the supporters of perestroika, while undermining domestic 
opponents who also sought to enlist public opinion in torpedoing new thinking 
and perestroika itself. Washington's policy in the Gulf crisis and its attitude toward 
the USSR directly affected Gorbachev's relationship with both opponents and 
supporters of perestroika, while Gorbachev's effort to placate the opponents im­
pacted on his policies during the crisis and, as a consequence, threatened to affect 
the relationship with the United States. 

In terms of broad Middle East policy,1 Gorbachev's effort to demonstrate to the 
West, particularly to America, the sincerity of new thinking and to forge a new 
place for Moscow on the world scene led to a number of changes. The Soviets 
abandoned their standard formula for a settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict in 
favor of any accord acceptable to both sides and based on a balance of interests. 
This represented a virtual shift to neutrality. It was accompanied by a rapproche­
ment with Israel (along with Egypt and the pro-Western, conservative states of the 
Gulf) and concessions with regard to Soviet Jews such as relaxation of restrictions 
on emigration and visits to Israel, freeing of Jewish religious and cultural life within 
the Soviet Union, and the elimination of official anti-Semitism. At the same time, 
assistance was withdrawn from Palestinian (and other) terrorism, and Moscow un­
dertook to cooperate at the international level in the struggle against terrorism. It 
also formulated a comprehensive security proposal for the Middle East, and signifi­
cantly reduced its military presence and arms deliveries there. 

These moves were prompted by a combination of factors. Reduced arms sup­
plies resulted from domestic perestroika, that is, the demand for profitability (hard 
currency payments) in foreign trade. The reduced military presence was also the 
result of the new, defensive military doctrine accompanying new thinking. Emi­
gration of Soviet Jews, elimination of official anti-Semitism, and the freeing of 
Jewish life were all, in time, part of domestic perestroika (democratization). Yet 
they were also designed to meet Israeli demands and, even more importantly, the 
demands of Western Jewish business circles and the American government, which 
linked "most favored nation" (MFN) treatment to freedom of emigration. 

It is far less clear to what extent these measures were also a response to pro-
perestroika domestic lobbies against arms sales and Soviet military involvement 
abroad or for renewed relations with Israel and a balanced approach to the Arab-
Israeli conflict. Various groups or individuals demanded these and other steps as 
confirmation of new thinking, and the implementation strengthened the support­
ers of perestroika, that is, Gorbachev's base. In Gorbachev's thinking, however, 
this may have been secondary to his interests in the international system and 
Soviet-U.S relations. 

At the same time, an "ideological" factor cannot be overlooked. Gorbachev 
and his colleagues (Eduard Shevardnadze, Aleksandr Yakovlev) aspired to a funda­
mentally new policy for the Soviet Union, based on the concept of international 
interdependence and the universality of human values. New Thinking, on the 
Middle East, and as a whole, was both the product and the source of Gorbachev's 
interest in satisfying Western, especially American (and Israeli) demands. 
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Yet many of the above policies emerged only gradually while there were also 
contrasting policies that Gorbachev maintained to the end or almost the end of his 
rule, such as the continuation of arms sales, persistence in seeking an international 
Middle East conference, and refusal fully to renew Soviet-Israeli relations or per­
mit direct flights for emigrants to Israel. Similarly, Gorbachev pursued what ap­
peared to be a competitive policy vis-a-vis the United States with regard to the 
Iran-Iraq war. 

Explanations may be found in the need to placate domestic constituencies, in 
particular the military-industrial complex. The military and the military-
industrial complex were already suffering from perestroika and new thinking in the 
form of arms control agreements with the West, the new military doctrine, the im­
pending collapse of the Warsaw pact, the reduction of the army, and defense con­
version. For them, continued arms sales were imperative. Moreover, this 
constituency derived strength and legitimacy from continued, even increased, 
American arms supplies to the region. In addition, the power of nationalists, Ara-
bists in the foreign policy establishment, and anti-perestroika elements of the 
CPSU may explain Gorbachev's reluctance to fully reverse policies on Israel and 
Jewish emigration. These "hesitations," however, were minor compared to the sea 
change Gorbachev introduced in policies toward Israel and Soviet Jews. In other 
words, external factors outweighed domestic constraints in determining the major 
elements and thrust of Gorbachev's Middle East policies. 

In pursuing cooperation with Iran and in proposing an international peace con­
ference for the Arab-Israeli conflict, Gorbachev was treading a fine line in an ef­
fort to respond to intrastate and societal interests without jeopardizing his central 
goal of Soviet-U.S. cooperation. The long (Muslim-inhabited) Soviet border with 
Iran as well as Soviet economic interests in the country may explain Gorbachev's 
policy there. But in both cases, another element must have been at play: the need 
to respond to opposition groups and public opinion with regard to Moscow's im­
paired global status. Concessions to the West, the decline of Soviet influence and 
prestige, and the shift to compliance with American positions regarding the 
Arab-Israeli conflict were to be compensated for by maintaining something of a 
Soviet role as a great power, ostensibly equal with the United States. 

The very effort to convince the West of the sincerity of new thinking involved 
steps that subsequently necessitated potentially contradictory actions to placate 
the opposition created at home by the new foreign policy. In time this also led to a 
limited retreat on perestroika in domestic affairs in order to pacify public opinion 
and opposition groups. The latter were consistently strengthened by the general 
perception that Moscow had received too little return for great sacrifices in Soviet 
power and prestige. At no time was this pattern more evident than during the Gulf 
crisis of 1990-1991. 

GULF CRISIS 

From a broad two-level-game perspective, Gorbachev's handling of the Gulf 
War crisis, detailed in the rest of the chapter, can be summarized as follows. Ini-
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tially, he sought international agreement on a response to Iraq in keeping with So­
viet "new thinking" on foreign policy. In terms of his win-set, this was the best 
outcome. Success would have enhanced his and his government's international 
stature, reinforced his domestic support, and weakened the conservative opposi­
tion. Failing to achieve this, and with the United States leading the coalition to­
ward war, he then desperately sought to broker a peaceful settlement of the crisis 
(the Primakov mission). However, his win-set, and that of his government, was 
much too large to provide the necessary leverage, because alignment with the 
West was deemed necessary at almost any cost, more important than a futile insis­
tence on the peaceful resolution of disputes. Thus he was forced eventually to fall 
into line behind American policy. The difficulty at home was that the crisis un­
folded against a backdrop of rising conservative pressure against his domestic re­
forms, with his opponents citing the Gulf crisis in seeking to undermine the entire 
reform effort. Thus he finished with no foreign policy success, just a painful dem­
onstration of foreign policy impotence that confirmed the charges of the conserva­
tives and that contributed to his rapid political demise shortly thereafter. 

The Iraqi invasion of Kuwait occurred at a time of serious domestic difficulty for 
Gorbachev. The economic and nationalities problems had reached crisis propor­
tions, the political sphere was sharply divided between conservative forces and 
democratic forces, and Gorbachev was attempting to juggle the two, keep the Un­
ion together, and nonetheless proceed with perestroika. Abroad, Gorbachev's for­
eign policies were seen as more successful. Indeed, the invasion came just as the 
Soviet and American foreign ministers were conducting cordial talks, discussing 
what was expected to be an important Gorbachev-Bush summit in Moscow in the 
winter. Domestically, however, Gorbachev's foreign policy was viewed with far less 
enthusiasm, as democrats sought greater domestic reform, conservatives (who op­
posed most of the foreign policy decisions) focused mainly on the possible breakup 
of the Soviet Union, and ordinary citizens were concerned with the social and eco­
nomic deterioration of their daily lives. The Middle East, Iraq, Kuwait were far 
from their thoughts. 

Moscow's official response to the Gulf crisis was in keeping with the interna­
tional atmosphere Gorbachev had sought to create: a joint Soviet-American con­
demnation of the Iraqi move and agreement to suspend arms deliveries followed by 
adherence to the sanctions adopted by the United Nations Security Council. 
However, this was not an automatic stance. Mindful of the negative response that 
would come from conservative critics, Shevardnadze tried to avoid the imposition 
of strong measures against Iraq. The Americans, for their part, were intent upon 
gaining Soviet cooperation, fearful that criticism from Moscow would enable Sad­
dam to play one superpower against the other or draw the wrong conclusions about 
the strength of the coalition against him. Secretary of State James Baker was will­
ing, therefore, to temper language somewhat, though he was unwilling to permit 
any ambiguity in the signals to Saddam even for the sake of assisting the Soviet-
leadership in "selling" the package at home.2 
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The cooperative position adopted by Gorbachev was lauded by pro-perestroika 
forces in Moscow as a sign that the Soviet leadership had actually abandoned Cold 
War policies, not only because the position entailed superpower cooperation but 
because it represented opposition to an aggressor whose attack had been made pos­
sible by previous Soviet arms supplies and support. This view was shared by a large 
portion of the public: Thirty-eight percent of Russians polled believed that the So­
viet Union was at least partially responsible for the Iraqi invasion because of past 
arms deliveries.3 

Indeed, the crisis was utilized by the democrats for further condemnation of the 
ideologically motivated and military dominated policies of the past.4 It was also 
used to promote demands for speedier, more thorough-going perestroika in such ar­
eas as democratization of decision making, greater access to and dissemination of 
information, parliamentary controls on the defense ministry and military-
industrial complex, and, specifically, an end to what was viewed as the immoral 
practice of using arms supplies as an instrument of foreign policy (particularly be­
cause producing the supplies may not even have been profitable for the Soviet 
economy).5 

On just what to do about this instance of Iraqi aggression, however, the demo­
cratic forces had more of a problem. Many maintained that the government was 
not going far enough; they demanded the withdrawal of all Soviet personnel from 
Iraq, abrogation of the Soviet-Iraqi treaty, and expulsion of all Iraqis training in 
the Soviet Union.6 A minority called for Soviet military participation in the anti-
Iraq coalition, not just political involvement.7 They argued that the dispatch of 
even a symbolic military unit would demonstrate the fidelity of Moscow to the 
community of enlightened nations. Yet one of the central principles of new think­
ing was peaceful resolution (through political means) of disputes. For many demo­
crats the use of force could not be condoned and Soviet participation in any 
military action abroad, even with volunteers, was rejected.8 

Theory aside, there was also a strong isolationist sentiment. In large part this 
could be attributed to a "post-Afghan syndrome" after eight years of an unpopular 
war. It also reflected resentment over costly involvement in foreign ventures per­
ceived as having served the interests of a particular elite at the expense of the aver­
age person's standard of living. No matter whom they blamed for the invasion of 
Kuwait or what they thought of Iraq, most people opposed any Soviet military in­
volvement. In a poll taken in September, only 8 percent supported sending even a 
minimal Soviet force to the Gulf.9 

Conservative forces seized upon these sentiments, hypocritically invoking the 
principles of new thinking to condemn the American buildup in the Gulf and 
what they claimed was the government's, namely Shevardnadze's, intention of 
committing Soviet troops. Thus they utilized the crisis for their own purposes. In 
addition to playing on isolationism and fear in order to weaken Shevardnadze and 
other Gorbachev associates, some conservatives, particularly in the military, 
pointed to the Western military buildup in the Gulf as proof that new thinking was 
unrealistic. Some claimed that Washington was massing forces near the Soviet 



188 Re-Viewing the Cold War 

Union's sensitive southern border, redeploying NATO troops that could no longer 
be kept in Europe because of the ostensible end of the Cold War, and seeking to 
take over the Middle East.10 Together with nationalists, conservative Commu­
nists, traditional Arabists and others, opponents argued that the government's 
support of the anti-Iraq coalition would harm Soviet interests in the region, par­
ticularly future (including economic) relations with the Arabs, while arousing the 
ire of 45 million Soviet Muslims. The bottom line was the blow to Soviet power 
and status incurred by supporting the Americans, one more in a series of blows that 
were weakening the Soviet Union domestically and internationally. 

By late fall 1990, the campaign against perestroika began to bear fruit. A n ulti­
matum by the military in October led to a series of domestic policy and personnel 
changes by Gorbachev, effecting both glasnost and economic reform and culmi­
nating in January with a violent crackdown in the Baltics by Soviet troops. In De­
cember Foreign Minister Shevardnadze resigned his position to protest these 
concessions to the Right, which he saw as substantially increasing the danger of 
dictatorship. Though the resignation was motivated in part by concern over Gor­
bachev's change in direction, Shevardnadze had been subject to almost continu­
ous criticism from conservatives for his policy on the Gulf crisis, being accused of 
selling out Soviet interests to the benefit of the United States as well as a willing­
ness to commit Soviet troops.11 The deeper connections between the two—the 
strength of conservatism on the domestic scene and the events in the Gulf—were 
reflected in Shevardnadze's resignation. 

In fact contradictions had already begun to appear in Soviet Gulf policy as a re­
sult of the domestic political clash and Gorbachev's concern over popular and elite 
opinion. Moscow had halted arms supplies to Iraq and joined the anti-Iraq coali­
tion because, as senior Soviet Third World specialist Georgii Mirsky put it, the So­
viet Union could not have disagreed with the United States on this issue of 
international law and order without risking the loss of "the trust earned in the 
West."12 Marshal Sergei Akhromeyov gave a similar explanation: 

If we argued before 2 August that there was a possibility of creating a global security system, 
this was based primarily on the agreement of the United States and the Soviet Union. And 
if the Soviet Union had not accepted the assessment concerning the [Iraqi] aggression and 
adhered to the decisions on sanctions, it would have been responsible for burying this sys­
tem. It was a matter of principle, a very important one that concerned the further develop­
ment of international relations.13 

Yet Gorbachev made every effort to have the crisis resolved through broad in­
ternational bodies, particularly the United Nations, so as to avoid the appearance 
of acquiescence to Washington.14 (The use of the Security Council not only pro­
vided legitimacy for the Soviet role but also cover—abroad and at home—for the 
fact that the Soviet Union actually had very little power.) Still, it is revealing that 
Moscow dragged its feet and thereby delayed virtually every UN vote on the crisis, 
according its consent only reluctantly to the various resolutions, in particular reso­
lutions 665 and 678, which provided for the use of force if necessary. 
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Moreover, at the same time, Gorbachev authorized seemingly contradictory 
diplomatic measures. Seeking to mediate a solution, the Soviets held talks in Mos­
cow with Iraq, and Gorbachev's adviser (and top Soviet Middle East Expert) 
Evgenii Primakov was sent as a personal envoy to Iraq, ostensibly to negotiate the 
withdrawal of Soviet military experts.15 In fact, Primakov journeyed to Amman, 
Cairo, Rome, Paris, and Washington after his trip to Baghdad in what was clearly 
an effort to mediate a solution independently from Shevardnadze's own efforts to 
demonstrate strict Soviet adherence to the anti-Iraq coalition. Positions espoused 
by Primakov contradicted those of Shevardnadze and hardly served the latter's 
purposes.16 Shevardnadze reportedly asked Gorbachev to cease contact with the 
Iraqi leadership on the grounds that Primakov might give Saddam the impression 
that the coalition would not hold together. Moreover, just before Primakov's arri­
val in Washington with his plan to prevent an American move against Iraq, She­
vardnadze informed Baker (via their aides, Sergei Tarasenko and Dennis Ross) 
that he did not approve of Primakov's mission, implying that he did not want Pri­
makov's proposals taken seriously.17 The Americans needed no such advice; they 
were not interested in concessions to Saddam Hussein in any form. But the inci­
dent did mark an unofficial U.S.-Soviet collusion unimaginable in the days before 
new thinking. 

Primakov, himself, was not an opponent of new thinking; his motivation was 
probably dictated by an interest in preserving future relations with the Arab world 
as distinct from the priority Shevardnadze accorded to Soviet-American relations. 
His mission was meant to help Gorbachev both to placate the conservative oppo­
sition by creating an independent role for Moscow and to avert an unpopular mili­
tary conflict that might strengthen the conservative opponents of new thinking 
and perestroika. Primakov was rumored to have ambitions to replace Shevard­
nadze, and this may also have had something to do with his initiatives. 

Washington seems to have tried to assist Gorbachev in his domestic situation. 
At the September summit President Bush offered assurances that U.S. forces 
would not remain in the Gulf permanently and later, in connection with Soviet 
agreement to the Security Council resolutions on force, the Americans promised 
to give the embargo every chance to work first. At the summit Bush also provided a 
concession the United States had previously withheld: a promise that Moscow 
would be a full partner in future Arab-Israeli peace talks.18 In addition, the Ameri­
cans were probably instrumental in obtaining for Gorbachev the promise of $4 bil­
lion in credits from the Gulf states (Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab 
Emirates) upon the opening of Soviet diplomatic relations with Saudi Arabia and 
Bahrain. With these credits the Soviet leader could deflect criticism over eco­
nomic losses incurred by opposing Iraq: the Iraqi debt to Moscow, revenues from 
commercial accords with Iraq, and future business with Baghdad.19 

Finally, Bush sought to relieve pressures on Gorbachev when he told a news 
conference that America did not expect or seek a Soviet military contribution in 
the Gulf.20 In fact, Washington had earlier suggested that Moscow send a contin­
gent, apparently to relieve Soviet anxieties over unilateral American military 
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moves. After the Soviets had rejected this, however, Washington seems to have 
concluded that it was more helpful to Gorbachev not to be confronted directly. 
Bush and Baker, moreover, had to contend with their own critics. Officials in the 
State Department, for example, opposed any Soviet military participation on 
grounds that U.S. policy had been striving for decades to keep the Soviets out of 
the Middle East.21 Bush's statement denying any U.S. request for a Soviet contri­
bution may also have been intended to undercut American opponents of 
Soviet-U.S. rapprochement, that is, those skeptics who demanded proof of new 
thinking in the form of active Soviet assistance in the crisis. These groups may 
have been aggravated by Primakov's mediating efforts, helping to prompt She­
vardnadze's warning to Gorbachev and his request to halt Primakov's forays. 

In November, concerned over public and congressional opposition to an 
American military move against Iraq, Bush sought a new Security Council resolu­
tion explicitly authorizing the use of force if necessary. The Americans believed 
that this would help keep their allies in the coalition. A major problem was finding 
a formula the Soviets could support without raising insurmountable opposition in 
Moscow and boosting the conservative cause there. The compromise, worked out 
mainly by Baker and Shevardnadze, employed the wording "all necessary means" 
instead of "the use of force" and included a time-table, that is, provided a deadline 
that gave Iraq another period of grace before action would be taken. Gorbachev re­
portedly asked the Americans to postpone announcing the Soviet agreement until 
after the Soviets had held one more meeting with the Iraqis in Moscow, obviously 
to avoid the appearance of following American dictates.22 Even as the Americans 
acceded to Gorbachev's requests, and as Shevardnadze obtained the Soviet Presi­
dent's final agreement for resolution 678, Primakov was in New York trying to per­
suade the Americans to postpone the Security Council vote.23 

American assistance, designed to help the Soviets provide the compliance 
Washington wanted, was not entirely sufficient. As conservative pressures grew in 
Moscow, Gorbachev began to renege on a commitment he had made to oppose 
Saddam's demands for policy linkages. From the early days of the crisis, Saddam 
had sought to condition withdrawal from Kuwait on Israeli withdrawal from the 
occupied territories and Lebanon. Instead the Soviets had agreed only to sequen­
tial linkage, an American proposal, that is, to work for settlement of the Arab-
Israeli conflict after the Gulf crisis was resolved.24 In December, however, Shevard­
nadze told Washington that Moscow was about to propose a resolution calling for 
an international conference on the Middle East, virtually accepting Saddam's 
linkage. After lengthy discussion the Soviets backed down, but part of the price re­
quired of the Americans was that they ignore other issues—inspired by Soviet con­
servatives—that were emerging. One was the Soviet military's attempt to 

undermine the recent accords on conventional forces in Europe (CFE) by transfer­
ring large amounts of heavy equipment eastward beyond the Urals so as to exclude 
them from the destruction required by the treaty.25 Bush also found it necessary to 
offer certain benefits and incentives, agreeing to a summit in Moscow in February, 
extending up to $1 billion in credits, and making promises of other economic aid. 
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Though Bush continued to postpone completion of a trade bill that would include 
MFN, insisting upon a prior Soviet commitment regarding emigration, he did ex­
tend suspension of the restrictive Jackson-Vanik amendment for an additional six 
months. Basically Bush sought to provide what he considered necessary to help 
Gorbachev combat his domestic opposition without giving Moscow so much as to 
arouse suspicion among conservatives and skeptics in Washington. 

On the whole, Gorbachev appeared to manage juggling conservative domestic 
pressures with his underlying interest in maintaining the new relationship with 
the West. Despite the delays at the UN and in talks with the Iraqis, Moscow finally 
supported and complied with Security Council resolutions; it also maintained its 
rejection of Baghdad's repeated proposals for linkage. Upon Gorbachev's orders 
the Soviet military provided the United States with technical information regard­
ing Soviet weapons in Iraq's arsenal, even though, at the same time, at least one 
Soviet ship was intercepted bringing supplies to Iraq (via Jordan) in violation of 
the international arms embargo.26 The sending of the ship was apparently carried 
out without Shevardnadze's (and probably Gorbachev's) authorization or knowl­
edge. It was similar to steps taken by the Soviet military with regard to CFE, again 
without Shevardnadze's and perhaps Gorbachev's approval. In both cases, the 
military and military-industrial complex sought to undermine a policy they op­
posed and, in so doing, complicate state-to state and state-system relations.27 

The ship incident occurred in January, and by then a decided shift in Gor­
bachev's position toward the conservatives had become apparent. This could be 
attributed to the resignation and replacement of Shevardnadze by a far less 
authoritative figure, professional diplomat Aleksandr Bessmertnykh, as well as to 
the approaching war and the actual hostilities in the Gulf. Yet it was, in fact, con­
nected with far broader domestic developments, including further personnel 
changes, the reintroduction of a certain amount of censorship, greater leeway for 
the security forces (e.g., joint army-police patrols in over 400 cities), and most fla­
grantly, a violent crackdown on nationalists in Latvia and Lithuania. 

It is difficult to gauge to what degree this further turn to the right—which 
brought about changes in Soviet policy regarding the Gulf War—was itself caused 
or at least assisted by the events in the Gulf. According to one observer the fate of 
perestroika domestically ("military reform and democratization as a whole") was 
actually being decided in the Middle East. The longer the struggle went on there, 
or if it "turned out not too successfully for the allies," the stronger the conservative 
forces would become in the Soviet Union. A swift and unconditional victory for 
the Americans, it was suggested, would permit Moscow "to come to grips with the 
army and the 'defense' enterprises, as [it had] before in the 1860s after the Crimean 
War."28 

The domestic shift was reflected in Gorbachev's response to events in the Gulf. 
As one experienced Soviet commentator put it: 

During the early stages of the conflict, observers noted the unprecedented fact that the So­
viet Union, instead of opposing the West in the Middle East, showed awareness of the threat 
to world peace posed by the aggressor. . . . It turned out, however, that many influential 
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forces in our country (the mighty military-industrial complex, above all) are displeased with 
such a policy.... Now Moscow qualifies its support... by ever increasing reservations.... 
Sympathetic neutrality towards the aggressor is getting ever more pronounced in Soviet for­
eign policy.29 

This new stage in Gorbachev's policy on the Gulf was displayed in official com­
ments and criticism, echoing statements by domestic conservatives (particularly 
in the military press and CPSU as well as the Soyuz group in parliament) that the 
United States was going beyond the mandate accorded by UN resolutions. In 
Washington for talks with Baker, Foreign Minister Bessmertnykh cautioned 
America against destroying Iraq rather than concentrating on the withdrawal of 
Iraq from Kuwait.30 CPSU Politburo member Gennadi Yanaiev, whom Gorbachev 
had named vice-president in January (and who was later one of the plotters of the 
August 1991 coup attempt), had criticized the "flabby response" of Soviet policy in 
the crisis, and now, at the beginning of February, noted that though the Security 
Council had mandated only the liberation of Kuwait, the United States was bomb­
ing "peaceful targets in Iraq and not only in Kuwait."31 This comment coincided 
with a Central Committee resolution calling upon Gorbachev to "take the neces­
sary steps" to bring an end to the "bloodshed" in Iraq.32 The following day Gor­
bachev issued a statement in which he spoke of what "appeared to be moves" by 
the coalition forces that "went beyond the mandate" given by the Security Coun­
cil.33 

Soviet democrats were not silent over this change in Gorbachev's policy. In an 
interview with CNN, Boris Yeltsin refened positively to the American's position 
in the war (just a few days after he had publicly called for Gorbachev's resigna­
tion).34 The USA-Canada Institute (ISKAN) presented recommendations to the 
Supreme Soviet that Moscow join the war so as not to lose the opportunity to dem­
onstrate the Soviet Union's loyalty to the international community or jeopardize 
the possibility of receiving needed assistance from the West. The conservative 
Sovetskaia Rossiya dismissed these fears: "As if the pitiful crumbs that our country 
received, and recently stopped receiving altogether, could create the impression 
that they [the Western nations] are ready to help seriously."35 Yegor Ligachev, Gor­
bachev's powerful conservative opponent, expressed similar sentiments. As he put 
it, certain forces in the United States were "linking perestroika with the disman­
tling of socialism." From his point of view, Moscow was corcect in refusing to par­
ticipate militarily in the Gulf and should not have agreed to the UN resolutions on 
the use of force.36 

Both the ISKAN proposals and Ligachev's comments were indicative of an­
other element that had entered the public debate, the connection between domes­
tic issues and policies, on the one hand, and relations with the international 
system, especially the United States, on the other. The Gulf War and Western aid 
were only part of the picture; American concern over Gorbachev's apparent turn 
to the right—in particular the crackdown in the Baltics—was woven into the al­
ready highly complicated domestic-foreign nexus. Shevardnadze's resignation had 
demonstrated the connection, as both Gorbachev and Bessmertnykh noted when 
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the latter took office. Gorbachev spoke of the foreign policy tasks that had to be re­
solved against the backdrop of difficult domestic problems, particularly the possi­
bility of a "deadlock of opposition."37 Bessmertnykh, referring directly to the 
Baltic events, spoke to the Supreme Soviet about "an increasing intertwining of 
foreign policy and internal political processes," explaining that "if events in the 
Soviet Union assume a form that contradicts international standards and interna­
tional law, foreign policy cannot be successful."38 Meanwhile, a leading Gor­
bachev supporter, political commentator Nikolai Shishlin, warned: "We must 
realize that our internal decisions are totally bound and harnessed to the world's 
view of the Soviet Union—to the Soviet Union's international prestige—and to a 
confirmation of the Soviet Union's adherence to the policy of renewal which we 
opted for back in April 1985."39 

Gorbachev and pro-perestroika forces were keenly aware not only of the impact 
negative domestic policies could have on relations with the United States, but 
that, for President Bush to maintain a friendly policy and provide assistance to the 
Soviet Union, he needed the support of the American public or at least of certain 
elites. Democratic Literaturnaia Gazeta explained that there were "two schools of 
thought" in the United States, for and against aid to the Soviet Union. And Bess­
mertnykh told the Supreme Soviet that although the American president was 
adopting a positive approach, "the US Congress, the press and certain segments of 
public opinion are reacting more strongly [i.e., negatively] to what is happening in 
our country." Thus, he said, he had been advised—when in Washington—to meet 
with American representatives and statesmen to "explain" domestic Soviet 
events.40 

Many conservatives, however, rejected this linkage—and in language reminis­
cent of the pre-Gorbachev period. Complaining that the United States was trying 
to dictate to Moscow and blackmail it (by holding up aid; postponing the next 
summit), they charged Washington with meddling in the Soviet Union's domestic 
affairs.41 These reactions related specifically to American complaints regarding 
the bloodshed in the Baltics. Projecting a mirror image of the Soviet situation onto 
the United States, many spoke of the growing influence of "hawks" in Washing­
ton, those who mistrusted the Soviet Union and wanted to restore the Cold War. It 
was, some claimed, to placate these groups that Bush now "overreacted" to events 
in the USSR and interfered in Moscow's internal affairs.42 Dovish American opin­
ion was also invoked as a motivating factor for the United States. By painting a dire 
picture of Soviet actions in the Baltics, Washington was said to be attempting to 
assuage its conscience and divert public attention from American atrocities 
against Iraq.43 

In fact, the violent clampdown in the Baltics was causing Washington serious 
problems as Congressional and public circles demanded a strong U.S. response. 
Bush was concerned that a mild response or none at all might appear as American 
acquiescence in Moscow's methods. Yet too strong a reaction would encourage 
those in Washington already critical of Bush's "pro-Gorbachev" policy. Moreover, 
a strong response would run the risk of "ripping the Soviets out of the coalition."44 
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Indeed, Bessmertnykh reportedly told Bush in Washington that the Soviet Un­
ion's "ability to maintain its 'cooperative approach,' "—regarding Eastern Europe, 
German unification, and the Persian Gulf—"will depend on how the United 
States reacts to the trouble in the Baltics."45 Bush in response concluded that Gor­
bachev's situation was truly most delicate, that is, that pressure would push him 
deeper into the conservatives' camp and further jeopardize perestroika—and 
along with it, Moscow's already precarious adherence to the anti-Iraq coalition. 
Therefore, the administration expressed its strongest warnings on the Baltics only 
privately (as in a letter to Gorbachev threatening to cut off economic assistance), 
tempering its language in public.46 In the same vein, Bush's decision to postpone 
the scheduled summit because of events in the Baltics was presented to the public 
as the result of the complications created by the Gulf War and unresolved arms 
control issues. 

To shore up the Soviet commitment to the coalition, the Americans not only 
accepted Gorbachev's assurances that the Baltic situation would be resolved 
peacefully but also provided renewed incentives for continued cooperation against 
Iraq by publicly reiterating the invitation to Moscow to become a partner in future 
Arab-Israeli negotiations.47 Baker agreed to a joint statement on the Middle East 
that came exceedingly close to linkage of the two crises, only preserving the princi­
ple of sequential linkage in that it was geared to a post-Gulf War Middle East. 

Conservatives in Moscow presented the American concession over the Bal­
tics—a "deal" widely referred to in the Soviet media—as vindication of their posi­
tion that a Soviet domestic matter had no place on the international agenda.48 

They rejected, however, any linkage with the situation in the Gulf (though they 
acknowledged that Washington's acquiescence had been born of America's need 
for Soviet support in the Gulf).49 Instead they continued both their efforts to dis­
engage the Soviet Union from the anti-Iraq coalition and their increasingly vitu­
perative criticism of United States policy. These efforts included the use of official 
media and facilities, producing programs designed to win over the Soviet and even 
the American public. Support was accorded the popular antiwar protests in West­
ern Europe and the United States while Moscow's international broadcasts, seek­
ing to discourage American enthusiasm for the war, increasingly emphasized the 
enormous American casualties that would result.50 

As conservative pressures grew, increasingly concentrating their attacks on the 
aggressiveness of the United States (and to some degree the impotence of the So­
viet Union under new thinking), Gorbachev initiated steps that seriously threat­
ened Soviet-U.S. relations. In early January he again dispatched Primakov to Iraq 
with a cease-fire plan and then hosted Iraqi foreign minister Tariq Aziz in Moscow 
in an effort to avoid the impending ground war. The Soviet leader was obviously 
concerned that he would not be able to withstand conservative pressures to aban­
don the anti-Iraq coalition in the event of a ground war. According to some ob­
servers, he also sought to prove that the Soviet Union still had a role to play on the 
international scene and to demonstrate his own abilities as the "peace maker."51 

Thus, by achieving an end to the Gulf hostilities and Iraqi withdrawal from Ku-
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wait, Gorbachev could bolster his sagging prestige domestically. Presumably this is 
why Primakov's cease-fire initiative was refereed to as the "Gorbachev plan." Gor­
bachev himself may have assumed (or been convinced by Primakov52) that the 
plan was close to being acceptable to the United States and particularly its West 
European allies, and that specific terms, such as the exact timing of the Iraqi with­
drawal, could be quickly negotiated, eliminating the need for a ground attack. 

i Such domestically motivated moves constituted a dangerous gamble with re­
gard to the American response and the future of the U.S.-Soviet relationship.53 

This relationship was critical to the fulfillment of perestroika (certainly this was 
how it was perceived by Gorbachev) and it was still in its formative stages. Fortu­
nately, the Bush administration recognized once again that a publicly hostile re­
sponse would drive Gorbachev more deeply into the arms of the conservatives and 
probably elicit Soviet obstructionism in the United Nations regarding the crisis 
and the postwar Middle East. Moreover, a hostile response would have strength­
ened American skeptics, not only discrediting the Bush-Baker policy toward Mos­
cow but undermining future at tempts to bolster Gorbachev and assist 
perestroika.54 Washington, therefore, downplayed the Gorbachev plan publicly, 
calling it "helpful." At the same time, the Americans warned Gorbachev to desist 
from individual diplomacy and to support coalition efforts in the Security Council 
as well as on the ground. 

After February 16, various military officials, including defense minister Dmitri 
Yazov, publicly criticized the Americans' initiation of a ground war, and the For­
eign Ministry expressed "regret" over the missed opportunity for a peaceful settle­
ment, as did Gennedi Yanaiev and the International Affairs Committee of the 
Supreme Soviet.55 These first reactions placed the blame on the United States for 
rejecting the Soviet plan that, they claimed, would have opened the way for Iraqi 
withdrawal. By February 26, however, the official line, expressed by Gorbachev's 
spokesman Vital Ignatenko, was that "it was Saddam Hussein who missed the 
chance for peace."56 Demonstrating Moscow's positive response to the Americans' 
warnings, he announced the Soviet intention to work "in accord with the United 
States in the Security Council," backing the demand that Iraq fulfill all twelve of 
the resolutions passed by the United Nations. Thus the Soviets came in line with 
the American position and did indeed cooperate fully with Washington in the sub­
sequent activities at the UN. 

The domestic debate over the Gulf crisis, however, continued well into the 
postwar period, the proponents of each point of view drawing different conclu­
sions regarding the outcome of the war. This, too, was evidence of the impact of do­
mestic concerns on attitudes towards the crisis. Conservatives, especially in the 
military, demanded both an enlarged Soviet presence in the Middle East to coun­
ter the American buildup and more resources to close the military-technology gap 
with the United States (demonstrated in the Gulf War) as well as limit the contin­
ued aggressiveness of Washington's foreign policy.57 Conservatives campaigned for 
an "independent foreign policy"; liberals pointed to Soviet-U.S. cooperation in 
the Gulf crisis as a cornerstone of Soviet national interest. 
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Almost immediately after the war ended, Gorbachev shifted back in the direc­
tion of his liberal supporters and the democratic circles. He warned opponents that 
cooperation with the United States was vital and that the U.S.-Soviet relation­
ship would not tolerate much strain.58 He even subsequently reached an agree­
ment with Yeltsin and resumed his pursuit of perestroika. Having lapsed in only a 
minor way in cooperating with the Western coalition—a lapse the United States 
largely chose to ignore—Gorbachev now expected Bush to deliver on the promises 
made to gain Soviet cooperation in the crisis. 

Washington had already "delivered" its tolerance of the Baltic clampdown, and 
now it fulfilled its promise to bring Moscow into the Arab-Israeli peace talks. Gor­
bachev, for his part, and despite domestic demands for an independent foreign pol­
icy, accepted every aspect of the American position regarding an Arab-Israeli 
settlement (including abandonment of the demand for an international confer­
ence). The Soviets also assisted Washington in getting Syria and the PLO to ac­
cept American conditions for talks with Israel, at the same time introducing 
security proposals designed to satisfy Israeli concerns as well as to ensure stability in 
the region. 

American behavior in the Gulf crisis and Gorbachev's mixed response were not 
the cause of the August 1991 coup attempt nor an immediate precipitant in the 
coup. Nevertheless, Gorbachev's foreign policy in general, and his support of the 
American-led anti-Iraq coalition, were among the contributing factors. The crisis 
brought Yazov and the highest levels of the military decisively into the opposition, 
in part because the large American force nearby could be perceived as a geostrate­
gic threat to the Soviet Union. Without the war, Yazov might not have joined the 
conspirators, and without Yazov it is unlikely they would have attempted a coup. 
At the same time, Shevardnadze had been eliminated from the political scene be­
cause of the Gulf crisis, depriving Gorbachev of an important ally in the run-up to 
the coup (possibly even accelerating the plans of the conspirators).59 

Moreover, the Soviet Union, and specifically Gorbachev, were humiliated in 
the Gulf War crisis. The lack of decisiveness, the fiasco of Gorbachev's (and Pri­
makov's) efforts to prevent American military action, and the failure of the Soviet 
Union to act as a superpower (including its obvious irrelevance throughout the 
crisis) demonstrated the weaknesses of Gorbachev and his policies. While bolster­
ing the conservatives, none of these developments strengthened Gorbachev with 
the democratic forces or the public. Indeed, they deprived him of the one area of 
success he had been able to offer, namely his foreign policy. In this sense, the Gulf 
crisis played a role in the shaping of the outcome of the coup: the demise of Gor­
bachev and his "replacement" by Yeltsin.60 

The Gulf crisis represents an example of a foreign policy development that, 
though not the dominant issue in domestic policies, nonetheless fanned the do­
mestic debate on perestroika and in turn was shaped by this debate and the for­
tunes of perestroika. Although American rhetoric was designed to assist 
Gorbachev domestically, Washington's actions strengthened the anti-perestroika 
forces, reducing the Soviet leader's ability to maintain his position as dove and pur-
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sue superpower cooperation to American satisfaction. In many ways, this interplay 
of domestic and international factors during the Gulf crisis was a precursor of for­
eign policy-making in post-Gorbachev Russia. Both the policy of the West 
(mainly the United States), and the conservative/democratic struggle in Russia re­
main the primary determinants of policy, while other factors (economic, ethnic, 
regional) are interpreted and variously weighed as a function of these determi­
nants. 
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Conclusion 

Keith L. Nelson 

Clearly, despite a common allegiance to Robert Putnam's two-level-game theory, 
the authors of these chapters have employed a variety of approaches in attempting 
to ascertain the role of external and internal factors in specific foreign policy deci­
sions. This variety is not simply a manifestation of the characteristics that typically 
differentiate the work of humanists and social scientists. Even among the histori­
ans as a group and the political scientists as a group there has been a wide range of 
concept and technique applied. 

Of course, the scholars involved in this project have benefited from the ques­
tions that the Putnam model raises with regard to the influences playing upon 
leading statesmen. But our loyalty to Putnam's ideas was strongly qualified in the 
beginning by our loyalty to our subject. That is to say, we were driven primarily by 
our curiosity about the domestic side of the Cold War, not by a desire to test a set of 
social science hypotheses. Thus we chose not to "stretch the set of issues and coun­
tries that Putnam used to develop his original ideas," as did, for example, the 
authors and editors oi Double-Edged Diplomacy,1 but rather to stay with one set of 
nation-state relationships over an extended period of historical time. This deci­
sion had the obvious disadvantage of reducing the number of cultural contexts in 
which applications of the theory could be attempted. But it also presented us with 
an opportunity that the scholars of Double-Edged Diplomacy noted was missing in 
their own studies, namely, the chance to accumulate evidence on how historical 
change in the context of international politics has affected the nature of negotiat­
ing strategies.2 By staying with the Soviets and Americans we have been able to 
hold the cultural factor constant as we carried out our "post-hole" excavations 
over time, maintaining a chance to see whether historical processes in these two 
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steadily changing societies were altering the way in which their leaders came to in­
ternational bargaining. 

Granted, the matter of extended conflict and hostility does pose a special prob­
lem for Putnam's multilevel game theory. The Cold War was not an experience 
particularly conducive to creating negotiating opportunities for its principal ad­
versaries. Yet even at its worst periods of antagonism there were at least implicit 
bargains to be struck between them, and in its waning years the need for new inter­
national anangements was growing exponentially. Moreover, this particular set of 
nation-states offers interesting points of comparison in judging the appropriate­
ness of any theory. Not only do we encounter here the contrast between politics 
and diplomacy in democratic and authoritarian societies, but we also deal with 
governments and economies that were constantly evolving, from Harding's mini­
mal executive to Nixon's imperial presidency, from Stalin's brutal dictatorship to 
Gorbachev's perestroika, from Roosevelt's arsenal of democracy to Reagan's 
plunge into international debt, from Lenin's NEP to Khrushchev's spectacular 
space program. Finally, the nation-states allied with these protagonists present 
similar yet shifting challenges in developing generalizations. At the beginning of 
our story revolutionary Russia did not have formal alliances, and the Americans 
did not want any. In the Cold War of the 1950s both countries organized large 
blocs of states in which their own voices remained decisively dominant. By the 
1970s and 1980s the relative decline of bipolarity meant that what we have called 
third-level (alliance) games became inescapably important to superpower domes­
tic and foreign success. 

A question that arose early for all of the authors of this volume has to do with 
how central to make the chief of government (CoG). Perhaps by privileging nego­
tiations as subject matter we have unconsciously replicated a long-standing ten­
dency of historians, especially liberal historians, to focus too much attention on 
the personalities of leading statesmen. Perhaps, if the truth were told, the Cold 
War was actually a clash/encounter of cultures and/or systems whose ebb and flow 
was largely independent of the individuals who held high office. George Kennan 
said as much in 1947 when he predicted that the tensions involved in Soviet Rus­
sia's relations with the West might take as long as fifty years to play themselves out 
and were largely independent of what we could do to alter them. This was "Primat 
der Innenpolitik" with a vengeance!3 

Yet it is hard to believe that the foreign policies of successive governments made 
no difference in their relationships, or that their initiatives were not an essential key 
in understanding the heating up and cooling down that went on in their respective 
societies as they projected hatred, fear, and sympathy to the outside. Obviously, it 
would be good to know more than we do about the psychology and desires of each 
leadership, just as it would be helpful to possess more in-depth analysis of what was 
driving the vested interests and the ordinary people of the country. Still, we do now 
have a great deal of the historical record, and, if we assume that men like Stalin, 
Brezhnev, Truman, and Nixon had at least some freedom to maneuver, it behooves 
us to attempt to examine what they did with the opportunity. 
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Did and does the autonomy of the CoG in negotiations change over time? 
There can be little doubt the answer is affirmative, although how much it changes 
depends on a myriad of factors including the health, age, and personality of the 
leader as well as the stage of his nation's development, the phase of his own tenure 
in office, and his relation to other actors such as his own bureaucracy or domestic 
constituencies. Second-term American presidents are notorious for their progres­
sive loss of international leverage, and Patrick Morgan shows this to have been the 
case with Eisenhower in the late 1950s as the president struggled to have new ne­
gotiating positions taken seriously and found himself blocked by officeholders he 
had earlier appointed. Authoritarian statesmen, by contrast, are said often to accu­
mulate power with longevity, but in the immediate aftermath of a revolutionary 
period (as, according to Jon Jacobson, in the Soviet Union of the 1920s) it may not 
be easy to amass the political insight or capital to develop a win-set with any pros­
pect of negotiating success. Later, Khrushchev continued to be influenced by radi­
cal ideas, but, as Vladislav Zubok and Jasmine Aimaq point out, the greater social 
complexity of his day made his foreign policy much more vulnerable than Stalin's 
to conflicting pressures from domestic interest groups. Still later, Gorbachev was 
face to face with a civil society that literally required him to achieve withdrawal 
abroad as the price for moving the Soviet Union toward genuine reform. Both Eg­
bert Jahn and Galia Golan emphasize the extent to which Gorbachev's foreign 
policy was seriously buffeted by domestic factors. 

One of the great advantages of the CoG is his ability to establish the agenda of 
international negotiations, especially when he is in attendance (a practice that be­
came frequent in the post-World War II world). President Nixon, we know, was 
adept at stipulating agendas. At the Moscow Conference of 1972 he was able to 
dictate the way in which economic issues were taken up, requiring, at an early 
stage, for example, a settlement of the age-old Lend-Lease controversy. He was 
also, of course, responsible for the fact that there were understandings on offensive 
weaponry as well as defensive. Brezhnev, at the same conference and despite 
American lack of interest, insisted on an agreement regarding the "general princi­
ples" of the superpower relationship. Khrushchev put Berlin on the agenda with 
Eisenhower at Camp David and with Kennedy at Vienna. "Ike" brought aerial in­
spections to the Geneva summit of 1956. 

Not only do CoGs establish agendas, they also have a chance to manipulate 
"win-sets" in order to achieve agreements and the ratification of agreements. As 
our authors note, Soviet and American leaders did this in a variety of ways, espe­
cially toward the end of the Cold War, by enlarging the scope of bargaining, ar­
ranging side payments to affected groups, mobilizing those who stood to gain from 
agreement, and, if they thought it necessary, cloaking their negotiations in secrecy. 
Again the Nixon years come to mind, in the course of which we witnessed the 
president pay off labor unions to ship Soviet grain, fortify the generals' enthusiasm 
for SALT by preserving MIRV, and keep everyone in the dark regarding negotia­
tions with China and the tactical intelligence he was providing Beijing. But John 
Kennedy too compensated the Pentagon, promising the Joint Chiefs of Staff future 
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support in return for their endorsement of the partial test-ban treaty. And Eisen­
hower mobilized scientists against the bureaucracy to try to offset the latter's oppo­
sition to an earlier test ban. On the Soviet side, we know that Brezhnev paid a 
constant ransom to his military in the 1970s to ensure their toleration of detente. 
And Gorbachev, while cooperating with the United States in the Middle East, 
tried to play an independent role in Iraqi negotiations, largely with an eye to influ­
encing what Soviet public and party would make of his New Thinking. 

On the other hand, a CoG can also be driven to negotiate, or be constrained in 
negotiating by a bureaucracy, a legislature, public opinion, or foreign allies. This 
seems to be more often true in democratic societies, although it became common 
in the Soviet Union too, especially in the later years of its existence. Stalin had 
been forced to deal with the contending factions within the Communist Party in 
the 1920s, and most certainly he was concerned about the requirements of the So­
viet industrialization process, but he was largely immune to pressure for negotia­
tion from the public or from governmental institutions. (In other words, Stalin's 
constraints were to a very great extent self-imposed, although it is worth remem­
bering that he faced what he saw as a hostile and dangerous world.) Such was much 
less the case with Khrushchev, who had to take popular demand for consumer 
goods and a plentiful food supply seriously (not to speak of widespread eagerness 
for a lessening of domestic terror) in addition to the often contradictory wishes of 
China and East European states. By the time Gorbachev reached the pinnacle of 
leadership, both the situation and the nature of his reform objectives compelled 
him to bargain and battle aggressively with the vested interests that stood to lose 
by change. Not the least of his dilemmas was coping with the Soviet public's obvi­
ous desire for an end to the war in Afghanistan. Nixon too had faced such a chal­
lenge, and American trauma resulting from the conflict in Vietnam was one of the 
primary reasons he had sought a new accommodation with the USSR and with 
China. Subsequently, in 1974, Congress helped to break down an agreement that 
public opinion had earlier made necessary, as the Jackson-Vanik amendment re­
quiring enlarged Jewish emigration from the Soviet Union undermined and de­
stroyed economic detente. Thus democracy can work both for and against 
international understandings. 

Naturally, statesmen can respond to frustration creatively by claiming that 
their hands are tied (their win-sets narrowed) and by trying to drive a harder bar­
gain. An excellent illustration of this was Khrushchev's insistence that his obliga­
tions to the German Democratic Republic required that the Berlin problem be 
settled by a set date. The tactic worked once by helping to push Western govern­
ments into the (ill-fated) 1960 summit conference. Later in the summer of 1961 it 
backfired on Khrushchev, provoking such a Western military buildup—and such a 
tonent of East German refugees—that he was forced into the embarrassment of 
building the Berlin Wall. 

Alternatively, statesmen can collude with their negotiating opposites and try to 
help each other bypass the roadblocks that they confront at home or abroad. A 
good example occurced in 1990, when George Bush chose to ignore Mikhail Gor-
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bachev's last-minute flirtation with Iraq's Saddam Hussein because he knew that 
the Soviet leader, whom Bush wanted to succeed domestically, desperately needed 
to create an image of effectiveness for himself with his own people. 

Time and again, the leaders of the two superpowers faced problems in the nego­
tiation or design of agreements when it came to blending short- and long-term 
considerations. Often these factors pulled in opposite directions, and sometimes 
the trend of events exacerbated this tension. This was particularly true when the 
short term considerations had to do with the leaders' personal values or particular 
interests, which, as Putnam's approach indicates, can differ a good deal from their 
goals as national leaders. This was apparent in Soviet foreign policy in the 1920s 
and again in the early postwar years, when the desire for the long-term benefits 
that good relations with the West could bring were not compatible with short-
term domestic political/ideological concerns. Eisenhower built American strate­
gic forces for the long haul, but he established an arms race and political momen­
tum that he could not control in his last years in office. Nixon's dream of important 
short-term (first-term) political advantages in summit conferences and detente 
left the overall process of accommodation sorely vulnerable to reversal in later 
years. Gorbachev had important long-term ambitions for a rejuvenated Soviet 
Union, but the short-run effects of his agreements and policies raced far beyond his 
management—inside the USSR and in Eastern Europe—and brought his objec­
tives, his state, and his career down in ruins. 

What types of agreements are easiest to negotiate? Our evidence suggests that 
understandings are more readily achievable when the benefits of collaboration are 
obvious and the costs obscure. Or to put it another way, accommodations come 
easier when the benefits are concentrated and the costs diffuse. A plausible varia­
tion on this theme is that agreements are less difficult when they secure a mutual 
advantage or defuse a mutual danger, that is, when they do not attempt to ex­
change one thing for something different, and when they do this without robbing 
the parties involved of future options. Thus the quickest bargains may come in the 
realm of communications (shared intelligence), in arrangements such as the hot­
line agreement of 1962, which addressed a newly reinforced desire in both Wash­
ington and Moscow to know what the opposing leaders were thinking during seri­
ous crises. Economic matters are more challenging to arrange to mutual 
satisfaction, but at least such agreements do not usually foreclose long-term possi­
bilities, and if they do, the obligations can be abrogated when it is advantageous to 
do so. Clearly, economic negotiations are facilitated when there is a matched and 
crying need on both sides, as in the 1970s when the Soviet Union's requirements 
for wheat and for technology encountered American eagerness to be rid of an in­
creasingly negative balance of trade and costly agricultural surpluses. 

Arms control and arms reduction agreements would seem the hardest to come 
by, not only because they commit a nation publicly against using certain kinds of 
force to defend itself or for bargaining, but also because they run up against a huge 
vested interest within the government, the defense establishment, whose special 
concern it is to maintain as much choice as possible among the tools of military 
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power. Thus, as Victor Mal'kov shows, after World War II Stalin found it impossi­
ble to countenance an agreement that would deny him access to a bomb that he 
knew would become the paramount currency of future international relations. 
Subsequently Nixon could not bring himself to relinquish MIRV for fear of what 
the military and public reaction would be. One ironic conclusion, then, is that in 
pushing arms control to the forefront of superpower diplomacy, as Moscow and 
Washington did in the last years of the Cold War, statesmen intentionally or unin­
tentionally may have been giving themselves the hardest negotiating nut to crack. 

Two other thoughts are worth mentioning. Agreements on complex undertak­
ings that involve large numbers of allies (systemic factors) would seem almost in­
evitably to be difficult to accomplish. This was certainly the case when the United 
States and the Soviet Union were trying to work out limitations with regard to the 
Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) in Europe during the 1970s. It 
was even truer ten years later, when Gorbachev was attempting to manipulate the 
East European Communist leadership into providing support for his policies of per­
estroika and opening to the West. 

On the other hand, superpower agreements that do not require formal ratifica­
tion, either by allies or a domestic legislature, are easier to achieve. Nixon's and 
Brezhnev's 1972 interim agreement on offensive weapons, for example, might 
never have been ratified at all if it had been a treaty. SALT II was rendered much 
more problematic by its treaty status, although of course the climate of opinion was 
also vastly different in the Carter years than in the Nixon. Still, in general it is 
much easier for a hawk (like Nixon) to have his arms treaties ratified, or informally 
accepted, than for a dove (like Carter), because neither Congress nor the public 
are as fearful that a hawk will be played for a sucker. 

To conclude, one might ask whether, as some have suggested, the more formal 
and informal ties that exist between the negotiating countries, the more enhanced 
the possibility of synergistic diplomatic strategies? For the authors of this volume, I 
believe, the answer to this question would be an unequivocal yes. This is not to 
deny that there are occasions in any age, such as in the molten years before World 
War II, when the chances for unprecedented agreements are particularly favor­
able. Yet, on balance it would seem that the more connected the nations of the ne­
gotiators are, the more bargains are possible between them. That is why, as the 
Cold War wore on and as the Soviet and American communities learned more 
about each other and exchanged more goods and visitors, it became possible for 
them to escape the high tension of the early years. The leaders of both countries 
became better able to "role-play" and understand their opposites, and their peoples 
became better able to do this as well. They more easily developed empathy and en­
larged their win-sets. In the end even Ronald Reagan proved unable to resist the 
urge to think of the Soviet Communists as fellow human beings. 

So, as students of international relations, do we finish by thinking that domes­
tic factors are more important than we previously had believed, or perhaps that 
they have become more important over time? Again, I think that our collective re­
sponse would be yes, on both counts. They are more crucial to foreign policy than 
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we had assumed, certainly in democracies but even in autocracies, where circles of 
influence are not quite so wide. Many of us had missed their significance, largely 
because we were caught up in the drama of interstate conflict and competition. 
Moreover, domestic factors are becoming increasingly important as societies be­
come increasingly complex. The greater the intricacy of the social system, the 
harder it is to do foreign policy in isolation. However, it is also true that the more 
interconnected different societies are, the more domestic affairs are influenced by 
external developments. Public desires, corporate ambitions, and the like—all of 
these are steadily more impacted by what citizens learn and know of events abroad. 
There is a growing seamlessness to world history, even as leaders are forced by exist­
ing boundaries, constitutions, and institutions to continue playing games on sev­
eral different levels. 

NOTES 

1. Peter B. Evans, Harold K. Jacobson, and Robert D. Putnam, eds., Double-Edged Di­
plomacy: International Bargaining and Domestic Politics (Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 1993), p. 398. 

2. Evans suggests, for example, but has little evidence to demonstrate, that over the 
last five or six decades "the proliferation of transnational alliances and the increasing 
dominance of economic as opposed to security concerns have conspired, along with learn­
ing effects, to make synergistic strategies more prevalent." Ibid., p. 401. 

3. Kennan's perspectives were and are essentially conservative. Obviously, radical 
historians also tend to reject the centering of attention on the leader. 
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