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For decades, the field of international relations has been occupied with, arnong
other things, the political dynamic between the superpowers. During the Cold War. the
understanding of international conflict centered around relations between Washington and
Moscow. Both have been the most significant variables in the determination of crisis or
stability in the international system and both have been included in efforts to intervene in
contlias of lower intensity throughout the world.

The post-Cold War era, though still in its infancy, has been characterized by both
continuity and change. While the nuclear threat has been virtually elirninated, the foreign
affairs of both Russia and the United States continue to remain of the utmost importance.

Russia is re-building itself from the wreckage of the Soviet Union and in time,
hopes to be the dynamic international player it once was. For the tirne being, it still
remains in possession of the ability to affect the new found stability of the post-Cold War
world. For this reason, it is important to understand the events surrounding the fa11 of the
Soviet Union and the reconstniction taking place in Moscow as its leaders attempt to
rebuild a world power. It is through such a study that continuities between the old and the
new systems present themselves. It is with an understanding of and respect for these
continuities that the West rnust forge its new relationship with Russia.

I would like to take this opportunity to thank the many family members. fnends
and faculty members whose support made the completion of this thesis possible. The

unfailing love and support of fiends and farnily was immeasurable and the encouragement
o f various faculty members and support staff made my expenence at the University of
Manitoba a mernorable one. To these individuals, 1 am forever grateful.

M R O D UCTION

The collapse nine years ago of the Soviet bloc and the subsequent end of the Cold
War represented the most significant geopolitical event since the end of World War Two.
The past five years for Russia have been a period of constant flux with respect to its
domestic and international flairs. The glue that hefd the Soviet Empire together is gone
and Moscow has turned its attention inward in order to focus on the domestic nightmare
that more than seventy years of cornmunisrn created.

The post-Cold War era, though still in its infancy, has been a crucial period for
Russia and both its past and present partners. George Bush's promise of a new world
order set in motion ideas about a new international dynamic that would see East and West
in cooperation to secure international peace. This is an exciting time. Cold War alliances
have been altered and the world. as many once understood it to be, is unrecognizable.
Naturally, the end of the Cold War lefk fertile ground for new beginnings and new
partnerships which were previously unimaginable.

Much of the post-Cold War literature with respect to Russian foreign policy and
the East-West relationship, stresses the discontrr7uities between the fonner Soviet regime
and the new Russian Federation. The "newness" of the post-Cold War era is reflected in
the recent wrïtings of many academics and scholars. such as Richard ~akwa,'Jonathan

I

Sec sakwa, Richard Gorbachev and His Reforms. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1990.

1

steeleY2Leszek ~ u s z ~ n s k and
i , ~ Saikal and

ale^."

Each with a tone of caution,

undertakes a study of the discontinuities between the former Soviet Union and postcommunist Russi* and each does so with an air of new departure. The above authors and
many others in their field, make important contributions to the stuciy of Russian foreign

policy during the penod 1985-1997. However this Iiterature leaves room for more
examination of the themes of continuity between the Soviet and post-Soviet eras. This
thesis makes a modest contribution which should not be overlooked in an exarnination of
Russian foreign policy.

Between 1989 and 1991 there was some tendency to overstress the idea of
discontinuity in the communist world. The difficulties of instituting democratic reform
were somewhat underemphasized. Since this penod, there have been challenges to
democratic governrnent in the former Soviet Republics, such as Ukraine and Kazakhstan.
Links to the past were deeper than most had imagined and while it is legitimate to be
optirnistic about the changes taking place, one must still remain cautious and never forget
the past. In the beginning of the post- Cold War era, few predicted the continuing
influence of cornmunism in the world. And so, when it cornes to an exarnination of the
particulars of Russian foreign policy toward the U S . , the tensions become apparent
between the idea of fresh beginnings and the continuance of old attitudes, old assumptions
and old problerns.

See Jonathan SteeIe. Eternal Russia: Yelisin. Gorbachev and the Mirage of Dernocracy. Cambridge:
Harvard University Press. 1994.
3
Sce Buszynski, Leszek, Russian Forei~nPolicv mer the Cold War. Connecticut: Praeger. I996.
'' Sœ SaiM. Amin and Maley. William. eds., Russia in Search of Its Future. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1995.

The thesis reflects a comprehensive review of recent literature with respect to
Soviet and Russian foreign policy and it seeks to address important understandings about
the East-West relationship. It will test the proposition that there are several continuities
that characterize Russia's behaviour today that will likely continue to challenge Russia and
its neighbors and partners. It is through an analysis of both Gorbachev's and Yeltsin's
foreign policies that these continuities will be identified. The thesis will proceed by
reviewing the history of Soviet relations with the United States under Gorbachev from
1985- 1991 and Russian relations with Washington under Yeltsin corn 199 1- 1997.'

When Gorbachev took power in 1985, he did so at a time when East and West
were experiencing somewhat of a cooling of relations. The Soviet economy was in distress
and détente had failed to relax Reagan's drive toward a more aggressive military
programme. Brezhnev Ieft Gorbachev with a legacy of expensive military cornpetition with
the United States and a domestic economy that was weakening rapidly with little
technological innovation. Gorbachev knew that the refonn of Soviet society was
inextricably tied to relations with the West. He knew that if he was going to address
economic priorities, he would require a reprieve fiom the expensive rnilitary cornpetition
with the West. He understood that the key to solving the Soviet Union's problems was to

5

While many aspects of Soviet foreign policy were radically altered with respect to the international
cornrnunist rnovement and Russia's relationship uith the Europcan Union and the Asia Pacifrc. and whiie
these arc important, this study will fonis primady on the changing dynamic between Washington and
Moscow.

secure a cooperative and significantly more positive international environment. one in
which Washington and Moscow could work together to promote peace.

Gorbachev was not advocating an East-West alliance. but he did seek a stronger
détente with the West that would ailow him time to focus on domestic problems. He
announced democratic-style reforms in the hope of both addressing economic ills and of
wiping out any future of armed confiict between the superpowers. This break in
superpower conflict was intended to allow him time to get his domestic house in order and
was never intended to transform the Soviet system into a fully democratic state.

It will be revealed in the thesis that Gorbachev's refoms gained so much
momentum that they grew too large for him to control. To redirect the words of Franz

Kafka, "he [Gorbachev] found the Archimedean point. but he used it against himself"
While he was successful with respect to relations with the West. this may have been a
Pyrrhic victory for Gorbachev. Perhaps his fatal flaw was that he introduced democraticstyle reforms into a society that was not properly organized to deal with democracy. It
seems what Gorbachev rnissed was that by removing the source of tension between the
Soviet Union and its neighbors, he also removed the foundation of his regirne's right to
rule! This loss of legitimacy led to his replacement by a man who promised democracy at
a much faster pace, yet who, like Gorbachev. did not possess the necessary formula. Some

Srniut. Christoplier. The Ima~ervof Soviet Foreign Policy and the Colla~seof the Russian Empire.
Connecticut: Praeger. 1995. p. 146.

of the old pillars of comrnunism remained and Yeltsin's narrow window of opportunity to
institute democracy in Russia was closing fast.

Yoltsin has faced challenges Gorbachev never knew. The reaction of Russian
public opinion to a new international role was the main new problem which. at the end of
the Gorbachev years, was only just beginning to rnake itself felt. A large section of public
opinion has been slow to accept Russia's new status. Gorbachev's reforms, with respect to
both domestic and international relations, reflected many of the characteristics of the old
regime and some of these characteristics have persisted even throughout the Yeltsin
period.

Yeltsin. in many cases, still looks West for threats to Russia's security.
Continuities can be seen in Russia's opposition to and later grudging acceptance of NATO
expansion, and in Russia's recent position on how best to deal with Iraq. Many comrnunist
values and attitudes still remain in Moscow and there is a growing &-Western sentiment
among much of the population. The fact that the Communist Party failed to dissolve after
the 1991 coup is significant. There are still many challenges to democracy that raise
important questions about its future in Russia. m i l e the current Russian govemrnent
appears to have kept much of the anti-Western sentiment under control, there is no
guarantee that Yeltsin will rernain in power for much longer. It appears that Russia is
unable to reconcile its past and its fbture and arguably it has some tough choices ahead.

As Yeltsin struggles with the legacy of the past, Russia's future. both interndly

and extemally. hangs in the balance. This thesis will examine the nature and significance of
the continuities between past and present Russian foreign policy fiom 1985- 1997 in an
atternpt to shed some light on Russia's uncertain. unpredictable attitudes. The legacy
Brezhnev lefi for Gorbachev in many ways rernains today as Russia stmggles to define a
new identity for itself at home and abroad.

The decade of détente was crucial to creating the kind of international environrnent
that would be susceptible to the changes Gorbachev sought. Gorbachev was confident that

if he could secure American trust, then both East and West would be able to work
together to foster an environment of cooperation rather than cornpetition. While
Gorbachev did inhent an expensive military programme. he also inherited an environrnent
that was ripe for reform. What he did with his inheritance continues to affect the EastWest dynamic today, as Yeltsin struggles to reconcile the end of Communist Party
dominance with lingering values and attitudes from the Soviet penod.

CHAPTER ONE
Gorbachev's lnheritance
When Mikhail Gorbachev came to power in March 1985. he was the
youngest man to hold supreme power in the Soviet Union since Joseph Stalin. Gorbachev
arrived on the Soviet poiitical scene when it had reached. what he termed. a "pre-crisis
situation."

Gorbachev. trained as a lawyer at Moscow State University. joined the

Communist Party in 1952 and rose steadily in the regional party hierarchy until he was
summoned to Moscow in 1978. He becarne the protégé of Yun Andropov, and a strong
candidate to become Generai Secretary Gorbachev soon fùlfilled this mandate in Aprii
1985, upon Chernenko's death.

Little had changed in Moscow between the death of Brezhnev and the nse of
Gorbachev. Gorbachev assumed the role of General Secretary amidst a strong expectation
for change and began talk of serious reform from the moment he delivered Chernenko's
eulogy. Gorbachev's "pre-crisis situation" was characterized by shortages and imbalances

in the econorny and unmanageably low levels of labor productivity; years of stagnation had
Ieft people uninterested in their jobs and apathetic7 Citizens were distmstfùl of what the
politicians were telling them. On the international front. trouble was accumulating. The
Soviets had failed to put a stop to Amencan deployment of missiles to Europe, Reagan
was focused on rapid arms build-up, and the Soviets had reached a stalemate in

' Nove. Mec. Stalinism and mer.London: Unwin Hyman. Ltd.. 1975. p. 178.

Afghanistan. These problems were seen a11 throughout Europe. especially in Poland where
the Polish Communist Party had virtually collapsed.

Gorbachev inherited a social. econornic and political nightmare caused by years of
high level corruption and exploitation. For many years. the bulk of govemrnent investment

was allocated to defence and this led to distonions in the rest of the economy. The
economy was in such a state that centralized planning could no longer provide the
solutions required to tum the economy around. What was needed was a more flexible and
more sophisticated economy, and in order to achieve this. more initiative and enterprise

from below would have to be allowed and encouraged. Innovation was the key to
8

resolving ~ t a ~ n a t i o n . ~

The tensions in Soviet society exacerbated Moscow's relations with the West in
general and with the Americans in particular. The resolution of these problems pointed
toward radical shifts in Soviet foreign policy. This chapter will now take up these problems
and examine underlying reasons for these changes in foreign policy in the late 1970's and
early 1980's.

In order to achieve a broader understanding of the relations between East and
West prior to Gorbachev's reign, it is necessary to examine the foreign policies of the
Brezhnev era. It was during the Brezhnev era that the Soviet Union and the United States
launched the penod of détente in the 1970's. Brezhnev occupied the position of General

Secretary for eighteen years and his reign as primtrs itrter pares of the Soviet leadership
lasted longer than that of his predecessor. Nikita Khrushchev. His style of leadership was
undramatic and he conducted state business in an orderly, methodical. gradua1 manner.
always with deep caution.Y

Brezhnev's attitude toward Soviet history and Staiinism changed from
Khrushchev's. Brezhnev sought to rehabilitate Staiin and disailowed any discussion or
debate of Staiin's failures. He erected a statue of Stalin dong the Kremlin wall depicting

him as a modest, secondary. histoncal figure.'' This marked an effort to remind people of
Soviet power and greatness but was not meant to promote a return to the ways of Stalin.
Brezhnev acknowledged the ultimate need to move ahead in a positive way with socialism,
however Khrushchev had gone too far with his criticisrns and Brezhnev set out to reverse
that trend. The Brezhnev regime had been "more consistent. less flexible, and less tolerant
than ~hmshchev."''One quarter of Soviet history took place under Brezhnev and this left
Gorbachev with a lot to address.

Before and throughout much of Brezhnev's d e , the Soviet Union enjoyed a
powemil rote rnilitarily, economically and politically in the international system. Moscow
challenged the United States for preeminence. The Soviet Union was adroit in its ability to
move into areas that were "quite unstabie and quite proximate to areas considered vital to

- --

9

--

-

Bialer. Seweryn. Stalin's Successors. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1980. p. 70.
Ibid. p. 163.
II
Ibid. P. 164.
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other powers."12 Russia had caused the United States to be fearful of the erosion of its
dominant position in the international system.

With Gorbachev. what was becoming clear was that the Soviet Union was no
longer invincible on the battletield and. as Valerie Bunce argues. there was a growing
awareness that the expansion of Russia's presence in the international system did not
necessady serve to enhance Russia's power.

13

Brezhnev seemed to give early signals of being open to a liberalization of the
system but acted conservatively when confionted with domestic unrest in the
Czechoslovak Spnng of 1968. He was in power for eighteen long years, a tenure which
interacted with the authontarian nature of the Russian states, elite fears of domestic
unrest, and with a growing appreciation for stability in cadres, public policy and the Soviet
stmcture.14 There was declining control of the military and bureaucracy and growing
corruption among public oficials. This provided a breeding ground for liberai, reformminded thought.

Brezhnev presided over a mounting crisis in the Russian economy and by the end
of his era, the Soviet Union was facing an economic and foreign policy crisis of
rnonumenta1 proportions. Valerie Bunce lists Brezhnev's burdens:
...the burdens on Soviet foreign policy imposed

''

Bunce. Valerie Domestic Refirm and International Change: The Gorbachev Re/oms i ~Historical
t
Perspective. International Ornanization. Winter 1993. p. 1 10.
l 3 ibid.
14
Ibid-p. 1 12.

by an incrcasingly kigorous West. a prolonged and
unsuccessfiit \var in Afglianistan. an empire in
Eastern Europe which \vas increasingly unstable.
indebted to the West. and a scrious drain on the Soviet
economy. and at the same timc. an unwillingness and
increasing inabîlity to d u r e the regional defence
burden; stresses imposed by the Sino-Soviet dispute
and the prosimity of China: the economîc drain of
Cuba Vietnam, and the acquisition of what could
only be termed "Fourtli Worldn client States: the
threat that the Americans might succeed in devetoping
the SDI:and the growing problems tvith the Soviet
economy as a consequcnce of ( 1) the size of îts militan
and imperial burdens. (2) csliaustion of new sources of
labor and capital a n d finally. (3) the inefficient
utilization of the f a c t m of production in state-otvned.
cenually plannecl and highly protected economies."

Brezhnev had conflicting economic priorities which included not ody the most
extensive defence procurement programme since the first Five Year Plan, but also one of
the most arnbitious housing programs in Europe. He also placed great emphasis on
agriculture and between 1974 and 1984, agriculture grew as a pnonty area because
despite growing investment, there were still large shonfalIs in food production. Large
imports of grain from the West were brought in. but were always in short supply These
goods were sold at such low prices that demand and supply rarely balanced.16 Dating from
Nicholas 1, Russia had managed to miss out on al1 the changes in social stmcture. fiscal
institutions, bureaucracy and technology that had proved crucial in prornoting agricultural
efficiency, industrial revolution and military success in the West." Further to this, as Nec
Nove describes,
Groudl rates declined, living standards ceased to
rise. shortages and imbalances became worse.
giving increased opportunities for corruption
at al1 levels. Alcoliolisrn, crim. and dmg use

'' fiid-p. 113.

16

Nove, op cit.. p. 166.

17

Bunce, op cit., p. 1 15.

increascd in scope and wcrc scen by Soviet
critics as directiy relaicd to a sort of crceping
dcmoralization.''

The major cause of economic strain under Brezhnev. however. was directly related
to his expensive foreign policy. The arms programme was given top priority and Soviet
naval and missile expansion was rapid in order to answer American superiority in this area.
In order to catch up to the U.S., the Soviets' production of armaments had to far exceed
that of Arnerican production. This imposed an enormous strain on the already
overburdened Soviet economy.l9

This need for competition with the Arnencans was charactenstic of the Brezhnev
years in spite of a clear understanding in Moscow that the Politburo had a definite interest
in expanding bilateral relations with the United States. Moscow was convinced that it
faced an ever stronger NATO and a cultural revolution in China in the early 1970's. There
were also nationalist sentiments emanating from within the societies of the Soviet Union's
East European allies. Complicating this was the understood need for improved relations
with the West in order to facilitate the importation of Western goods and technology. The
emergence of Westpoiitik encapsulated Soviet desires for a European secunty conference
that would recognize Soviet gains in World War Two, and. finally. the Soviet desire to
constrain American deployment of weapons in areas that would put the Soviets at a
technological di~advanta~e.~'

18
19
'O

Nove, op cit., p. 177.
ibid. p. 167.
Gelman. Harry. The Rise and Fa11 of Détente . Rand Corporation Occasional Papcr # OPS-002. 1985.

p. 4.

The Americans. too. had similar desires for improved relations between the
superpowers. However. each side soon realized that to promore their own agenda
considerable concessions were required from the other side. None of these contradictions
were resolved.

The Soviets learned that the U.S. would be unwilling to side with them in the event
of a clash with China and were disappointed that the United States refused to support
Soviet vital interests with respect to their relations with Eastern Europe. Also on the
Soviet agenda was to reverse the many geopolitical advantages made by the Americans in
recent years as well as to suppiant American influence. wherever possible. in different
parts of the worid."

At the sarne time, throughout the latter half of the 1970's. the Soviets were
attempting to expand their geopolitical position around the world. most specifically by
widening the scope of their naval and air operations to more distant areas and also by
providing arms assistance to radical movements or states fonnerly in the Western sphere
of influence. It has been said, and certainly believed by the Americans, that these Soviet
efforts throughout the decade of détente and afler, were a result of an intemally driven,

-

-

It is interesting to note the penistence of somc of tliese questions. Russia continues to proniotc a
conference on European sccuriq in which Russia plays an important role. Their advocacy of such an
arrangement can bc seen in their previous opposition to NATO e ~ ~ a n s i oand
n their reluctant acquiesccnce
to it in March 1997. Russia has continued to seek rcnewed statu in Europe and with the West and an
acknowledgment from the West of their continued great power statu. The issue of Russia's role in the
new European security framewvork will be discussed later in tliis thesis.
" Gelman, op cit.. p. 7.

perpetuai contest with the West to which al1 other purposes and relationships were

"

subordinated.

Throughout the 1970's. the Soviets attempted to keep their relationship with the

U. S. separate fiom their activities abroad. A good bilateral relationship with the U. S. was
important to Brezhnev, yet he was still set on expanding Soviet influence. usually at
Amencan expense. H a 9 Gelrnan likens this separation to a wail that the Soviets built to
separate Soviet-U. S. relations from the underlying Soviet value of supplanting American
i n f l ~ e n c eIn
. ~response to this Soviet "wall," the American consensus about détente began
to crumble and this seemed to confinn suspicions about hostile Soviet intentions. The
political balance had shifted again. This situation did not improve with President Carter's
successor.

With Reagan's inauguration came growing Soviet pessirnisrn about the nature of a
bilateral relationship with the United States. The Reagan years saw the retum of old
rhetoric regarding the "nature of the enerny" and the Soviets saw this as an effort to
undermine Soviet advancernents, Moscow retumed with accusations and some antiAmerîcan rhetoric of its own, surpassing that of the 1950's." The anti-Reagan rhetonc
suggested that Reagan should be regarded as another ~ i t l e r . ~ '

As the Cold War deepened. so. too. did the Soviet Union's intemal turmoil.
Actions taken by the Soviet leadership were those understandably taken by a govenunent
that viewed itself as beset o n al1 ~ides.~"n the early 1980's. Moscow was dealing with a
succession crisis. an economy in grave crisis and Reagan's military programme. Soviet
oligarchs were also dealing with the ongoing problem of the war in Mghanistan. an
unstable Poland and setbacks to their desire to block MF deployment and draw China
away from its changing orientation toward the u.s."

The Politburo was also undergoing a deep crisis at this time. It was viewed, both
intemally

extemaily, that the "semi-paralysis" that had set in during the last few years

of Brezhnev's reign would continue under the next two ailing general secretaries,
Andropov and ~ h e r n e n k oThe
. ~ ~ lack of a strong, decisive leader had a dulling effect on
the Soviet people. Growing dissatisfaction with their leaders and the perceived physical

and political weaknesses of the above two men iead to a "growing malaise associated with

a general sense of exceptionai weakness and division at the

enter."^' Gorbachev was set

to inherit a recasting of Soviet defense and security priorities, largely caused by détente,
which had proven to be somewhat dismptive in the comrnunist ranks. Its process had
funher deepened the divisions already present in the 1960's and it accelerated the process
of other communist states7reabsorption into the rnainstrearn of international politics.'o

26

ibid. p. 26.

'' ibid.

a The aging ailing Soviet elite was a real problcm in Moscorv. Between the 24th and 25th Party

Congresses the leadership remained relaûvely the same witli littie turnover in the Centrai Cornmittee and
in the Politburo. As a result. there r a s littlc impetus for much needed reform.
29 Gelman op cit.. p. 26.
30
Bromke and Nov& Communist States in the Era of Détente. Ontario: Mosaic Press. 1979. p. 7.

Despite the contradictions and difficulties, Brezhnev's foreign policy was
characterized by détente. Détente was premised by a period of improved relations between
the superpowers in which both sides tried to make concessions to the other to promote
peace through lirnits on weapons proliferation. Détente has been defined as:
. ..a form of peacehil coexistence3' cliaracterized
by a network of bilateral and rnultilateral agreements
that facilitate a peaceful settlement of disputes
behveen states. provide certain guarantees against
a new worldwide armed confiin and contribute
toward the establislunent of international machinesr
(or more efficient functioning of that already in
existence). that is calleci on to safcguard peace."

From the Soviet perspective, the balance of power was shifting in favour of the
West. Weapons technology drastically improved leaving any potential aggressor's hopes
of winning a war fmstrated. What grew from this situation was essentidy a nuclear

..

stalemate because war could no longer be relied upon to achieve one's poiiticd goals."

Détente happened largely as a result of the realization that "enhanced power does not
automatically, especially in the nuclear age, give a state greater s e c u ~ - i t ~ . " ~ ~

31

kacefiil coesistencc refcrs to the paralle1 esistence of states with differing socioeconornic and political
-stems. characterized by normal diplornatic and economic relations and a minimum set of bilateral and
multilatcral agreements. This dcfinition was borrowd from Daniel Frei's Definitions and Measurement of
Détente. p. 58.
32 Bromke and Novak. op cit.. p. 7.
33 Ibid. p. 59.
34
Ulm. Adam. Dawerous Relaiions. New York: O&rd University Precs. 1983. p. 39n i e most obvious aspect of détente ivas a strategic arms agreement b e t w n the two superpwers. This
made sense to Washington. whicli was following a policy of MAD (mutually assured dcstnidon). which
MWthat b o n d a certain point, (in whicli one had adquate resourccs to annihilate one's encmy). it was
unnecessary and wasteful to produce more \veapons. The Soviets compulsively p m e d more and more
ICBM's, given their past stratcgic inferiority and growing cornpiex in this regard. (See pp.4548 for a
lcngthicr discussion of the arms racc and Soviet motivations).

The détente idea had been strengthened by other factors. Since World War 11. the
geopolitical map had chaneed with the rising t ide of anti-colonial revolutions which
resulted in the emergence of some ninety new independent states. This new phenornenon
added to the course of those who advocated decreased tensions among the superpowers.
Another key factor iduencing the evolution toward détente was an overall world public
opinion against war as a conflict-resolving mechanism." The 1960's and 1970's especially
were, in many countries. a time of peace rallies and anti-war movements. As Jumi Pankov
explained, détente's purpose was to "avoid a war that no one could win, a suicida1 and
senseless war."" In spite of this. he also points out that even in the decade of détente, the

arms race persisted vigorously. however this has not been without the Soviet effort to Iink
military détente with political détente. They insisted that they wanted to stop nuclear and
conventional arms races and to promote di~armament.~'

For the Soviets. détente extolled the benefits of cooperation. not preciuding
competition. Détente was said to have been, in many respects, a product of Soviet
achievements and was understandably viewed skeptically by the Americans. Brezhnev was
seen as the primary instigator of this new form of peaceful coexistence and thus. it had
been implemented within a relatively reliable political f r a m e ~ o r k . 'Bowker
~
and Williams
agree that the continuity in the Soviet leadership (and the subsequent demotion of persons
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not subscribing to its policies). leant stability and legitimacy to Soviet détente policy,

which was lacking in the West. Due to American hesitancy to espouse détente fully, the
Soviets began to see them as unsatisfactory partners in détente with the deteaion of a one
way Street in favor of the adversa~y.'~
In spite of this, Moscow still pursued détente as the
best possible alternative.

There was an attempt early in Brezhnev's reign to restrict the power of his
leadership in favor of the promotion of a collective leadership. However by 1970, he was
able to escape fiom under this directive and assume a greater position as primus inter
pares. Although his authontative power never equaled that of his predecessors and he
ruled by consensus; there was a visible personalizing of his foreign policy. Brezhnev
becarne increasingiy involved in foreign policy and favored militas. action in
Czechoslovakia in 1968, in keeping with what the West termed the Brerhnrv Doctrir~e.'~

This closer, personal identification with Soviet foreign policy had negative aspects as well.
Brezhnev faced scmtiny over his policies toward the Federal Republic of Germany. and his
more conciliatory approach toward the Americans and toward m s control. Nonetheless,
Brezhnev managed to consolidate his power to lead the U.S.S.Rthrough the decade of
détente.

-

39

Ibid. p. 189.
The Brezluicv Docuinc assertcd tliat communist states could intervene in eacli other's internai political
flairs if there wvas thought to be a tlueat to ttieir common political system. Many have cited the Warsaw
Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia as the best practical esample of the Brczhncv Doctrine. For a more
elaboratc discussion of the Brezhnev Doctrine. see Walter Lacquer's The L o n ~Road to Freedom.
40

The policy of détente was f i d y in place in the early Brezhnev years. By 1973
however, Soviet policy toward the West was facing growing criticism from within the
Soviet elite. Much of this began in September 1973 when the Allende governrnent in Chile
was overthrown by an Arnencan backed military coup. Allende requested economic
assistance from Moscow and was given low priority which may have led to his overthrow.
Critics in the U.S.S.R attnbuted Moscow's unwillingness to support Allende as resulting
from its greater interest in p r e s e ~ n gdétente. Brezhnev was accused of placing more
importance on Moscow's relationship with the U.S. than on its relations with its Third
World allies. Moreover, the Middle East war of 1973 proved yet again that the Amencans
were capable and willing to compete actively with the Soviets in various parts of the
world. Détente was losing popularity in Moscow as a resuk4'

Bowker and Williams assert that if détente was to be a success, Moscow had to
appear sensitive to Amencan concems. They argue that Soviet policy did not change in
the latter half of the 19703, but the international context changed and therefore Soviet
actions became more confùsed, reactive and opportunistic in their response to
developments in ~ a s h i n ~ t o n . "Therefore, sornetimes the Soviets appeared to be
sympathetic and conciliatory to the United States and other times they would act in ways
perceived by the Arnenkans to be h ~ s t i l e . ' ~
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In the mid 1970's. détente entered a downward spiral. The superpower

relationship became increasingly characterized by mutual distrust and antagonism.u This
decline can be attributed to many incidents such as Caner's letter to Sakharov which
displayed an Amencan willingness to involve itself in Soviet interna1 &airs; Carter's
reversal of the original willingness to include the U.S.S.R in the Middle East peace
process created a wide spread view in Moscow that the Carter administration was an
enerny of détente; the Amencan positioning of Bzrezinski to a dominant position of power
and the way he played the China card was especially cornmunicating a negation of one of
the key elements of détente." Washington and Beijing moved much closer together under
the Carter administration and this condominium seemed to have a "pronounced anti-Soviet
bi2~.""~Bowker

and Williams noted,
The establishment of fiil1 diplornatic relations
behveen China and the United States. the visit
of the Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping to Washington
in l a n w 1979 and the subscquent Clunese invasion
of Vietnam all intensifiai Soviet concerns and cast
doubt on the American commitment to superpower
détente."

American hesitancy over the signing of the SALT II Treaty in June 1979 further
contributed to Soviet insecunties. As Brezhnev's health began to decline. so. too, did his
involvement in foreign policy. Specifically, his power appeared to be growing as he
surrounded himself with his protégés later to assume the presidency and he showered
himself with numerous medals. His concem with leadership left him further removed from
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policy and Brezhnev again found himself workinç within a collective decision making
process in which consensus was movinç away from concessions simply to maintain
détente." The Soviets did not abort their détente policy, however it gradually decreased in
importance in relation to domestic concems. Bowker and Williams claim it is important to
note that,
. .the fiindamental stiifi awvay from détente took place
in Washington. not Moscow. The Soviet debate led
to ctmges at the margin; the Amencan debate established
a new foreign poticy consensus in which détente had
no p a d 9

The challenge to détente coincided with the transition to a difEerent strategic
structure where the bi-polar mode1 was less satisfactory. Gorbachev was positioning
himself to assume power in an era that was beginning to see the end of a simple bi-polar
world in which only dominant superpowers mattered. Kenneth Waltz argues that in a bipolar world, one is never in doubt about who the enemy is. This proposition was
becoming less helpfùl. Throughout the 1970's. the superpowers were adjusting to their
unique vuherabilities and concerns which differed From each other. As a result. although
they each had some common interests, each had a different definition of détente and each
pursued its own ends." Toward the end of the decade of détente the peaceful coexistence
that had been enjoyed by both sides for many years was becoming increasingly fragile.

The Soviets promoted détente as a means of securing Amencan acknowledgment
of Soviet status and of gaining Western assistance for the Soviet econorny. The United
48
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States saw détente as valuable to Soviet leaders; valuable enough that Washington hoped
to use it as a tool to force concessions from the Soviets and to encourage "liberal"
refo rrns.

Hamy Gelman identifies several important developments fiom the decade of

détente that endured well into the 1980's with which Gorbachev had to deal. The first
important development was the emergence of new Soviet-Amencan institutional relations,
for example the Joint Standing Consultative Commission which. since SALT 1, has deait
with arms control issues. Even though open discussion had corne to a halt in this regard
with the arrivai of a new period, though brief, of mutual distrust, the structure itself was
still in place* available for future use. In addition. there were other important arms controlrelated measures taken such as the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (Mi3FR)
negotiations in Vienna and the meetings on "confidence building measures" in Stockholm.
These "empty vessels" remained should they be needed in the future."

Throughout détente there existed a series of informal contacts between the Soviet
Union and the United States that were instrumental in foming the new relationship
between the two powers. however this relationship was constricted with post-détente
Soviet efforts to tighten security controls over Western communication and contact with
the Soviet population. On the Arnerican side. President Reagan attempted to impose
reciprocity on some mutual contracts and this, too. affected the stability of the political
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r e l a t i ~ n s h i ~Amencan
.'~
grain shipments to the U.S.S.Rrnanaged. miraculously. to
endure the downturn in Soviet-American relations. The unavoidable truth was that the
Soviets no longer had an ample supply of grain required for feed to increase meat
production.

Gelman identifies two major dilemmas facing Gorbachev in the post détente era.
First, Soviet rivalry with China continued which led China to try to attain some degree of
security association with the United States. The increased cooperation between the U.S.

and China served to strengthen Soviet resentment toward the West. The second problem

facing Gorbachev d e r détente was the downward spiraling economy in the Soviet Union
which led Moscow to seek closer ties with the West. The Soviet economic burden was

such that it was no longer able to suppon competitive military and strategic cornpetition
with the United States. Further. the backward Soviet economy and lack of technological
innovation left the U.S.S.R extraordinarily far behind in ternis of becoming a major
industrial power.53The costs of supporting and maintaining the Soviet Empire were
becoming prohibitive.

According to Gelman, the Soviets did maintain sorne important advantages. In
spite of a few "problern areas," the Soviet geopolitical presence in the world was much
more far-reaching than it was prier to the 1970's. The geopolitical engagement of the
United States and the Soviet Union was a continuing phenomenon into the mid 1980's. 5'4

The early 1980's marked a period of transition in the Soviet Union. Brezhnev was
getting on in years and was growing increasingly ill. As a result. his control over party
cadres was beginning to weaken and there was talk of corruption among high ranking
members of his party and even among family members. Brezhnev becarne increasingly
concemed with clinging to power and privileges: there was definitely mounting inertia at
the top." Such short-sightedness made it virtually impossible for Brezhnev to deal with
the growing problems with the Sonet economy. Ln his decline, Brezhnev became the
spokesman of the weakening collective leadership that sought to "prop him up" in order to
avoid change. He was seen as their last chance at preserving the status quo and avoiding
reform. The social and economic stagnation that the Soviet Union experienced in the late
1970's and early 1980's was not exclusive io the Brezhnev era; such stagnation plagued
the administrations of both Andropov and Chemenko.

Adam Bromke recounts that economic growth was down by three percent and
there was a declining supply of labor? The technology gap between the U.S.S.R and
other, more industrialized nations such as Iapan and the United States, was widening and
there appeared to be no end in sight. The Soviet government was pouring money into
agriculture, but it continued to perform poorly. The standard of living was stagnant, given
the low quality of consumer goods, and the recurrent food shortages. Discontent among
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Pertiaps these figures are optimistic. Given the notorious difficulty in dccifering Sovici statistics. some
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Soviet citizens grew and many turned to alcoholism. bribery and thefi. Economic and
social refonn was urgently needed." However, with the end of détente. the superpower
arms race, with the new challenges from the Reagan administration. placed a heavy burden

on the Soviet econorny. Soviet foreign policy placed even fùrther burdens on Moscow's
purse given its commitments and subsidies to c o m u n i s t client States in the Third World.
most notably, Cuba and ~ietnam." The political tumoil in Poland and the war in
Afghanistan placed an immense strain on the Soviet economy. In the 1980's. the Cold War
deepened with the advent of the Reagan administration and continuing good relations
between the United States and China, which limited the scope for the possibility of
détente.

Brezhnev's health rapidly detenorated after 1982 and when he died in Novernber,
Yuri Andropov

replaced him as General Secretary. Andropov acknowledged the sad

shape of the Soviet economy and made efforts to end alcoholism and to stress discipline,
to curb the growing social ills. He occasionally hinted at the need for a comprehensive
restmcturing of the economy, however he had no time for such an undertaking. as he died
less than two short years

la te^-.'^

Despite this start, his efforts did not amount to much.

Chernenko inherited an economy which had not really changed at all.

Andropov and his successor, Chemenko, were nothing more than transitional
leaders. The negative changes that were taking place in the Soviet Union were a function
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of inertia and were beyond the control of both men. Chernenko abstained from instituting
any major reforms, and even if he had wanted to do so, he was far too il1 successfully to
affect change in the ~rernlin.~'
To his credit. .4ndropov had at least the presence of rnind
to see that reform was essential and to this end. he groomed the relatively young Mikhail
Gorbachev to succeed him. In the final months of Chernenko's life, Gorbachev
this interregnum. East-West
increasingly emerged as his most obvious s ~ c c e s s o r .During
~'
relations were exceedingly poor. The inertia that existed in Moscow and the growing
assertiveness in Washington Ied the two superpowers toward a worsening bilateral
political clirnate?'

A series of events led to the resurgence of tensions between the two countries.

President Reagan, in a March 1983 speech to the National Association of Evangelists,
characterized the Soviet Union as "the source of evil in the modem world," and was
followed by the launching of his "star wars" initiative later that r n ~ n t h . ~August
'
that sarne
year witnessed the Soviets shoot down a South Korean airiiner carrying John Birch, a
mernber of the United States House of Representatives. These incidents ignited the old
flames of Soviet-Arnerican tensions and this culminated with the Soviet delegates aborting
their participation in the Geneva arms control talks? A new round of weapons acquisition
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was under way. indicating a "clear cut retrogression. especially from the halcyon days of

East-West détente in the early 1 970's."~'

Why was Brezhnev criticized as much as he was? M e r all. during the 1970's.

many families benefited from increased availability of television sets and refngerators. An
electricity plant was built in Krasnoyarsk, a gas pipeline constructed as well as the 3.200
km long BAM (Baikal-Arnur Railway). The Tiumen oil and gas fields were developed, and

the output of cornmodities of mass consumption almost doubled and medical services
irnproved? Brezhnev launched the largest public housing project in al1 of Europe, nuclear
parity was achieved, and the blue water navy was developed. So, then, why did Gorbachev
have so many criticisms of his predecessor? He was criticized for economic stagnation,
. ~ ~ Brezhnev era was said,
poor leadership, and the emasculation of critical d i s c u ~ s i o nThe
by many Soviet cntics, to be an era of high stability; al1 major groups of Soviet society had
participated in the general improvement of living conditions and the standard of living did
indeed improve? By al1 appearances the Soviet economy actually seemed to be getting
stronger. Under the surface, however. the reality was of an inefficient economy stretched
to the iimit.

Toward the end of Brezhnev's reign. the dangers of apathy. inefficiency, double
thinking and double standards became a reality. There was a loss of vigor and direction
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from Moscow and between 1979-1982, the Soviet economy stood still, life expectancy
dropped. infant mortdity rates rose, alcohol consumption skyrocketed. working
conditions worsened, the agriculture policy was a disaster. and the quality of goods
produced plummeted as lines to purchase them increased As Walter Lacquer points out,
the biggest crisis was not the stagnation of production, but the loss of morale and lack of
incentive, corruption and the elite abuse of power.69 There was unsurprisingly a growing
feeling of pessimism in the U.S.S.R in the late 1970's that pervaded the 1980's as well.
The cause of this was of course the stmggling economy. but also bitterness over the unrnet
expectation of a better future; one that would catch up with and surpass the West.
Gradually, Soviet citizens becarne aware that contrary to what they were told, their system
was falling even further behind. Solidarity among the people had detenorated along with
the quality of life. Brezhnev. it had been reported, was not blind to the situation. He knew
that there was a growing idea that the system contained scarcely more than "senility at the
top and apathy among the masses."70

hdropov, despite his KGB connections, during his short tenure, showed
surprisingly &liberal"tendencies as he rejected some of the old ways of Brezhnev. He was
only in power for fourteen months and throughout this time there was no improvement in
domestic afEairs and there was arguably a deterioration in foreign

It has been

argued that Andropov saw a need for reform. He began the process of the renewal of the
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elite as soon as he came to power.R Although a process of renewal at the top began with
Andropov. it was not until the advent of Gorbachev that there was much turnover among
the elite. However his health deteriorated to the point that he could not cany out reforms
he may have intended. He did attempt to open up Politburo meetings and he worked to
reduce comption at higher levels. Nothing he did had any great effect and he was willing
to admit that he had no quick fixes for the problems facing the Soviet

nio on.^

Andropov died in 1984 and was replaced by Konstantin Ustinovich Chemenko.
This provided little opportunity to judge the ability of his leadership to affect change
because Andropov was only in office for fourteen months and was il1 throughout. It was
ironic that the aged Chernenko, who epitomized ail that was lamentable about the Soviet
regime. continued to promote the career of Gorbachev. When he died, Gorbachev was
ready to assume the supreme position of power in the Soviet Union. On his plate were
many important domestic and foreign policy issues such as the question of what to do with
the abruptly suspended arms control process, a characteristic failure of détente. It seemed
SALT II was doomed, and the Soviets had begun to diverge ever more significantly f?om
the letter of the treaty by developing two new ICBM's. There was a distinct reversaf of
Soviet political and military bijhimcc around the world, and to many in Moscow this was
a fundamental problem that Gorbachev would have to take very seriously.
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When Gorbachev came to power in March 1985. he symbolized the desire for
change and progress in his country. He was a younger. more charismatic and modem
leader who promised to take his country into a new era of economic hope and to put an
end to stagnation and decline. It was said that he never made promises that he felt he
could not keep. However he was criticized by many party functionanes who agreed that
refom could no longer be postponed, but were shocked by the specifics of his refom
programme.

Throughout the decade of détente, there was a gradua1 move toward collaboration
illustrated in SALT 1. When Gorbachev arrived on the scene. he pushed this idea fùrther
and questioned why such an emphasis was placed on conflict and corruption when
Moscow could solve its problems through cooperatzon. Gorbachev adopted a
management approach to problems and abandoned the older, ideological and directive
approach. In 1980, Seweryn Bialer predicted an economic stagnation in the Iate 1980's
and 1990's if economic reform, with the intention of stimulating the intensive factors of
production, particularly productivity and technological progress, was not carried out. This
is exactly what Gorbachev inherited. He even more aptly predicted that strong leadership
was required to carry out the necessary reforms in the Soviet Union, one that would

emerge afier an intenm period in which a transient leader would fail to consolidate his
power. Bialer predicted a Young. confident leader by the late 1980's that would inhent a
recasting of defence and secunty priorities as a direct result of econornic disability.''
Gorbachev was this man.
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CHAPTER TWO
Foreign Policy Under Gorbachev: Lessons and Legacy
Thcre is nothing more diff~cuitto takc in hanci.
more perïlous. t? conduct. or more uncertain in
its success. than to take the l a d in the introduction
of a new order of things.

In light of problems with the Soviet economy, Gorbachev realized that the bottom
line was that basic survival was more important than a struggle for other politicai or
attainable through an easing of conflict and
international interests. Basic s u ~ v a was
l
competition between East and West and cooperation was the key to the U.S.S.R7s
s u ~ v a l It
. was no longer the age of optirnism. It was the age of realisrn. There was an
understanding among Gorbachev's closest colleagues that severe and harsh changes were
inevitable. There was also growing doubt about the country's ability to sustain its role as a

Gorbachev took center stage early on and announced his intention to create a
revolution within a revolution. He introduced two major concepts into Soviet political
culture, Gfusnost and Perrstroika. (openness and restructuring). These two new ideas
were intended to allow for public debate and scnitiny, democratic elections (which
culminated in elections to the newly created Congress of People's Deputies), and a
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restruaunng of the entire econornic system involving an overhaul of economic decision
making and the banking and financial instit~tions.'~

What Gorbachev also understood was the importance of international politics in
the Soviet psyche. The Soviet Union was a superpower and at al1 costs sought to maintain
this international prestige. This superpower status was attained at the cost of the Soviet
economy which could no longer afford competition with the Arnericans. Gorbachev
realized that if the Soviets had any hope of retaining their international role, they would
have to work with the Americans in an environment of cooperation. Beginning with
Khrushchev, there was a growing feeling among the industridized powers that war could
no longer be used as a tool of diplomacy. In the nuclear age, there would be no wimers
and losers and thus there was a need for cooperation in the area of di~armament.~
Gorbachev himself claimed that it took far more courage to safeguard peace than to
prepare for ~ a r . ' ~

1985 rnarked a decisive shift toward the idea of cooperation with the West and the

final tùlfillment of a11 that was embodied in détente. Gorbachev attempted to forge a new
sense of security among citizens that every concession did not mean defeat and that every
negotiation was not a test of s u r ~ i v a l This
. ~ ~ approach to international relations was
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undeniably calculated in that Gorbachev knew that the Soviet economy did not stand a
chance for survival in a continued environment of international competition. He aIso knew
that he would stand no chance for s u ~ v a ifl he did not inject some life into the economy
and affect dynamic change in the socio-economic and political culture. These two ideas
were inextricably linked and Gorbachev saw that domestic reform would have to go hand
in hand with improved international relations. The linkage between domestic and foreign
relations is an axiom of the Mamist-Leninist approach to international politics80and it was
clear that dornestic reform was a means of achieving changed relationships with Russia's
neighbors and former adversaries. At the same time, improved international relations
would facilitate domestic reforrn.

Gorbachev's reforms would involve making a c l a n break with past Soviet
tradition. He created a fiamework for change, allowing for the improvement of civil and
political society, an end to the Communist Party's monopoly, a non-communist Eastern
Europe, and a more stable political military relationship with Western Europe and the
United States. It appeared he would leave no stone untumed and that every aspect of the
Soviet system would be somehow touched. It seemed to many as though "Westemization
was the pnce of s u ~ v a l . " ~ '
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Few at the time could predict that once these refoms were put in place they would
actually grow to become larger than those who implemented them. They began to take on
a life of their own. becoming an unstoppable force. gaining momentum and making retreat.
and sometimes even moderation. impossible. The Pandora's box had been opened and at
times, even Gorbachev could do little to stop the momentum. As Richard Sakwa recounts.
"the concept of change was itself now restored to social consciousness afler years in
which the core value was stability and controlled devel~~ment.""

This chapter will discuss the nature of Gorbachev's foreign policy and will do so
through the lens of domestic reforrn and relations with Washington. Although
Gorbachev's foreign policy was calculated largely by his intentions for domestic reform
and was intended merely to facilitate his own domestic political interests. what resulted
was a fundamental shift in the balance of power in the international system and the

eventual end of the Cold War. He attempted to cioak old Soviet strategy in a more open,
cooperative international environment and provided for Soviet secunty through
cooperation with the very nation that had previously presented the greatest threat to it.

This chapter will examine Gorbachev's strategy and will demonstrate how, in an
attempt to de-emphasize the U. S .-Soviet dynamic, he oniy made it stronger. When it took
on a life of its own, foreign policy becarne one of the most talked about areas of change
brought about by Gorbachev which led to one of the single most important international
events in the history of mankind. Following the discussion of Gorbachev's foreign policy,

there will be an analysis of the relative success and failure of his refonns as well as an
outline of the legacy. intended or othewise. left by Gorbachev for his successor.

The Soviet Union was in serious trouble and faced "downward mobility in the
international system because of military weakness and economic deficiency; these two
problems were inextncably tied."" The changes that were required in the U.S.S.Rwere
senous and daunting. Gorbachev focused on the need to remove and breakdown the
legacies of the past in the areas of economics. politics. social structure and foreign policy.
There was always the lurking possibility that these reforms would fail leaving the state
with less power. growing domestic instability, vinually inviting other nations to take
advantage of the wounded giant.

Gorbachev was facing tremendous pressure as a result of the severe economic
crisis, and there was a potential for popular rebellion which could deal a drarnatic blow to
the Soviet Union's status as an international beacon of rnilitary power and economic
might. Gorbachev did not appear to be tembly womed about the future of his country and
its ability to rise above the cnsis. He subscribed to the resiliency of the system and its
capacity to deal with refom. He appeared to be fairly confident about the changes his
country was about to undergo. Valerie Bunce argues that although Gorbachev was not
hesitant about the need for reform. he was indeed taking a great risk and he tries to
understand Gorbachev's motivations for such an undertaking.
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The previous leadership was unable to reverse the decline of the economy and
other countries continued to overtake the Soviet Union. Because of poor economic
performance, the Soviet Union was becoming increasingly marginalized as its
technological backwardness became more obvious. The gap began to irnpinge on Soviet
military prowess and this concem was heightened by the weakening of détente. the buildup of Arnerican forces and capability and Reagan's Strategic Defence Initiative (SD 1).
This led to a crisis of confidence among the Soviet elite and among the growing,
urbanizing middle class. There was an emerging realization that the authontanan and
exclusionary mie of the past must be put to rest. Gorbachev sought to solve these
problems and inject a dynamism into Soviet political and economic culture that had long
been absent. Gone was the optimism of the 50's and 60's and in its place was profound
pessirnism.

Gorbachev's reform agenda was three-pronged. He sought to make the
government, the econorny and foreign policy more efficient. He wanted radical results by
moderate means, radical because of his willingness to borrow fiom the West its more
efficient government institutions, its more robust econornies and its capacity to influence
States in the international

stem.^^

Gorbachev introduced Glasnost and Perestroika in

order to achieve this end. He injected the system with cornpetition. he rationalized the
political structure of the U.S.S.R and he liberalized the role of the media. Bunce cites
these various reforms as being essential to:
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1 ) making dccision rnaIung more infonned more efficient
and therefore. more rational; 2) creating a ncw body of public
officiais nitli some stake in the refom process; 3) enhancing
the possibility (rare in Soviet history) that policies made would
actually be implemented; 4) obscuring al1 these rnoves that were.
in fact. not just augrnenting tus political powers. but also crcating
a n institutionalized base for the esercise of those powers; 5) keeping
his enemies divided; 6) giving the public and the intelligentsia a
stake in the refonn proces; 7) kicking the state out of the economy
by kicking die public into the politics: 8) providing a cushion for the
costs of economic rcfonn by giving at least some segments of the
public more politicai influence; and 9) mobilizing support in the West
for the Soviet refom process in generai and for Gorbachev in p a r ~ i c u l a r . ~

Gorbachev introduced capital markets into Russia. he set in motion the
privatization of land ownership and shifts in state investment priorities toward more
modem sectors such as cornputers. modernization of the fiscal system, encouragement of

foreign capital investment. and the encouragement of free enterprise in the economy. He
reformed the prisons, the educational system and he expanded a "private sphere" that was
autonomous from the state. He released political prisoners, allowed greater tolerance for
political diversity and criticism of public oficials and public policy. He introduced judicial
reform and created a powerful and genuinely representative national legislature.g7

The most significant liberalization of politics came in the form of Glasnost. or

"transparency." It was used to encourage people to speak out about their perception of
the way politics was run. They were encouraged to criticize policy and finger corruption.

This feedback from citizens, media and even from political opponents was expected to
enhance debate and therefore efficiency in a system that had been lacking the usual
mechanisms for such. However, what was meant to be constructive feedback quickly led
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to pressures from below for the democratization of Soviet politics. something which
Gorbachev had not fully intended to implement.g8Many argue that this was indeed his
fatal flaw He attempted democratic-style reform in a society that depended on
authoritarianism for its very existence. Democratic reform and the Soviet Union were
incompatible.

The major thmst of Glasnost was to open up society to cnticism and self
examination and to

lie restrictions on access to information. Censorship was relaxed and

the many blank pages in Soviet history began to be filled in. Statistics fiom govemment
departments were released and new computer technology was introduced that would
promote and facilitate international communication. As Richard Sakwa explains. Glasnost
had a two-pronged effect: it allowed the public to have greater access to information; and
it forced the leadership to pay more attention to what the population was thinking and
what they wanted. Glasnost saw the public airing of controversy, the "demise of the
notion of a single tmth," the expansion of Soviet educational practice to include the study
of contentious issues. and of greater importance. it demanded the participation of the
populace, an informed public, which is required in any dernocratic society."

Gorbachev's Perestroïka of the economy began with the promise of a revival of
some of the NEP practices led by the slogans, "invigoration" and "acceleration," which
resembled the ambitious nature of the refoms of Stalin. Khrushchev and ~rezhnev?
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S a h a accuses Gorbachev of a false start to refom. The tirst effects of Perestroika for the
Soviet consumer were less choice and fewer soods. and the refom Gorbachev wanted
could not take place in an economy of forced growth. Gorbachev soon learned that
growth needs to rnove at its own Pace and the stnkes of 1989 in the "sumrner of
discontent" were evidence of the early failures of Perestroika. This marked the beginning
of the stmctural transformation of the economy

.

Perestroika was also meant to reintegrate the U.S.S.R into the world economy and
to reverse the creation in 1922 of a state monopoly over foreign trade and extemal
economic contacts. In order to achieve this reintegration, Gorbachev saw the need to
create economic relations with non-socialist countries. It was in December 1988, at the
United Nations, that he amounced the Soviet Union's desire to rejoin the world. 9 L
He a ~ o u n c e dhe would do this through association with international organizations and
agreements that had for so long been condemned by Moscow. It was soon after, in Malta,
in December 1989, that President Bush invited the U.S.S.R to become an observer at the

GATT talks. The Soviet Union also made efforts to join the International Monetary Fund

(MF) and the WorId Bank.

Commercial partnerships with the West increased despite some Western reluctance
about the stability of Gorbachev's reforms. Special consideration and tax exemptions were
offered to companies looking to invest in or expand to the Soviet Far East, much like what
was done in China with respect to their "special economic zones." A new détente with the

West codd also allow Moscow to borrow fiom the West and in retum use this money for
importing sophisticated machines or consumer goods in short supply In this way. foreign
relations could help ~erestroika." In order to facilitate this. Moscow sought normalization
of trade with the United States in order to help the Soviet Union become better integrated
into the global economic order .93

Perestroika of the domestic economy and polity was accompanied by a radical
reappraisal of its foreign policy. Gorbachev went so far as to inaugurate a foreign policy
parallel to his economic policies. He was facing a dire legacy in terrns of foreign relations.

War in Mghanistan continued, Eastern Europe remained in a state of political and
economic stagnation. and détente had broken down leaving relations with the West the
worst they had been in thirty years. Brezhnev's foreign policy had ended in encirclement
by hostile powers and Andropov and Chemenko's foreign policies were charactenzed by a
lack of direction which lefi their allies uncertain as to the main objectives of Soviet policy.
Gorbachev began an era of new realism in foreign policy and introduced reforms that were
strategic in nature.

Under Gorbachev emerged a new definition of security. Certainly relations with
the West were inextricably tied to Russian security, only now Moscow could use Western
elite opinion to forge alliances within the international system as a means of safeguarding

Desai. Padma Perestroika in Perspective: The Design and Dilemmw of Soviet Rcform. New Jersey:
Princeton University Press. 1989. p. 96
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its secunty during its tough economic refom. Aithough it appeared to outsiders that
Russia was heading toward less power and influence in the international system. it became
increasingly clear that Gorbachev's purpose through refom was to "increase Russian
power in international affairs by investing in new institutions and new procedures.""

This new thinking in foreign policy even changed the way in which international
relations were studied in Russia. The discipline grew in both size and importance. In the
late 1980's. undergraduate courses were introduced and taught by international relations
specialists. This established a fonim for the new political thinking to take root in the minds
of students and fùture Soviet decision makers. Areas never before studied were now
important lessons in the classroom. These lessons included common secunty, global issues
instead of the strict emphasis on the Soviet-Amencan rivalry. arms control. and most
interestingly, Keohane and Nye's conception of i~~terde~endence.~'
This implied a shift
from the détente era definition of peacefbl coexistence from competition to cooperation in
an integrated global society. Ideological stmggles between capitalism and socialism were
played down in the promotion of globaiism and interdependence.% No longer would
Soviet foreign policy be defined in tems of finding disagreements with the West. It would
focus on reaching agreements and finding cornrnon ground. Gorbachev was still a sociaiist

94

Bunce op cit.. p. 124.
Sakwa op cit.. p. 3 17.
%
lbid. p. 3 18
95

at hean, but he did see an international system in which al1 states' interests were legitimate
and in which cooperation was cr~cial.~'

He gave a speech at the 27th Congress and then later at the United Nations which
stressed the importance of a comprehensive system of international security (CSIS). He
renounced war against third parties by nuclear powers, he advocated the destruction of
nuclear and chemical weapons. preventing the arms race fkom reaching into space. and
reducing conventional forces to a level of "reasonable

suffi ci en^^."^"

The definition of security had changed in Moscow. It was no longer defined as a

military problem, but was cast "in terms of econornic. ecological and political concerns
and based on humanitarian cons ide ration^."^^ This new idea of security centered around
the nature of the nuclear threat. Such new thinking considered that militas. means were no
longer sufficient to secure peace. Security was now a political problem with a political
solution. The fundamental idea in this new realism about security was that not only could
nuclear weapons no longer be used as a guardian of security, they could no longer be used
as a tool for the achievernent of politicai and econornic goals. Moscow began to see that it
was no longer usefûl or necessary (or feasible, in their case), to pursue increases in arms

production as they already possessed sufficient capability to deter attack. With this in
rnind, Gorbachev developed his idea of reasonable sufficiency which understood that both
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sides could reasonably reduce their nuclear arsenals without placing their secunty in
jeopardy This delegitimization of weapons of rnass destruction led Reagan and Gorbachev
to their famed discussion about intentions to abolish nuclear weapons by 1996

'O0

This

firrther lead the Soviets to renounce al1 former Cold War ideas about the utility of
deterrence.

In his famous "guns or butter" speech in 1989. Gorbachev outlined the belief that a

reduction in military expenditures would necessarily allow for economic reconstniction.
One only needed to look to the exarnples of Germany, lapan, Italy and China for
encouragement in this regard. This disarmarnent for development idea led the U. S.S.R to
begin a programme of rapid arms reduction unprecedented in hi~tory.'~'

Linked to the importance of disarmament was the idea that violence and revolution
were no longer the definitions of Soviet internationalism. Sakwa notes that the new
thinking about the Soviets and their allies changed fiom "proletarian internationdism" to
"unity in diversity." This allowed for closer cooperation among Moscow and its allies in
order to promote just solutions to crises involving mediation by international organizations
and confidence building measures. Gorbachev announced at the 27th Party Congress that
the end of bi-polarity was near as he claimed that the world should no longer be seen
through the pnsm of U.S.-Soviet relations. This is not to Say that Moscow de-emphasized
its role as leading power. However he did stress the rise of a multi-polar dynarnic. But

Gorbachev may have been idealistic. One cannot deny that the rnere possession of nuclear
capability by the Americans and the Soviets renders their relationship central to themselves
and to the rest of the world as ~ e l l . ' ~
Gorbachev's
'
policy retlected this understanding but
often his rhetoric did not This provided evidence for the Mew that Soviet strategy never
really changed. it just manifested itself differently in foreign policy.

This attempt at a multilateral theme in Soviet policy can be seen in Gorbachev's

new understanding of Europe as a "common home." His speeches were full of references
to the usehlness of the European approach to world affairs and a "common heritage
arnong Europeans."

'O3

He was carehl in his criticism of the Amencan pillar of NATO

and U.S. involvement in the region, and he did stress a European Community effort
toward innovation in world politics and development.

In his book Perestroika: New Thinking for our Country and the WorId, Gorbachev
began to question the bi-polar international system and at the same time his suspicion of
NATO remained. This suspicion endures today as a characteristic of Russian foreign
policy. This is contradictory. He encouraged open dialogue with the U S . and an amicable
relationship between the two countries. however he still remained averse to Amencan
involvement close to Soviet borders. He hailed Europe as a "common home"'0'

yet he

made it clear that NATO no longer had a mandate there. This demonstrates that while his
foreign policy took a new direction, the old strategy of removing the Amencans from

'@Ibid. p. 327
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Europe had not changed. He displayed resentment of NATO despite good relations with
the US. when he accused Westem Europe of sitting back and taking Amencan direction
dunng the bombings in Tripoli and Benghazi.
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He expressed concem that if Westem

European countries allowed American planes to take off from their air bases in the event
of a bombing attack on Libya, then little would keep them from disallowing similar
American action directed toward a Warsaw Pact country. 106

Gorbachev suggested that the independent policies of Westem European nations
had been abducted and that policies were being deterrnined across the ocean. Though he
was diplornatic in his rerninder that Moscow did not intend to belittle the ties between the

United States and Westem Europe, he did wish to see European security in the hands of
Europeans. NATO's Amencan pillar clearly was a problem for Gorbachev and later for his
successor. Moscow likened Arnerican involvement in Europe to "kicking in the doors of
the European home and taking the head of the table in someone else's apartment."107He

stressed the importance of allowing Amencan affairs to remain American and this displays
a fundamental feeling of insecurity on the part of the Soviets. and understandably so. For
decades, NATO represented the primary threat to Soviet security and to the secunty of
the Warsaw Pact. There is something deeply ingrained within the Russian psyche that will
likely never feel comfortabIe with the Americans in Europe.

'O5
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With respect to the amis race. Gorbachev indicated that while the U.S.S.R would
do al1 that was necessary to safeguard its own secunty. it realized that it was no longer
responsible, nor within the Soviet Union's best interests. actively to pursue an amis
competition with the United States. The arms race was a dead-end pursuit and he had to
remove the Soviet Union fiorn this arena without jeopardizing Soviet geostrategic
interests and alliances. He claimed that any Pace for the arms race in the past was set by
the Amencans and it has been the Soviets always struggling to "catch up." He asked the
Americans to embrace his new way of thinking and to stop trying to "bleed the Soviet
econorny white" by forcing an arms race by playing on Soviet inse~urities.'~'

To many Amencans these subtle accusations sounded paranoid and unfounded.
However it must be noted that Gorbachev fully supported the ABM Treaty. SALT I and

II. It was Washington that failed to rati@ SALT 11 and refused to back down on the SDI.
Gorbachev claimed that these decisions were political. not military in nature. and that they
sent a clear message to Moscow that the United States was not really committed to
strategic coordination with the Soviet Union. This understandably worried Moscow and
contributed to its insecurity. At both the Reykjavik and the Washington summits of 198687, Gorbachev called for the respect of the ABM Treaty (which would disallow the SDI),

and he proposed a 50% cut in both Arnencan and Soviet strategic arms which would
include the whole 'triad' of nuclear arms: land-based missiles, sea taunched missiles and

'" ibid. p. 207
It has been suggested that Reagan's Strategic Dcfence Initiative (SDI)\vas thc final indication for
Gorbachev that for the Soviets, the arms race as a dead-end pursuit.

heavy bombers.'" In his attempt further to balance the US.-Soviet strategic relationship.
Gorbachev recommended an elimination of intermediate and short-range land-based
missiles at the Washington summit. This was perhaps the most significant summit of the
Gorbachev era.

Gorbachev sensed Arnerican reluctance fully to commit to a joint disarmament
programme. He attempted various confidence building measures in order to put the
Arnericans at ease. He understood that Moscow had a lot to gain fiom easing Amencan
hesitancy and fear of Soviet intentions. It was essential that he create a more flexible,
benign environment for his domestic reform and so to support this effort he released

Andrei Sakharov and other political dissidents from exile and was even willing to engage
in dialogue about the traditionally touchy subject of weapons verification.

As part of his new flexibility in foreign policy. Gorbachev targeted the old Soviet

stubbornness in his foreign policy reform efforts at home. This stubbornness pemeated
domestic and international life and contnbuted to the economic and political stagnation
discussed earlier. Such introspection led to a new kind of honesty about the past and its
legacy. In the diplomatic realm, Gorbachev implemented impressive new initiatives and
supplemented traditional diplomacy with direct contacts with the moulders of public
opinion.IL0He strengthened cooperative links between Soviets and Arnericans by. among
other things, fostering and endorsing exchanges between students and encouraging
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meetings between business leaders and academics. In order to make changes to fore@
policy drastic enough to affect relations with the West. Gorbachev made serious and
imponant personnel. institutional and policy changes at home.

The most significant personnel change was the replacement of 28 year veteran
foreign &airs

minister Andrei Gromyko with Eduard Shevardnadze.' " This move

demonstrated Gorbachev's intention to modemize and de-ideologize Soviet dipiomacy.
Because Shevardnadze had no experience in foreign &airs, Gorbachev was able to remain
closely involved in foreign policy management.

The institutions responsible for foreign policy were restmctured as well. He
reorganized the International Department dealing with East-West relations, the Central
Cornmittee Secretariat. the International Policy Commission and he created the Institute of
European Affairs and the Institute of World Economy and International Relations. He also
placed great importance on the U.S.A and Canada Institute in Moscow.

Many important policy changes took place as well. No longer did the KGB and the
military take such a large role in policy making. Gorbachev sought the advice of
academics, diplomats and civilian and defence analysts. His personnel changes were meant
to underline the importance of the civilian control over the rnilitary. He intentionally did
not give high ranking military officiais votinç seats in the Politburo. However military

1I I

Shevardnadze was of the belief tliat the old stntegic concept of the U.S.S.R needing to bc as strong as
any d i t i o n opposing it was obsoIctc. His vicws fit tliosc of Gorûacliev's and Iic was a likcly clioicc for
tfic post of foreign ministcr.

power did rernain an area of importance for Gorbachev. He fueled a revolution in militas,
doctrine that saw a change frorn ideas of mutually assured destruction (MAD). to nonoffensive defience."* This was a major depanure from the assumptions of MAD. as it
involved a mass reduction of forces and a mandate for defence through cooperation.
Emphasis was placed on confidence building measures and this was achieved through a
promise to reveal Moscow's real defence budçet and a promise to reduce armed forces
personnel to a level of necessary sufficiency.'"

Gorbachev initiated a senes of cutbacks to the defence budget and he proposed a
reduction of anny personnel by 10% and a withdrawal of 50,000 troops and offensive
weapons fiom Europe. If major cutbacks were to be made. it only made sense to make
these cuts in the area of personnel. Strategic offensive weapons were relatively costefficient so the major econornic benefits came frorn the reduction of troops.'" Because of
the emphasis on cooperation and collaboration in Soviet foreign policy. defence spending
decreased. The size of the Soviet army was reduced in accordance with promises made to
the United Nations. Rumors began to flow that Gorbachev had gone too far, sacrificing
too much. In his efforts at reform he may have become too camed away with appeasing
the West and focused too much on social and economic reform at the expense of Soviet
defence capability and policy The military was always kept in tight control, however as
Sakwa wrote, perhaps before his time, in 1990, military intervention in domestic politics
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was possible."'

Many were growing uneasy with what they regarded as Gorbachev's

continuing capitulation to the West.

As has been mentioned. despite Gorbachev' s comprehensive reforms. the major

concems of Soviet foreign policy remained the same. What was different were the
methods engaged to pursue these goals. Perestroïka in international relations was created
to find new ways of making existing policies effective. The bonom line was still that the

U.S.S.R was to remain a world power and to retain its influence. The difference was that
the old "bluaer and threat" frorn yesteryear was to be replaced with a willingness to share
the burden of global management. Despite what in retrospect looked like a desire to create

a new world order, there were certain balance of power concepts that remained in
evidence in Soviet thinking. Il6

It was always essential to the Soviet Union's role to maintain its status as an
international power and this is exactly what Soviet leaders attempted to do through their
foreign and domestic policies. Retention of its great power status was the most important
value of Soviet foreign policy. Gorbachev himself said, "the success and efforts at internai
reforrn will determine whether or not the Soviet Union will enter the 21st century in a

manner worthy of a great power."' "

I l 5 Ibid. p.336.
Gorbachev faced major opposition from conservcttives and before long. the right had gained so much
strength tliat Gorbachev had to make concessions. Conscrvatives suc11as Ligachev saw the collapse of

Eastern Europe as an indication that the Soviet Union's geat power status was beginning to slip.
I I 6 cf. Lapidus in lwiler and Kimura. p. sis.'
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The new thinking in the Soviet Union meant the end of utopian aspirations. Sakwa
refers to the changes in foreign policy as a revolution (just as Gorbachev had intended).

and adds that while strategy remained the same. the vehicle (the foreign policy). radically
changed and it was then that Soviet foreign policy entered a d u l t h ~ o d . Evidence
'~~
in
support of Sakwa's view can be found in Gorbachev's speech to the 19th annual all-union
conference of the CPSU. Here he said "the rnilitary threat became for us a constant factor
and it has not been removed to this day." He then went on to Say, "we do not forget about
the threat to peace... there are no guarantees that the positive processes that have begun

are irreversible." l lg Soviet security concems continued to center around the relationship
with the United States and although security could be achieved through different means,
the dynamic between the two superpowers was at the hean of the debate about security
and it was at the heart of Soviet strategy

Gorbachev understood that in the new international security environment he
sought to create, there were different ways of relating to former adversanes that would
better promote security and the Soviet Union's continued role as a great power. This new
thinking about security took place in an entireiy new conceptual framework based on ideas
of interdependence and mutual security In the nuclear age. no state, regardless of its
rnilitary capability, could be safe from nuclear weapons. There could be no wimers or
Iosers in the event of nuclear war and Gorbachev understood that the only way to achieve
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secunty in the nuclear age was through a cooperative effort to secure peace. The emphasis
shified from cornpetition to cooperation. In order to understand this shift. a definition of
the two main principles considered in Gorbachev's new thinking on foreign policy must be
given.

The concept of interdependence focused around the understanding that the world
was growing smaller and that it was characterized by comrnon needs arnong nations that
transcend fiontiers and social systems. Interdependence was increasing in science and
technology, information and communication systems. economics and politics. Human
activity was being integrated beyond national bamers and had resulted in a new host of
international daerences between social systems. These were said to be threatening the
existence of civilkation itself and were of equal concem to everyone, of a11 nationdities. It
had become increasingly necessary to look to other areas such as science and technology

and the integration of economic systems to solve global problems and threats to security.
The acknowledgment of the importance of this idea can been seen in the Soviet Union's
involvement in

inter-govemmental organizations (IGO's) and non-govemmental

organizations (NGO's). Gorbachev saw a senous role for Moscow in the United Nations
and Gromyko's "Mr. Nyet" policies of the past gave way to newer, more cooperative and
flexible policies. He sought to use the U.S.S.R7sposition in the Security Council to aid in
the resolution of the Gulf War in 1991.

Mutual secunty is a concept borne out of a past urgency about the threat of
nuclear war. Ln the nuclear age. a nation's securitv couid not be guaranteed unilaterally security could ody be mutual. National and international security have become indivisible.
The Soviets no longer saw the international systern as a backdrop for rivalry. but as a

place where al1 States and al1 people could peacefully coexist and it was in their best
interest to promote this. These two concepts, though they have different ongins, are very
closely linked. They are what lay the foundation for Gorbachev's new thinking.'" This
thinking was based entirely on the following ideas: nuclear war could not be won; Soviet
miiitary superiority was impossible; Soviet military-technical capabilities were insufficient;
deterrence was an inadequate strategy; panty was no longer sustainable; strategic stability
through reasonable sufficiency was essential; and, rnilitary means were no longer sufficient

'*'

to resolve international conflicts.

By December 1989, the Cold War was over. The next challenge for Gorbachev
was how to oversee a transition to Bush's "new world order." He sought to secure
somewhat of a trade-off with the West. He would withdraw from Eastern Europe and the
global arms race and would be rewarded with a promise that the West would do nothing
to destabilize the already shaky integrity of the U. S.S.R itself.'22

-
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Peter Boettke daims that "reform efforts under Gorbachev failed to introduce
anything that would correct the error-prone situation in the former Soviet U N O ~ . " ' ~
Gorbachev addressed political and economic stagnation but failed to address fundamental
questions concerning the organization of the Soviet Union. However Gorbachev did lay
the groundwork for the liberalization of the economy and of the political system. He did
this through the destruction of Stalinism both domestically. through ending central
planning, state ownership of the rneans of production and a dictatorship of the proletariat,
and intemationally, by ending Russia7s isolation from t h e global economy, ending the
hierarchical regional system that had overpowered Eastern Europe and by ending politicalmilitary cornpetition with the United State~.'~'
Despite these gains, there were many costs
to Gorbachev's reforms. costs that would eventually see hm lose power to radical
reformers who demanded more refom at a quicker pace.

The costs of Gorbachev7sreform were nothing less than the loss of the Soviet
regime itself, the collapse of the communist movement intemationally, the end of
superpower status and the introduction of new instabilities in the former communist world.
However Bunce does point out that al1 revolutions, even those begun fi-om above. appear
to have many costs before their benefits can even begin to rnatenalize. '= The Gorbachev
reforms are not over; the consequences will continue to present themselves in the years to
corne under Yeltsin as he struggles to reconcile Russia's new role in the international
system with its past legacy.

'" Bocttke. Peter. Wliv Perestroika Failed. New York: Routlcdgc. 1993. p. 137.

124

IZS

Bunce op cit.. p. 127.
Ibid.

The new thinking in foreign policy was very fragile. There was no way it could
suMve without support at home. Certainly its success would be influenced by Western
responses to foreign policy initiatives. However. even more important was the view of the
top and middle cadres of the CPSU, the military and the secret police. As mentioned
earlier, Perestroika sought to redistribute funds ffom the defence budget to the
modernization of the civilian economy. This was to be done partly through a measured
decline of military influence in policy decisions and harsh, honest cnticisms of the military.

High ranking military officiais were not tembly supponive of Gorbachev and resisted the
radical changes in defence policy. The retirement of Chief of General StafF Nikolai
Orgarkov, a hawkish Soviet strategist who once presented the world with Soviet
~
yet
justifications for shooting down Korean Airlines flight 007 in 1 9 8 3 , ' ~removed

another legacy of Brezhnev and the Soviet past.

Military leaders saw themselves as having been forced by Gorbachev to sacrifice
the advantages they had gained in the area of nuclear and conventional hardware which
they had traditionally identified with s e ~ u r i t ~ .They
' ~ ' lost the Warsaw Pact and thus, the
rnilitary hold they had on Central and Eastern Europe. Many defence systems such as the
early waming, air defence and logistic systems were rendered useless and the army was
ordered to withdraw fiom conquered temtory gained in W.W.11.
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Gorbachev's new foreign and defence policies left deep wounds with the Soviet
military who saw their importance undermined and their actions in question.178 H~
intended that the ternporary transfer of resources fiom the defence industry to the civilian
industrial base would be in the long t e m interests of the anned services. It was a small yet
logical price to pay for improvements to the civilian economy. This excuse began to Wear
thin with the military as al1 evidence pointed to the failure of Perestroïka. The
technological lag between the U.S.S.R and the West still existed and the military was
further behind now than before the restmctunng began.

His reforms had fallen short of the mark. Instead of creating an enlightened
Communist Party. he saw party hegemony collapse. Rather than creating an efficient
economy, he saw the economy hit a downward spiral which led to the eventual fall of the
Soviet Union. By 1991, Russia had found itself on a downward trajectory in the
international systern. Gorbachev found himself facing a coup d'etat which led to the nse of
the popularly elected Boris Yeltsin. The coup forced a showdown between the pillars of
the old system and the defenders of the "white house" Ied by Yeltsin. The coup
undermined Gorbachev's efforts to preserve a centnst coalition in the face of hard-liner
cnticism and tipped the balance in favor of more democratic reformers. The coup was
poorly orchestrated by cornmunist hard-liners and it provided democratic reforrners with
the opportunity to take advantage of the situation. The failed coup gave Yeltsin the
opportunity to lead the citizens in a senes of demonstrations which ended in the
resignation of Gorbachev who had remained trapped between communist hard-liners
Bo add further insult to injury for die miliiary. the CFE Treaty required

"
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Soviet instdlations

seeking a retum to the old ways, and democratic refomers who sought a more
cornprehensive, democratic series of reforms that would set Soviet society on a faster
track toward cunng economic and political ills.

The failed coup accelerated the further break-up of the Soviet Union; the three

Baltic Republics gained officia1 independence and separatist wheels were set in motion in
other republics. The final blow to Gorbachev's failed attempts to preserve the U.S.S.R in
the face of refonn was the referendum in Ukraine in which a majority endorsed
independence.'" The links between Gorbachev's reforms, the break-up of the Soviet
Union and the end of the Cold War are obvious.

On December 21, 1991, the Commonweaith of Independent States(C1S) was
initiated by the leaders of Russia, Ukraine and Belanis and expanded into a loose
confederation of powers including al1 former republics except Georgia and the Baltics.
Gorbachev resigned his presidency and the red flag was lowered at the Kremlin for the Iast
time.I3O

Peter Boettke explains that if anything can be leamed corn the Gorbachev
experience, it is that mankind must resist the Faustian urge to control, to know in
a d ~ a n c e . ' ~Man
'
must. to a certain degree, allow economics naturally to flow,

deployments were now subjeci to inspection by the West and also by former European allies.
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unintempted. lnstead of trying to design and control economic and social forces. leaders
should concentrate their efforts on questioning and improving the institutional framework
in which these activities beyond one's control take place. The problem with Gorbachev's

reforms was that there was no transitional mode1 to guide Soviet society through its
restmcturing. A detailed economic reform plan should have included a series of laws to
regdate the markets including which subsidies were to remain and which sectors were to
be pnvatized. Reformers should have focused on working out the details of economic

reform before cornmitting themselves to the change in the polity's relationship to the
economy.'32

In the words of Andrei Sakharov, Gorbachev's reforrns sought to achieve
democratic change by undemocratic means."' Many daim that Gorbachev did not want to
take the reforms far enough, but it is important to remember that he was asking extremely
powerhl men voluntanly to relinquish power without provoking a backlash. Arguably,
this was an impossible task. He unleashed a revolution but had no means to charnel it and
he ended up with an awakened population with feeble political institutions incapable of
handling the new political thinking. His attempts to rnarry one-pariy rule, constitutionalism
and popular sovereignty landed him in a sea of major unmanageable

contradiction^.'^^

A

new set of relations was required based on the mle of law that would establish lines of

"
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An e.uampIc of one of these contradictions \vas the attempt to have ftee elections while at the same time
securing the p e n c e of party members in rile nomenklatura.

authority, accountability and responsibility between different levels of government. Adam
Bromke was one of many in the late 1980's who predicted that the impending faiiure of
Gorbachev's reforms could spi11 over into the political sphere. leading to a popular

This prediction shows concem. as early as 1988. that uncontroiled and rapid
expl~sion.'~'
reform could take on a life of its own and a momentum that would be impossible to
hamess. This is in fact what directed Gorbachev's foreign policy and what chmed
Yeltsin's foreign relations as well.

In the beginning of his career, Gorbachev was seen as a charismatic. international

celebrity. Only a few short years later people began to see him as a faltering leader beset
by defeat and failure. There has been no other leader in this era whose fa11 has been so
insistently and repeatedly p r e d i ~ t e d . 'He
~ ~ came to power at a time when there was a
growing understanding among the Soviet elite that old policies and strategies were illsuited to the needs of the 1980's and that policies in the past had been counterproductive
and had led to stagnation of the Soviet economic and political culture. Gone were the
dogmatism and the subjectivism of the Brezhnev years.'37 The Soviet ideal. as a system,
had lost credibility and there was a need to eam back lost legitimacy. The only perceived
way to regain international and domestic recognition was to reform drasticaHy the old
ways of thinking, and this is what Gorbachev set out to do.
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Some have accused Gorbachev of a calculated and deliberate attempt to fiirther his
own rise to power by exploiting a program of refonn. Much evidence however points to
his genuine understanding about Soviet society's needs. This new thinking about peacehl
coexistence and cooperation in foreign policy was necessary Gorbachev effected a
revolution of consciousness "awakened onginally by Khmshchev's de-Stalinization and
hstrated by Brezhnev's conservative r e a c r i ~ n . " Gorbachev
'~~
understood the depth of the
economic, social and politicai problems he inherited. He attempted to continue
Andropov's initiatives. but realized these were not enough and so he used Glasnost as a
vehicle to inform the public of the seventy of the problems and the need for radical
reform. Joseph Nye Jr. foreshadowed in 1988 that if Gorbachev could not demonstrate
benefits corn his policies of refom in a few years, he would lose

This is

exactly what happened.

Whether Gorbachev's revolution was a success or a failure depends entirely on
one's perspective. For many in the CPSU. Gorbachev was an unmitigated disaster. while
in the West, he was something of a hero. He used foreign policy to strengthen domestic
policy and his approaches were rife with contradiction. Though he was successfùl on the
international front, his domestic reforrns were accused of being "too little. too late" and he

was abruptly replaced by a man who rather unwittingly promised to do more with less and
who even today stmggles with the legacy of his predecessor.
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CHAPTER THREE
Yeltsin's Foreign Policy: Continuity and Change
"Histoc ma? not repeat itself.
but it cenainly rhymes."

Mark Twain

The end of cornrnunist party dominance late in Gorbachev's reign undennined the
ideological basis for Soviet foreign policy and radically altered the world which the

Russian Federation would inhent His refonn strategy proved highiy corrosive to the
Soviet regime's Iegitimacy. At the very least. it gave broad scope for opposing political
forces to question Soviet rule and at the most it transformed the communist party from the
self appointed position of leader of an histonc mission to change the world into an insular

ruling oligarchy .

'"

Gorbachev did not realize that the new mandate he had fashioned for his country
left no room for the comrnunist regime's monopoly of power and that the "new thinking"
in foreign policy constituted a direct threat to Russian nile in the non-Russian republics.
He was accused of a b a n d o ~ n gthe country's core principles and for irreparably damaging
Soviet international prestige. It was for these reasons, and because of economic decline
and institutional decay that the Soviet Union dissolved. The seventy-four-year-old state
could not withstand these drastic blows to its foundation and the resulting loss of political
Iegitimacy lefl the regime defenseless against the new political and ethnic challenges.""
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Gorbachev was accused of "transforming the Soviet Union into a beggar country. touring
the world with outstretched tiand~."'"~

When Yeltsin took power after taking advantage of the failed August 1991 coup.
he had numerous concems with respect to foreign policy. His first consideration was the
need to fashion a new international role for the Russian Federation fiom the ashes of the
former Soviet Union. This new role would be influenced by important debates among
Russian leaders with respect to Russia's new policies. Should their country be democratic

or authoritarian? Should they have fiee or piamed markets? Should the state be liberal and
pluralistic or should some neo-imperial Russian strains be cultivated? How should
Moscow deal with the 'near a b r ~ a d ? ' 'How
~ ~ should Moscow restore its dwindling
economic, political and rnilitary power? How should Russia's relationship with the West
be cultivated?

Christopher Smart claims that unlike Gorbachev, Yeltsin was blessed with a
visceral feel for the people and he knew the importance of image in politics.'" He was the
principle challenger of the Communist Party's claims to legitimacy and he knew that the
recipe for a successful goverment necessarily included strong and coherently articulated
values and interests. Again, unlike Gorbachev, Yeltsin's political persona was carefully

crafted as he was surrounded daily by the Pnme Minister7s apparatus. the Foreign

%id.
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Ministry, the Defence Ministry and the legislature - many rivals who would have liked to
have seen him fall.

As previously mentioned. when Yeltsin took power in 1991. he was leA with an

unstable and uncertain institutional setting in which to conduct foreign policy Peter
Shearrnan attributes this to the fact that under Gorbachev. the politburo was at the apex,
controlling al1 g o v e m e n t bodies. providing little opportunity for organizations (such as
the Foreign Ministry), to pursue their own institutional interestsI4' and to develop their
own decision making sttucture. Russia entered the post-Soviet era without a foreign
policy decision making framework and as a result, clear boundaries were not defined with
respect to institutional actors. parliament and the presidency. Following 199 1. there was
constant debate between the presidency and pariiament over who had control of policymaking.'41

The old 1977 Soviet constitution was still in place in 1992. Parliament had the
ability, under this constitution, to irnpeach the president and to block his appointments.
Therefore. the Duma was able to put a lot of pressure on Yeltsin and Foreign Minister
Koryrev's pro-Western initiatives. In order to overcome these difficulties and generally to
stabilize the political system, Yeltsin drafted a new constitution that allowed him to fulfill
his duties with less parliamentary interference. This new constitution, a mixture of the
Arnerican and French models. was accepted by the people in a national referendum.
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Ln January 1992 Yeltsin began his democratic reforms. These went further toward
establishing a market economy than any of Gorbachev's proposais. Throughout his rule.
Gorbachev was committed to some sort of centralized control over the market. His
approach therefore constrained economic reconstniction. Yeltsin rejected Gorbachev's
remaining socialist inhibitions and embraced the need for capitalist markets to enhance
prosperity. Not only did Gorbachev's economic reforms fail to achieve their intended
purpose, they actually contributed to making the economy worse.

Yeltsin came to power and was forced to introduce sweeping reforms in order to
end the era of ''srnail ~ t e ~ s " ~in' "the refonn process. H i s broad program consisted of
macroeconornic stabilization, including the unfreezing of prices. pnvatization and the
creation of a healthy mixed economy with a strong private sector, and the liberalization of
foreign trade.'" Through a process of presidential decrees and resolutions in November

199 1. he arranged to possess full economic power. In Januas, of the following year. he
acted unilaterally in freeing most consumer-goods and producer-goods prices fiom
administrative regulation. However Yeltsin, too. has been criticized for the nature of his
refonns. He has been accused of "conducting experiments on the Russian economy"
consisting of not taking time to understand basic economic principles that would cal1 for
the quick transfer of resources into private hands and of failure to establish a mle of law
that would protect private property and freedom of entry.'Jg Perhaps what was needed

most was the flow of private financial resources into an economy in which efficiency,
innovation and mutual gain were promoted. It is this type of course that could lead Russia
to become the thriving world economic power it desires to become-

Yeltsin understood that the economic crisis in Russia was the area requiring most
of his attention and that a new foreign policy would have to reflect this concem. He. Iike
Gorbachev, understood that Russia's domestic economic status would necessarily
determine its international status. In order to stimulate growth in the new market
economy, he had to seek extemal finance and increasing integration into the global market
with respect to consumption, production, labor and trade.l5' Here then, is the first obvious
continuity between the foreign policies of the two regirnes.

To enable the Russian economy to penetrate global markets. there was a need to
focus on the wealthiest Western capitalist states and Russia's ability to gain economic
assistance. In order to do this, Yeltsin had to focus his attention on creating a foreign
policy that was agreeable to the West and one in which Russia and the West could forge
new economic and political partnerships. This understanding of using the West as a means
to resolve Russia's economic crisis went hand in hand with the realization among the
Russian political elite that the country could no longer &ord a superpower military
capability and that heavy defence spending only served as a brake on development and
undermined Russia's international status.
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In time Yeltsin eventually managed to gain some limited success in his dealings
with the international political elite. He eventually managed to gain admittance for Russia
into the G7,(now the G8). Russia's inclusion underscored the fact that it was still an
important player in the international system especially with respect to regional stability and
nuclear proliferation.'5' In speeches leading up to the Naples Summit in June 1994, Yeltsin
demanded equal status for Russia in the area of political affairs and he insisted Russia was
not a 'beggar' country even though he did acknowledge that it was not yet strong enough
to gain equal economic natus. At the meeting in Naples, he insisted upon Russia's
admittance into the Pans Club of nations (as an observer), because he believed Russia stiii
played a role as a "major creditor of both developing and CIS countries." "*

It appeared as though the Russian elite, including Yeltsin, was slow to understand
that the new Russia was "no longer a second superpower with the imperial U.S.S.R9s
capacity to promote world order in tandem with the

est.""^ Certainly Russia would play

a role in world peace. However it was gradually becoming marginalized in the
international system and it took several years before the Russian elite began fully to
understand their new role.

Even up to the present. shifts in Russian foreign policy have been a result of the
need to respond to extemal forces beyond the control of the Russian Federation. In the
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'near abroad,' there has been a continuing interest in the status of the Russian Diaspora.

There has been a need to integrate Russia into the global economy and the need to fom a
partnership with the West. Like Gorbachev, Yeltsin has looked to the West both for
threats to Russia's security and for solutions to Russia's domestic political and economic
problems. Given this tension in outlook and the absence of intemal support for his policies
at home, Yeltsin's foreign policy has lacked consistency, coherence and most importantly,
it has not led to solutions for a country in crisis.

Yeltsin has been accused of both selling out Russia's interests to the West and of
jeopardizing Russia's aatus as a great international power. Throughout his tenure, he has
been caught between the need to rely on a partnership with the West to secure Western
financial assistance and the growing anti-Western sentiment arnong oppositionists who
crïticize his acquiescence to the West. Arguably, Russia has been unable to recast its
foreign policy prionties at a crucial time. Emphasis must be shifled to domestic concerns
and economic cooperation with the 'near abroad.'

It is important when looking at foreign policy under Yeltsin to understand the

domestic debates on foreign policy and the interna1 conceptions of the national interest.
There are two important bodies in the Russian Federation that serve to influence foreign
policy quite heavily: parliament and the presidency. Since 1992, these two bodies have
often been in conflict with respect to their visions of what Russia's foreign policy should
be. Certainly policy has been easier to understand in the post-Cold War world. Gone are

the hidden rneanings and contradictions and in their place are differing conceptions,
though not tembly well defined, of the national interest that lead to foreign policy
formulation.

National interest. as defined by Peter Shearman, is "the common good of a society
within the bounds of a nation-state.""" This means that al1 members of a state. despite
individual or group preferences, have a basic agreement about their comrnon interests,
such as basic survival, territorial integrity of the state. and infiuence with other States,
Russia is no different. While a shared national interest could be seen under Gorbachev, the
lengths to which the Soviet Union would have gone to attain their goals is unclear. Even
toward the end of his tenure, there was still a degree of confusion and cornpetition
inherent in the p a d y refomed Soviet-era constitution and political institutional structures.
Sheannan claims that the lack of a "coherent foreign policy decision making institutional
setting and the absence of a clearly defined division of powers" were guaranteed to cause
problems between the executive and legislative branches on issues of foreign policy."5
Carol Saivetz agrees with Shearman and claims that because there were so many groups,
political and economic, within Russia and so many individuals with different conceptions
of the national interest, it has been nearly impossible for Yeltsin, or anyone else, to
determine a foreign policy based on these interests.
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The idea of foreign policy connotes some deçree of borrowing from an established
set of formal doctrines. One would expect foreign policy to flow £Yom a statement frorn
acton about proposed courses of action. However in the post-Cold War world, the
collapse of bipolarity has created conditions which make it difficult to follow a given
course of action in which precedents rnay determine success. A 'trial and error' approach
to foreign policy is graduaily becorning more common among states today and Russia is

no exception.lS6The term "policy" irnplies a sense of coherence and consistency and many
have argued that these qualities have been noticeably absent from Yeltsin's foreign policy.
It is arguable that what has passed under the guise of Soviet and Russian foreign policies

has been nothing more than "ill-considered moves that reflect the persona1 values of the
However, since 1992. Yeltsin has
actors concemed and certainly not the cornm~nit~.""~
been faced with strong opposition to his foreign policy and he has had to adapt it in the
interest of his political survival.

Saikal and Maley daim that it is essential for any successfiil state to define its
relationships with the wider world. The new fiarne of reference for Moscow's foreign
poIicy was founded on four basic realities: the political disintegration of Russia; econornic

and social crisis; the absence of clear policy leadership; and. changes in the international
environment.lZ8
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The Soviet Union's disintegration resulted in the loss of its near and far outposts.
its colonies and semi-colonies. The Russian Federation comprises sixty percent of the
population and economy of the former Soviet Union and seventy-six percent of its
territory Russia's geopolitical parameters have been reduced and the former republics,
once controlled by Moscow, are rife with intemal instability and many are now open to
influence from outside powers. Russia, as revealed in the expression 'near abroad', has
had some difficulty in accepting the status of these former Soviet territories. This
reluctance is reinforced by continuing "vital econornic, rnilitary strategic, ethnic, cultural
and psychological t i e ~ . " " ~

Although there have been some hopefùl signs that Russia is on the way to
overcoming the worst of its problems, uniike many of its former republics, such as Belanis

and Ukraine, the issue is very much in doubt. Overail, between 1991 and 1997 Russia has
experienced an unprecedented decline in production, a huge deficit, rapid inflation, an
increase in foreign debt and a decline in gold reserves.l6' Despite this crisis, Russia still
remains one of the world's great powers and regardless of cutbacks in troops and
conventional weapons, they still remain the second largest nuclear power in the world.
Past mismanagement of economic and defence reform has lefi Moscow with the huge and
perhaps impossible task of modemizinç its defence capabilities in the midst of economic
crisis.
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As for the quality of foreign policy leadership it must noted that a new foreign

policy elite has not yet emerged in Russia. Foreign policy is detennined by a small and
isolated group of participants who constantly face opposition frorn wider interests with
respect to their policy preferences. New opinions are coming from various political groups

and Yeltsin faces a constant struggle to define an international role for Russia that will be
based on a wide consensus. The main problem has been the Duma, with its majority of
nationdist and cornmunist members.

The international environment has also raised extraordinary challenges to Russia's
foreign policy objectives. The time of two global superpowers has corne to an end,
replaced not by American hegemony, as some have argued, but by multi-polarity. The
international system's greatest emerging players are Western Europe. China, Japan, as
weli as the United States. The Russian governent would wish to be another major center

of power and perhaps Russia will be, if it can get its dornestic affairs in order. The threat
of an East-West war is greatly reduced, but in place of the old threats. there is a new
concem about numerous ethnic and regional conflicts set loose by the end of the Cold

War. Russia must also gear its foreign policy toward the understanding that the
importance of nation-states as the major players in the international system is being diluted
as "transnational economic. ecological, ethnic and humanitarian problems invite actions by
intemational organizations and interventions by multi-state

coalition^."^^'

For the U.S.S.R prior to and during the Gorbachev era, one of the goals was to
promote the oficial Marxist-Leninist ideology.16* This ideology was ever-present in the
various foreign policy doctrines fiom Stalin's inevitability of war to Brezhnev's promotion
of peaceful coexistence and détente. Soviet behavior could always be ideologicdly
rationalized.

With Gorbachev, the philosophy of international relations changed radically. The
"new thinking" marked a break with Comrnunist ideology. This new philosophy placed
reduced emphasis on military power as a key guarantor of security and it stressed
cooperation and multilateral secunty as being key to Soviet national interest. When
Kozyrev was appointed Foreign Minister in 1990, he immediately adopted a pro-Western
agenda. '63 E s task through improved relations abroad was to "make the utmost. concrete
contribution to the improvernent of the everyday life of Russian c i t i ~ e n s . " ' ~He
~
emphasized the benefits of integration with the West. as they were the logical source of
economic and political capital so desperately needed by the Russian economy. Kozyrev's
objectives have subsequently been fùlly endorsed by Yeltsin.

In visits to the West, Yeltsin invoked the failed coup of 1991 as the birth date of
Russian democracy and he emphatically thanked the United States for its mord support
dunng the delivery of Russia into democracy. He took care to demonstrate that his new

thinking was distinct fiom that of his predecessor. He claimed Gorbachev had known of

'"
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Amencans imprisoned by the Soviet regime and he had neglected to free them. He
rerninded the West that Queen Elizabeth had refused Gorbachev's invitation to tour the

U.S.S.Rbut had accepted his own invitation for a tour of the new Russia. He and Kozyrev
endeavored to paint the picture of Russia as a young democracy striving to integrate its
policies into Western

structure^.^"

They announced Russia's return to Europe and its

building of a partnership with the West. In a speech to Congress in June 1992. Yeltsin

said,
The new Russia does not aspire to change
the world in its o u n image or likeness. nor
to impose or coerce. but to sliare generousiy
and to exchange e-uperience. spiritual values
and heartfelt warmtli.'66

Yeltsin and Kozyrev labored to avoid underminhg the fiagile legitimacy of their
regime. At home and abroad they understood that it was necessary to stress that Russia
remained a great power deserving ample respect. Both rejected the idea that the Cold War
had been won by the Arnericans and they were careful to avoid expressing desperation
with respect to their dependence on aid from the West. Yeltsin underlined that Russia in
no way altered its foreign policy behavior in exchange for financial support From the West.

Initially. the foreign policy of the Russian state had a strong pro-Western
orientation. Kozyrev's view was that foreign policy should look to further economic
growth and development within Russia. The West could provide large scale foreign aid,
loans, investment capital, and the new technology and financial experience Russia so

165

Smart op cii.. p. 150.

Md.

desperately needed. These improved relations with the West would allow Russia to
signifcantly and safely reduce its defence budget. lmproved relations would serve to
"undercut the position of the still powefil military-industrial complex that was trying to
stall the conversion of military industry to civilian production."167Kozyrev even went so
far as to say that "open hatred of the West is open hatred of the whole process of the
evolution of mankind."'68 Such statements were made in the hope that this would lead
Russia to a quicker and more strongly reinforced process of democratization.

One of the first major steps Yeltsin took toward securing relations with the United
States was to reved his intention to establish a finn foundation for alliance with the West
symbolized by the signing, with George Bush, of the Camp David Declaration of 1992.
This new condominium was based on the understanding that endunng peace and
fnendship between the two nations "rests on lasting cornrnon values,"'69 the reduction of
nuclear arsenals, the reduction of conventional weapons proliferation, the resolution of
regionai conflicts and cooperation to counter terronsm and drug trafficking. The Camp
David Declaration, for Russia, was a means of affirming its status as an international
power. Yeltsin continues to advocate further deep cuts in strategic offensive m s and
conventional m a r n e n t s for elirnination of chemical weapons and for winding down
nuclear tests. For the Arnencans, Camp David appeared to be little more than a diplornatic
courtesy extended to one of rnany Amencan partners, in order to strengthen the position
of a reformist government among its nationalist opponents. Many have argued that once
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Yeltsin's political foothold was secured. close partnership with Russia dropped in
Amencan priority . "O

Like Gorbachev, Yeltsin atternpted to use strategic nuclear arms reductions as a
basis for partnership with the United States. For the military establishment, arms reduction
was necessary in order to harmonize military capability with economic reality. However,
the military wanted no partnership with the United States and accused, dong with the
nationdist cntics that the success of nuclear amis reduction could deprive Russia of its
international status. Yeltsin, aithough he promised he would make no concessions during

START 11 negotiations, made several.17' START II became the subject of much debate in
Moscow as the hallowed principle of mutually assured destruction was abandoned. Many
accused Russia's main striking force of having been dangerously surrendered and many
feared an Arnerican ability to rnaintain a strategic ad~antage."~Many in Moscow were
apprehensive about a new single superpower world in which the U.S. was dominant. Some
argued that it was MAD that had insured lasting stability during the Cold War.

Kozyrev was accused of failing to give enough consideration to Western
intentions. He strictly focused on economic interdependence, the spread of political
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This fccling tliat Washington had abandoned Russia c m be seen in the fall of 1993 when Russia
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democracy, and a recognition of the potential destructiveness of nuclear weapons. He
believed that in a democracy where leaders are bound by legal institutions. aggressive
foreign policies can be ruled out He claimed that no rational. democratic. civil society
posed a threat to Russia and it was from this basis that he sought to focus on economic
impro~ements.'~~
He atld Yeltsin. like their predecessors, sought to win Western approvai
and therefore economic assistance by proving to the West that the Russian state was
radically different from the Soviet state. Ail traces of Cold War rivalry were to be erased

as Moscow attempted to cooperate with the West in international matters deemed
important to Washington (Le. Attempting to contain Iraq and the war in the fonner
Yugoslavia). '74

The new Russian foreign policy, building on the legacy of Gorbachev, was met
with enthusiasm from the West. Moscow signed START II, was on its best behaviour at
the UN and in a rather surpnsing move, voted in favour of sanctions against Serbia in

response to its attempted expansion into B 0 ~ n i a . It
l ~was
~ crucial for Yeltsin and Kozyrev
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It should be notcd that the Pcrsian Gulf War posed a major and untimely crisis for Russian foreign policy.
Moscow displaycd a confuscd, siufting. contentious and contradictory approacli to iraq's invasion of
Kuwait and the Amencan response to it. For more about Moscow's role in the Penian Gulf. sce Graham
E. Fuller's article in Foreim Mairs. .\hscow and the Gul/CYar.
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to dictate tcrms in Yugoslavia. in Dccember 1992. parliament passed a resolution criticizing Russia's
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sec Robert Tuckcr's clmpter in Kraus and Leibowitz eds.. Russia and Eastern Europe m e r Cornmunism.
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that Moscow be seen as an equal contributor to building a stable post-Cold War
environment in Europe. ' 7 6

In keeping with the confidence building measures that began under Gorbachev,
Yeltsin arranged for troops to be removed from Germany and Eastern Europe and from
many former Soviet republics. He wanted to avoid any policies that would detract fiom
the main goal - to support the ambitious econornic and political reforms already underway
at home. At first Yeltsin was a hero in the Kremlin. He had resisted the August 1991 coup
and had used it to his advantage. He was a strong leader. intent on reforming Russia and
seeing it nse again as an intenationai power. However by 1992. sharp cnticism of his
foreign policy began to take root. He and Kozyrev were accused of taking measures that
countered Russian national interest

if

favor of continuing close relations with the West.

Further, in this pursuit of Western favor, Russia's other important relationships were being
neglected, such as those with China.

Like Gorbachev. Yeltsin was fiequently accused of doing the opposite of what he
promised. He was blamed for policies that instead of improving Russia's international
standing. had only served to darken it with respect to relations with Cuba, Iraq, Libya and
Serbia. Despite the decline in Russia's status with its former allies, there was little to show
for Moscow's sacrifices. Critics accused Yeltsin and Kozyrev of not paying enough close
attention to the former republics and they claimed that as the emerging regional power,

~~~~~~
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Moscow had a responsibility to ensure stability and dampen c o n f l i ~ t . These
'~
critics
advocated less economic dependence on the West and more economic cooperation and
integration within the Commonwealth of Independent States.

Many oppositionists have moumed the loss of the empire and have blamed Yeltsin
and Kozyrev for selling out Russia's great power status to the advantage of its former
There were many anti-Western patnots who stood in stark
Cold War protagoni~ts.'~~
opposition to Yeltsin; al1 of them focusing their attention on relations with Washington.
These men included AIexander Rutskoi, Yeltsin's former vice-president, Vladimir Lukin,
Chairman of the Duma's Foreign Anairs Cornmittee. Gennadi Zyuganov, leader of the
Cornrnunist Party, and nationalist Vladimir Zhirinovsy. leader of the Liberal Democratic
Party, among ~ t h e r s .These
' ~ ~ critics argued that Russian foreign policy remained tainted
with the idealistic elements of Gorbachev's new thinking and that Yeltsin's policies were
nothing more than an extension of Gorbachev's thinking. Yeltsin was accused of failing to
give priority to former republics and of focusing almost exclusively on the West. which
jeopardked Russia's great power status. Many noted President Clinton's tendency to treat
Yeltsin as the "village idiot," who was always willing to follow big brother
u n q u e ~ t i o n i n ~ lSome
~ . ' ~ ~of Yeltsin's opponents did not wish adversanal relations with
the West, but they did seek acceptance of the fact that disagreements between the two
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powers are natural and could be worked out without Moscow's acquiescence to
Washington.

There was resentment among Yeltsin's opponents about the role the U S . played in
keeping Russia down. Resentment of Arnerica grew as Washington failed to deliver on
promises for aid and as a result, Moscow remained economicaliy constrained. However
what many did not realize was that Russia stiil benefited fiom having the U.S. act as a
patron because Amencan support served to galvanize the world community behind the
need to support Russia. Both Clinton and Bush encouraged the IMF to dispense hnds to
Russia at a time when econornic indicators dictated restraint. The U.S.also encouraged
the Germans to reschedule Russia's debt repayment and they conditionally supported
Russia's entry into the G7(8). With Western support, Russia has been able to join the
International Monetary Fund

(IMF), the World Trade Organization (WTO), and the

General Agreement on Tanffs and Trade (GATT), and has become more involved in the
European Bank, the EU, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development

(OECD),and vanous Asia Pacific fora.

Ultranationalists wanted to see a focus placed on Russia's historically
interdependent relationship with CIS States. with Russian/American relations put on the
back burner. Neo-communists called for a tough approach to the West and a retum to the
empire, and the centrists saw Russia as a bridge between East and West. Russia's
international prestige was important in the national psyche and like Gorbachev, Yeltsin

was seen as being too caught up with "playing nice." Many of Yeltsin's opponents called

for a renewed serge of pride in Mother Russia and many were convinced that Yeltsin was
undermining the proud tradition of strength.I g 1

Given this opposition within the Duma to Yeltsin and Kozyrev's pro-Western
stance, the two had to alter their public position somewhat. Both Yeltsin and Gorbachev
experienced these similar pressures and both had to make concessions with respect to
policy and personnel in order to accommodate their critics. Yeltsin modified his rhetoric to
reflect the growing feeling in the Duma that Russia deserved to be treated with the respect
and status d e s e ~ n gof a great power. Both men attempted to re-focus foreign policy
away fiom the West and toward the 'near abroad.' Both were compelled to borrow
rhetoric from members of the opposition about maintaining Russia's spheres of influence

.

in the 'near abroad.' It seemed as in the Gorbachev's era, that there was less debate over
what constituted the national interest and more debate about how to promote these
interests.

In the wake of the 1993 elections in Russia, the changes in the thinking of
acadernics and political opponents were retlected in the foreign policy of Yeltsin and
Kozyrev. Old questions such as "Who are we? Are we Europeans? What is our mission in
the worid?'gave way to such questions as " What do we need, how can we get it and
what wi11 it cost?'
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By Apnl 1993. Kozyrev. Grachev (Minister of Defence). and Arnbartsumov
(Chaiman of+theForeign Relations Comrnittee), were able to put past differences aside
and endorse a comprehensive foreign policy concept. This agreement meant a retreat frorn
the pro-Western attitudes of Yeltsin and Kozyrev and placed a stronger emphasis on other
matters which were important to Russia. Much more attention was to be paid to the
Russian relationship with the 'near abroad.' Certainly rapprochement with the West was
important, but Moscow would no longer seek unconditional Westernism. This was a tidy
agreement on paper. However. Kozyrev probably never abandoned his view that the key
to Russia's success was inextncably tied to good relations with the West. This was so
even though he had no choice, for the time being, to explore other foreign policy options.

In fact, he even cautioned in the late 1980's. that the U.S.S.R should retreat fiorn costly
cornpetition with the West and that the two superpowers should join together to prevent
regional conflicts fiorn spiliing over into US.-Soviet confrontation. He acknowledged that
the Soviet Union could no longer afford to keep Pace with the United States. He was a
realist, and his way of thinking sought to put an end to Gorbachev's idealisrn and to focus
on realistic, goal-onented p o l i c i e ~ . What
' ~ ~ is remarkable about the making of Russian

foreign policy after the Cold War is that the Foreign Minister and the President were
willing to work with other ministnes to fashion a cornprehensive policy that was politically
expedient and less susceptible to personal influences.
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1989.

The 1993 election provided proof that it was no longer practical to consider
foreign policy in terms of elite preferences and personalities, but to examine poiicy in light
of social and political conditions. The shifl toward a more assertive foreign p o k y is not
indicative of a resurgence of the 'evil empire.' but according to some observers. it was
instead an attempt by Moscow to define its new role as a "normal regional power."183As
in any democracy. when polirical opposition begins to mobilize public opinion against
current government policies, it is only natural to expect some change in existing policies.

By the end of 1992 it was becoming clear that little benefit could be seen in the
economy from the effects of stronger relations with the West and cntics of Yeltsin's proWestern stance appealed to the public's sense of outrage and humiliation. A direct link
was drawn between foreign policy and the way people were living.'" Many cntics argued
that because Yeltsin failed to emphasize Russian economic cooperation with the 'near
abroad,' Russia's vital political. economic and secunty interests in this region were being
ignored. The practice of 'tilting toward the West' was costly for Yeltsin's populanty as
well as for economic success for Russia. Little tangible benefit could be seen from
Western alignment, as foreign investment in Russia was modest, and Poland and Estonia
were seen to have stronger economies than Russia.

In a February 1994 speech Yeltsin pointed out changes in his govemment's foreign
policy, acknowledging earlier weaknesses. He purposefully visited South Korea, China

Ig-'
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and India in a move to display his decreasinç emphasis on Westem relations. He claimed
that "the main task of Russian foreign policy (was) the consistent advancement of Russia's

"' Kozyrev,

national interests."

under pressure from Y eltsin vowed simiiar goals and

promised that Moscow would seek to further its own interests even if those interests
contradicted those of the United States.

These verbal shifts were significant. The language in which Russian foreign policy
toward the West was defended had changed, but the policies rernained the same. Balanced
relations with the West continued to be advocated by the govemment. There was stili a
need to promote Russia's interests through partnership as opposed to confrontation. In
order to defend these policies, however, they had to be advanced assertively. It was only

by being rhetorically assertive about Russia's interests that Yeltsin could avoid being
overtaken by nationalists.

From Yeltsin's point of view, the most difficult test for Russia's Westem policy
has been the decision to expand NATO into Central and Eastern Europe. Fear of NATO
expansion is widespread in Russia and Yeltsin has therefore expressed his opposition. This
issue has perhaps been the most contentious and it is one that will likely continue to raise
tensions in the years to corne. Russia's pro-Western stance has in many instances taken a
back seat to its opposition to NATO expansion and it seems to many Russians as though
their concerns have failen on deaf ears. It is crucial at this stage to provide a discussion of
the one issue that could challenge a Russian-Amencan strategic partnership - the one issue

that deeply threatens Russia's sense of security and in tum- Eastern Europe's continued
stability.

Russia and NA TO

Ln Novernber 1993, Yevgeni Primakov. Head of Russian Extemal Intelligence.
declared Russia's concem over NATO expansion and claimed that Russia greatly feared
the possibility of Germany assuming a dominant position within the Alliance. Primakov
claimed that expansion would create a "siege mentality" in Russia and would shifi Cold
War borders Eastward "reviving the spectre of Russia's isolation."lg6There was some
concem that expansion would not only revive the threat of the Cold War for Russia, but

would destabilize Ukraine and Belarus by playing into the hands of the nationalists.
Primakov stated that "Russia was far fiom indifferent to which bloc extends its area of
responsibility up to our borders.""' According to Primakov. NATO remained a threat
since the alliance had not changed fiom a political-military group to a collective secunty
instmment which would suit the new political climate. He tùrther said:
This espansion would bring the biggest miIitaq
grouping in the worid. with its colossal offensive
potcntial. directly to the borders of Russia. If tlus
happens. the nccd wouid arise for a fundamental
appraisai of ail defence concepts on our side. a
redeployment of armed forces and changes in
18'
operational
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Sergei Yushenkov, Head of the Duma7sDefence Committee. insisted that because
Russia was a nuclear power, it should be given special consideration in tenns of its status
with NATO. Defence Minister Pave1 Grachev, in the spring of 1994. also called for a
c.

Russia-NATO secunty collaboration as he saw this as a step toward an extended OSCE.

NATO could not allow Russia such influence over the Alliance's future development
because it could be seen as a betrayal of the Central European and Baitic States' secunty
concerns. Due to these concerns, and this region's demand for protection, the West can
hardly ignore their plight and tum their backs on the region's future secunty.

NATO leaders attempted to devise ways of mitigating the eKects of NATO

was
expansion and proposed a special non-aggression pact with Moscow, but MOSCOW
not interested. Instead. they sought a fonnal consultative rnechanisrn with NATO which
would grant them influence in Alliance

de ci si on^.'^^

In a way, this is not surprising.

However one wonders if NATO could not have conceded more to Russia's sensitivities.

Russian political leaders feel NATO expansion is directed against Russia and their
national interests dictate their opposition to this process. For Russians, this is an
emotionally charged issue and many feel humiliated, cheated and insulted by this failure to
acknowledge Russian interests. There is a widespread feeling that the West, especially the
United States. is deeply hostile to Russia, as NATO expansion attempts are seen as an
Arnerican design to limit Russian influence. As already mentioned, Yeltsin is concemed
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about the role of the new Germany in Europe. as well as the United States which has
taken the lead in driving the expansion process.lW

NATO expansion proponents have assured Russia that the Alliance's Eastward
expansion into the Visegrad countries is not meant to secure them f r m Russia. However.
Russian politicians are not deaf and blind. There is much suspicion about Western motives

and Russian politicians are turning the issue into a democratic one. gamering political
support for their firm rejection of NATO's proposais. Lieven daims that the 1989-92 era
of the Russian love &air with the West is over. 19'

Since Russia has no hegernonic interests in the Visegrad countries. its opposition
to the expansion of the Alliance into this area is cunous. Lieven explains that Russian
leaders, with the exception of Zhirinovsky, have little interest in this region as they realize
that the former Warsaw Treaty Organization allies have been lost to Russia indefinitely.
Lieven quotes Dr. Alexander Konovalov with the Europe-Asia Institute,
A i n e r i a s sometimes argue that NATO
membership for Eastern Europe is the best
wvay of sending a signal to our radicals that
they must give up their drearn of restoring
tlic Soviet Empire in Eastern Europe. But tliis
is a dramatic misunderstanding of the situation
there. They have no sucli drcams. Ail thcir hopes
are of fim taking powver in Russia. and thcn
restoring some form of the Soviet Union.
By infuriating and friglitcning most Russians.
NATO expansion would Iielp tlicni do b ~ t l i . ' ~ '
- -
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Evcn witli the reccnt Paris agreements bctwecn Washington and Moscow. tlic new found cooperation is
only skin dcep. There is still much suspicion in Moscow of the entire process of espansion.

Russians are merely trying to protect their sphere of influence in the former Soviet
Union and they are behaving defemivrly. Their actions are no different than the way the
United States has behaved in various parts of the world. As was mentioned above. none of
this applies to the Visegrad countries. Many are curious about Russia's motivations for
rejecting expansion into this region if they have no security interest there. Perhaps the
Russians have the nght to ask why NATO is so concerned about Polish secunty when
neither Russia, nor any other state, is threatening it.

What Moscow has been most concemed about is the open ended nature of
expansion which could lead to the eventual inclusion of the Baltic states and/or Ukraine.
There is a fear that NATO expansion is the finishing touch to a "pattern of Western
betrayai. rnotivated by ambition and hostility toward ~ u s s i a . " 'The
~ ~ failure of NATO to
attempt to limit expansion has Iefi Russia in fear of a U.S.desire to expand into the Baitics
and subsequently form an anti-Russian security relationship. Moscow has already said that
it would not oppose plans for the Baltics to join the European Union (EU),in which the

Americans are noticeably absent. A renewed Russian relationship with the Baitics as part
of the EU would provide for a great economic foothold for Russia in Europe. However, in
terms of security, Russia is understandably opposed to NATO's presence in the Baltics as
it would render its entire northern air defence system useless and it would open an

invasion road into central Russia.Ig4

'"
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The really big issue for Russia with respect to NATO expansion has been the
future of Ukraine. There is no doubt that moves toward ükraine on the part of NATO
could tngger a somewhat ferocious response from Russia resulting in a collapse of
cooperation with the West, and perhaps an urgent hunt for allies el~ewhere'~'
(which the
West should seek to avoid). NATO membership for Ukraine would be regarded by Russia

as a catastrophe of epochal proportions and would challenge Russia's vital interests.

Russia has taken this firm position on Ukraine for a number of reasons, the most
important of which is its concem about the prospect of NATO tanks being within striking
distance of the Volga and the Don. Further. NATO could serve as a Westem shield behind
which Ukrainian nationalists could "Ukrainianise" the present Russian speaking population
of Eastern and Southem Ukraine, cut the economy off fiom Russia and introduce strict
border controls, shutting Russia off from its nationals in Ukraine and fiom Kiev, its
historic birthplace. '%

Regardless of this attitude toward Ukraine, Russia has really done very little to
bring any pressure to bear to force Kiev into the Russian sphere of influence. Yeltsin has
been cautious and has allowed Ukraine room to define its independence. However the fact
remains that Russia will certainly not willingiy see Ukraine fa11 into the Westem sphere of
influence. The issue of Ukraine elicits an emotive reaction from many ieaders in Moscow
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from across the political speamm. For Russian nationalists. NATO membership for
ükraine could mean a loss of the inherited leadership of the Slavs. and the loss of temtory
conquered by Russia in the past three hundred and fifiy years.Ig7For Soviet loydists, it
would end any hope of reconstituting some forrn of union in the old Soviet temtoq. For
the Western liberals. the driving back of Russia's influence past her borders would signi@
the defeat of Peter the Great's Westemizing programme. the West's conclusive rejection
of Russia as part of Europe and Russia's expulsion from Europe into Asia.

It is not surprising that Russia is reluctant to cornply with the United States'
international security arrangement. Moscow hopes to maintain or regain its status with
Washington as an equal in Europe. Sergei Karaganov articulated the Russian view
succinctly:
For Russians. NATO expansion is a psychological
question as much as a strategic one: it involves
niutual uusr and Western recognition of Russia's
status.. E~pansionwould...confinn a feeling of having
bcen. if not defcatcd tlicn at lcast rricked and framed...
We have retreated a thousand miles witliout firing a siiot.
and you are still advancing. And yet you accuse Russia
of aggrwion.'98

In order fully to understand Russian opposition to NATO expansion, it is
important to realize. as was mentioned earlier in this chapter. that its foreign policy is a
direct function of its domestic concerns. Domestic political infighting and opposition corn
political opponents has made it exceedingly dificult for Yeltsin to define a set of foreign
policy objectives. The centre of political gravity has shifted in a nationalist direction and

Ig7
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geopolitics plays a large role in Russian foreign relations. Even Kozyrev adopted some of
the rhetoric of the nationaiists that was retlected in his position on NATO expansion. It is
important to stress that there is no monolithic viewpoint in Russia at present and the
election of 1996 has not reaily affected Moscow's conduct with respect to its foreign
policy.

Peter Shearman suggests that Russia has three major security concerns at present.
It has a definite stake in the security of Eastern Europe, and concems about the rights of

ethnic Russians living in the 'near abroad.' To this end, Russia tned to use the OSCE as a
means of protecting human rights against ethnic discrimination. Russia is aiso seeking
cooperation with Western Europe in combating non-conventional threats to security such
as terrorism and the illicit trading of plutonium. It seems Russia's security relies on its
ability to ensure political stability by resolving disputes and preventing armed contlict
within its former empire. In order to regain their status as a great power both in Europe
and in the rest of the world, Russia rnust work to involve itself in UN operations and in
European security structures. It rnust find the kind of modus vivendi with NATO which
will prevent the expansion of NATO from foreshadowing a new Europe to the exclusion
of Russia which in no way fits with Russia's priorities for the future. Whether or not the
recent agreements in Paris represent a new modus vivendi, it is too early to Say.

The expansion of NATO, made reaiity after the 1997 Madrid Summit, has made it
difficult for Yeltsin to focus on domestic priorities. It seems clear that Russia has neither

the inclination nor the ability at present to pose any security threat to Europe.
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Despite

Russiâ's recent grudging acceptance of NATO expansioh it is reluctant to accept NATO

as the sole guarantor of security in Europe. The fact that NATO has been Russia's
adversary for fifty years serves as a psychological obstacle for Russia in tems of accepting

NATO expansion Eastward. Russia feels that it alone can ensure the secunty of its former
allies and has attempted to make assurances that it has no interest in acquiring these
territories for anything more than a cooperative alliance within the CIS. The Russian
government has been forced to deal with the issue of NATO expansion at a time when
they should be focusing their political attention inward toward pressing economic
concerns.

It seems as though Russian popular opinion does not harbor any real imperialist

intentions. However it still opposes any European military alliance that excludes them. It is
the Arnerican pillar of NATO that many Russians still distrust.

Does Russia have any real power or influence regarding the expansion of NATO?
It has been suggested that Yeltsin does have a few options. It is unlikely, though still
possible, that Russia could work against NATO. It could try to transform the CIS into a
counter bloc to NATO. It could increase the pressure on Ukraine and the Baltic states. It
could build up its miiitary presence in Belarus, Kaliningrad and Moldova. It could
abrogate a m s control agreements such as the Conventional Armed Forces in Europe
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( C E ) or START I I It could opt out of the Partnership for Peace. It could curtail bilateral
defence cooperation with Western countries and it could reduce its cooperation with UN
~~erations.~~"

Such extreme reaction on the part of Moscow is unlikely as Yeltsin would risk
jeopardizing the political and economic relationship with the West he has worked so hard
for. Russia can hardly afKord to subsidize the weaker economies of States within the CIS.
and pressure on Ukraine or the Baltics could push them to seek closer ties with the West.
It does appear that realistically, Yeltsin has been lefi little choice but to accept American
directed drives toward expansion with quiet protest.

Russia is clearly seeking recognition of its status as a world power. The debate
over NATO expansion has failed to take into account Russia's position. Great care must
be taken with Moscow in order to ensure and maintain European secunty. The West,

primarily the United States. now that Russia's domestic political situation has stabilized
itself. appears uninterested in Russia's search for its great power legacy. As a result of the
West's failure to acknowledge Russia's role. Russia has tried to consolidate its position in
Eastern Europe with the former Soviet Republics. Toward the end of 1993, Yeltsin called
for expanded economic ties with Eastern Europe and reminded the West that Eastern
Europe remained in Russia's sphere of vital interest and that Moscow was not averse to
taking rneasures to counteract NATO's Eastward expansion.

2m Asmus.
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Michael Ruhie and Nicholas Williams suggest that the best way to ensure good
relations between Russia and the West is to work toward cooperation between the CIS
and the North Atlantic Cooperation Council WACC). Acknowledging the CIS as a
rightfùl political actor might act as a stimulant for a stronger NATO-Russia relationship.

An active policy of engaging Russia through the Pff and a close political dialogue would
counter its suspicion that its function within the European secunty structure is not more
than a distant gatehouse.201The West must avoid demonizïng Russia as the enemy and
Russia must do its part to work with the United States, as Washington will likely be an
integral part of any future European security fiamework. Russia's ability to determine a
role in the international community will necessarily be determined by the response of the
internatiofial cornmunity. Yeltsin appears to understand that continued cooperation with
the West is essential for Russia to get back on its feet as an international power.

For most of his tenure, Yeltsin has been conducting a rather precarious balancing
act with respect to foreign policy. Given his domestic political uncertainty and his

unwillingness to fly in the face of opponents, he has been balancing his foreign policy
between two camps. Kozyrev's view and that of the Foreign Ministry has been such that
Russia's national interests largely coincide with Western views. This meant stressing interrepublican cooperation and cooperation with the West. Kozyrev believed that in the postCold War world the greatness of a people was determined not by the size of its empire,
but by the standard of living of its people. Econornic reform would Iead to the realization
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of Russia's national interest of retaining its "normal great power"

statu^.^^^ Lt was this self

interest, not a desire to please the West, that Kozyrev insisted was his motivation.

Opponents to Kotyrev7sview. many of them in the Russian parliament. advocated
putting Russia ahead of the CIS in importance and they wanted to establish an
independent Russian Ministry of Defence and Army as well as an autonomous strategic
policy.M3They attacked Kozyrev's view of Russia as a European power which they
labeled an 'Atlanticist' view. They insisted that Russia was a Eurasian power with unique
ties to both East and West that had to be acknowledged in order to best serve Russia's
national interests. Of course, if Russia was a Eurasian power. it did not have to wony
about criticism from the West. thus allowing them the unintempted freedorn to conduct
themselves as they pleased in the neighboring republics.

As has been discussed. Kozyrev and Yeltsin were accused of putting Western

interests above those of Russia. Citics cornplained that this was due to the lack of a
strong foreign policy concept. This lack of guidance was leaving Russia susceptible to
reliance on the West for charting its future course. Though Yeltsin was perceived to locate
himself within the Kozyrev camp. in reality he perfomed a rather miraculous baiancing
act, attempting to consolidate his power in parliament, while at the sarne time trying to
reassure the West of Russian intentions. He even went so far as to institute the Russian
Security Council in June 1992, meant to paci@ the West and to allow him the ability to
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enhance his persona1 role in framing the Russian foreign policy agenda. For the moa part.
this Western appeasement cm be seen in many of Yeltsin's early foreign policy initiatives

and even in some of his later negotiations with the U.S.. with one notable exception.

Russia has made it clear that it does not want the former Soviet republics to be
integrated into Europe through the EU or through the North Atlantic Alliance. This region

has always been within the Russian sphere of influence and Russia leaders. across the
political spectrum, feel they have the right to object to the expansion of military blocs or
alliances into these countnes. The decision to expand NATO has had a profound impact
on Russia's relations with the West. As the U.S. pushes for expansion, the interest in
affirming a strategic partnership with the U.S. will weaken. Russia feels that U. S. strategy
is intended to push Russia out of ~ u r o ~ eThe
. * United
~~
States appears to have forgotten
about history and expects Russia to do the same.

Early in Yeltsin's term, the U.S. showered him with affirmation. support. and
promises of a solid, equal partnership. Yeltsin and those around him perceived this
relationship as a means of maintaining Russia's international great power status. Perhaps
what the U S . was doing was sirnply supporting the refonns to avoid the nse of
nationalists and communists in Moscow and once the irnmediate internai threat to
Yeltsin's power was gone, Washington's unconditional support for Yeltsin was abmptly
withdrawn. This period of close cooperation with the West from 1990- 1992 artificially
elevated Russia's status and it did not take Yeltsin long to realize that he could not rely on
Buszinski 1996. op cit.. p. 88.

the U.S. done for Russia's security and prosperity In fact. in the wake of negotiations
surrounding the impendinç expansion of NATO. it appears as though Russia still looks
West for threats to its security as it fears the potential for an Arnencan presence in NATO
so close to its borders. Following the Madrid Summit of 1997. Yeltsin realized he really
had very little politicai leveraçe with which to protest the expansion of NATO. He has
subsequently and reiuctantly given his conditional support for the expansion of the alliance
as he reaiizes that interdependence with the West and a closer focus on relations with the

CIS are the only sensible, realistic foreign policy options he has at present.

Russia appears to be suspended between the past and the future like an elevator
stuck between fl00rs.~~'
It is the struggle between competing values that Lies at the h e m
of the foreign policy debate. Until this situation is resolved, Russia's domestic instabilities
will intrude on its foreign policy initiatives and will likely lead to its continued stance of
ambivalence toward the West.

As Christopher Smart claims. Russia has not yet taken its rightful place in

international affairs. However when it does. it must do so in a fnendly environment; one in
which there is room for an enduring and genuine Arnerican-Russian partnership. This can
be done only when the two sides are willing to strike a balance between continuity and
change. The path to new security arrangements in Europe is strewn with obstacles and
only time will tell if Rudyard Kipling's prophecy that East and West will never meet will
hold tme.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Détente 11:
The End of the Cold War or Temporary Respite?
1s the Cold War really over - or is the international system simply witnessing a
period of unprecedented warm relations between East and West. a period that could easily
be labeled Détente II? In twelve short years, following the nse of Gorbachev and the
advent of his new thinking with respect to international relations, the international system
has witnessed the relaxing of tensions between the superpowers, the fa11 of the Soviet
Union and the subsequent end of the Cold War. Western leaders, analysts and academics
breathed a collective sigh of relief and raised their glasses to their certain victory in the
Cold War with the Soviet Union. Democracy emerged victorious and the United States
emerged as the only remaining superpower in the international system. Would this prove
to be nothing more than a temporary respite fiom the tensions of the Cold War? Was this
really the end of the "evil empire?" There are no guarantees in the post- CoId War era and
n

Russia's current political system is so precanously balanced that its future cannot be
confidently predicted.

Richard Pipes claims that problerns still lie ahead with respect to the US.-Russian
relationship. The installation of democracy is not yet complete, n o fresh elites have
emerged, the country is nin by ex-comrnunists who seem unable to shed old mental habits,
and the Duma is populated by comrnunists ard nationalists who are suspicious of the West

and seek to reclaim Russia's superpower status. 'O6 There is some question as to whether
Russia wil! ever be tmly democratic. The actions of Yeltsin fail io support democracy
fully, even though he proclairns himself to be a democrat. Pipes criticizes the democrats
for leaving in place the "myriad memonals glorifjmg their predecessors without
"
had his chance to institute radical
substituting pervasive symbols of their o ~ n . " ' ~ Yeltsin
democratic refonn, failed to do so, and now it is too late. Now critics and analysts predict

a potential retum to some form of the former empire as Russia continues to pursue
relationships with States that. at the same time, are not allied with the United States.

What went wrong? What happened to the promise of a democratic Russia? Why
did things not tum out as originally forecast? Major institutional and ideological change
c a ~ o be
t irnplemented by one person. Enduring and comprehensive reform must be
genuinely supported by the political elite and the people at large and c a n o t be effectively
introduced and enforced by one person. Many claim that this was Gorbachev's mistake.
However, arguably, major systemic change was not Gorbachev's intent ion.

Gorbachev was looking for a break in East-West tensions in order to end the Cold
War mentaiity as he understood that the Soviet Union could no longer afford to sustain
arms cornpetition with the West. Perhaps he really did believe, to some degree, in
multilateralism and the need for changes in the international dynamic between the
superpowers. He had some idea of going beyond détente, but the extent to which he was

106

Pipcs. Richard. Is Russia .(irilfAn Enen!v? Foreign Affairs. Vol. 76. No. 5 . SeptembedOctober 1997. p.

67-68.
'O'

ïbid.

willing to do so is suspect. Cenainly he had no drearn of alignrnent with the United States.

He was not advocating an East-West alliance, but was promoting a stronger détente with
cooperation in ensuring mutual security. He announced democratic-style reforms in the
hope of wiping out any future of armed contlict between the powers, as it is widely
understood that democracies do not fiçht each other.'08 This hiatus in superpower confiict
would allow Gorbachev the time to çet his domestic house in order. perhaps even with the
assistance of the United States. Throughout his tenure, Gorbachev continued to advocate
sociaiism, albeit a softer. gentler version, since full-blown democracy was never his
intention.

When Yeltsin came to power, he attempted to take control of the mnaway political
system. A strong momenturn was propelling the system foward and Yeltsin could do little
but vow to carry out the work of Gorbachev at a faster rate. Yeltsin's. unlike Gorbachev's
cornmitment to democracy, was unequivocal. The intention under Gorbachev was not
democracy, however it had been gathering momenturn in the international community. It
seemed that other States. primarily Western, began to see their future security tied to the
ability of Yeltsin to democratize Russia.

Yeltsin advocated democracy and called hirnself a democrat, but he failed to
institute the necessary reforms that would see it through. Early in his tenure, at a time
when he actually had the ability to institute democratic reform. he was preoccupied with
perpetuating Gorbachev's new thinking and with the legacy of warm relations with the
208
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West that he inherited. He did little to move the reform process along in any substantial
way, and the old pillars of communism were continually creeping back into the political
systern. The popular base of democracy in Russia is "thin and brittle; the political climate
can change o ~ e r n i ~ h tBecause
. " ~ ~ ~the country is lacking strong party organizations and

loyalties, the potential exists for wild swings from one extreme to another. In the early
years, Yeltsin had his sights set on the West and cementins their economic assistance in
getting the Russian economy back in order. With the introduction of democratic elections
in Russia, he soon faced a Duma that was stacked with political opposition to democracy.

By then, it may have been too late for democracy, and as Yeltsin was increasingly
pressured on the domestic front, the legacy of warm relations with the West that Yeltsin
inherited from Gorbachev, thouçh still important. was put on the back bumer.

Gorbachev would go to great lengths to gain Western approval and he knew that
his suppon of cooperation with the United States and the need for multiiateral security
would be politically expedient. He attempted a second détente, but ended up with more
than he bargained for. Yeltsin is dealing with this new rapprochement with the West, but
there are visible hints of the old Russia returninç, Russian opposition to NATO expansion
being a good example. The question remains, is Yeltsin's foreign policy about détente or
something deeper? It is asserted in this chapter that Yeltsin's policies are about whatever
is politically expedient, and, like Gorbachev, he sees cooperation with the West as vital to
getting Russia's domestic situation back in order.

-

209

-

-

Pipes. op cit.. p. 70.

So what is the future of this new détente? What is the future of Russian foreign
policy? Despite his advocacy of cooperative security with the West. Yeltsin's Russia still
looks West for its threats to security. Even afier six years of "democracy" in Russia, it is
impossible to predict Russia's future path. Will the Russian government choose to be proWestern or anti-Western? It appears as though the political.elite may be pulling toward a
reliance on military power and rapprochement with countries hostile to the West.

What must not be forgotten is that Russia will Iikely always be a great nuclear
power and as a result. Russia's secunty will always be in the United States' vital interest.
How the West treats Russia now could have serious ramifications on firture relations.
Whether relations between East and West will be warm or cold greatly depends on how
the United States deals with Russia and its security concerns now. This chapter seeks to
explain the s h a h foundation upon which Russian foreign policy currently rests and the
need for the West to exercise caution and never to forzet history when dealing with
Russia.

The Soviet Union relied upon foreign economic suppon and arguably the
Comrnunist experiment would likely not have been the success that it was if it had not
been for penodic help frorn the

est."'

Gorbachev understood this to be an essential

component of Soviet transformation. Given the grave difficulties facing the Soviet
econorny and the Russian govemment's subsequent inabiiity to continue the arms
cornpetition with the United States, Gorbachev knew that getting the Soviet Union back
21O
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on its feet would take more than sirnply the odd periodic transfer of resources. For the
Soviet Union to survive it would need major Western endorsement and to achieve this
goal. a restructuring of the system was required. Such reconstruction would have to
appear to be "teeth-rattling reform as to put into jeopardy the very existence of the
symem, a truly great garnble...in the tradition of

eni in.""'

Gorbachev saw that the "dual track civilian-rnilitary economy and society" was
becoming far too expensive to maintain. Gorbachev acted very strategically seeking both
to perpetuate his power and to do what was necessary to promote openness and reform,
two concepts that would serve to guarantee Amencan support. Some have argued that his
domestic reforms failed because they were not really at the heart of what Gorbachev was
trying to do. Sol Sanders argues that Gorbachev's purpose was not to execute real
economic reform, as he was never fully committed to a tmly free market, but to advance
his hidden agenda: to give the Soviet State an injection of wealth that would allow it to
continue to play a strong superpower role.

This then begs the question. why did Gorbachev ask for aid from the West? The
answer, at least in part. was that the Soviet Union needed a break fiom cornpetition with
the U.S. in order to bolster its strençth and it needed Western assistance to do so. This is
not to say that economic assistance was not needed, but Gorbachev also needed a way to
show the Americans that he meant business. Such reform was seen by Sanders as a "Iast
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desperate attempt to resuscitate the system."212The military gap was widening and
Gorbachev faced few choices if the U.S.S.R. was to rernain a superpower. It makes sense
that if the Soviet Union wanted to rebuild its economy it would have to let go of its
international status, which served as a drain on the economy. Secunty cooperation with
the West would guarantee strengthened strategic ability and a reduction in the cost of
arms production. The avoidance of aggravation of military conflict in geopolitically
irnponant areas would also follow The Soviets may have also been able to preserve a
strategic advantage over the military potentiai of Japan, Germany and other new centers of
power. Cooperation with the West could also have lead to more control over the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD).

The important thing to remember about the nature of the Soviet system was its
ability to conceal its military agenda. Gorbachev did this successfully. This is not to
suggest sinister motives on behalf of the "evil empire," but merely to demonstrate the
extent to which Moscow would seek Western suppon to advance its own agenda. He
admitted the Soviet Union's cultural. political and econornic backwardness and he asked
the West for a "mutually beneficiai program to improve the benighted (Soviet) ~ o c i e t ~ . " ~ ' ~
Gorbachev initiated a period of détente with the West in terms of unilateral concessions in
arms negotiations. The West embraced his "new thinking" as it seemed to realize the
Western hope that the Bolshevik regime would finally reach its long awaited maturity. In
reality. it appears as though Gorbachev never really intended to fashion a new economy
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and Society in the manner the West was led to believe he would. He could not possibly
have expected to reform the system into democratic capitalism and still retain complete
control. These two concepts are incompatible. Gorbachev knew this. and was merely
hoping to institute enough reform to secure Western confidence. However he was ousted
before he could fuliy put his plan into action and for his successor. fiorn the wreckage of
the U.S.S.R., these warm East-West relations were a tempting inheritance.

Throughout the decade of détente under Brezhnev. the West was continudly
hesitant in trusting the Soviets. Détente failed in the 1970's because the Arnencans backed
off. Gorbachev understood their skepticism and knew that the only way for multilateralism
and superpower arms reduction to work would be full cornmitment fiom both sides. In
order to secure American support and cooperation, Gorbachev had to undertake
confidence building measures. Playing on Western hopes about the maturity of the
Bolshevik state and a subsequent democratic-style Eastern Europe. he gave the Americans
what they wanted.

Détente has been defined as "sufficiently vague to cover a redity infinitely subtle,

"'"Perhaps the same can

fluctuating and ambitious....leaving final objectives in question.

be said of the period of Détente II which began with Gorbachev's new thinking and which
endures today. Brezhnev's détente stemmed from a radically different view of Soviet
capabilities than did Gorbachev's. Gone were the days of Khmshchev's "we will bury
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you" challenges. It was slowly being discovered that the Soviet Union was undergoing a
great economic crisis. Perhaps Andrei Sakharov explained it best when he said,

The Gulf bctwcen Russia and the U.S. is al1 the
grcater in the ncwest and most rcvolutionan sectors
of the econorny. We are ahead of America in coal
extraction, but behind in oil. gas and electric energy;
we arc ten vears beliind in chernistq and infinitely
behind in coniputer tcchnology..wc simply l i x in
another era." '

Little had changed under Gorbachev with respect to this feeling of backwardness.
There was an understanding among the Soviet elite that there was a coming economic
crisis that would require drastic action. Something stronger than old versions of détente
was required. The purpose of the "new thinking" under Gorbachev was intended to bring

large amounts of capital into the Soviet Union as well as the flow of Western technology.
It was expected that Amencan. Japanese and European technological capability would
infiltrate the Soviet economy. help narrow the technological gap and do so at little cost to

Soviet in~titutions.''~

Sanders daims that Gorbachev's highly pubiicized unilateral a m s reductions were
less than meets the eye and that they were quantitative reductions to make qualitative
improvements. Even after the reductions, the U.S.S.R. would have an advantage of 2 to I

in tanks, 2.5 to 1 in artillery and 3 to 1 in combat aircrafi The reductions were set to get
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rid of redundant forces and obsolete weapons allowing for a more capable and prepared

'"

fighting force.

To demonstrate further Gorbachev's insincerity in fundamentally changing the
system, it has been suggested that he was also using Western support to solve economic
and strategic problems facing the empire in Central Europe. He was willing to make great
gambles. Sanders points out that Gorbachev allegedly authorized poison gas, instead of
tear gas, to be used on demonstrators in Georgia in 1988.'18 Although he advocated
sympathy toward nationalism in the Baltics, he &en reverted to veiled threats when
directly faced with threats of succession. His strategy was such that he would use Central
Europe as a means of creating a belt of states between Moscow and Westem Europe that

still had close communist political ties to Moscow, but that also "reflected degrees of
liberalization and acc~rnrnodation."~~~
These states were used in %ait and switch" tactics
to enlist Westem economic aid and to decrease NATO readiness in these areasZ2'

The Soviet foreign policy outlook in the Gorbachev years was such that it entailed
the nearly absolute predominance of domestic over foreign affairs and an attempt to
redefine the nature of the international environment in which the Soviet Union would be
fiee to focus its attention on its domestic, social and economic crisis. This does not stray
very far fiorn a more general pattern of Soviet foreign policy concems. The profound
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influence of domestic problerns on Soviet foreign policy is a recumng theme throughout
Soviet history from Lenin to Gorbachev. The "new thinking" was strictly political; it was
not ideological or conceptual. It reflected the political priorities of Gorbachev to provide a
more secure environment for his long term goals.2z' He took advantage of superpower
rapprochement and the knowledge that Amencan leaders' domestic success was tied to
their success in dealing with Moscow. This created an international environment which
gave him roorn and time to rnaneuver and get his domestic &airs in order.

There is some question as to whether Gorbachev intended this new rapprochement
with the West to have any lasting effect or influence on Soviet society. He believed that
the way to lift pressure on the Soviet Union in the short term was through multilateral
secunty cooperation with the West, but it is evident that he had no long term plans for
alliance with the West. Alexei Arbatov cites four deficiencies in the new thinking about
foreign policy that illustrate Moscow's "quick fix" mentality: The first indicator was that
Gorbachev failed to articulate Russia's national interests in order to illustrate a "scaled
down version of neo-irnperialisrn" that would embrace his new thinking?

Second, there was a failure to recognize that Russia's priority following the
disintegration of the empire was not relations with the United States. Top pnonty should
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have been given to Moscow's former a ~ l i e s . ' Gorbachev.
~
like his successor. had a
tendency to look Westward when defining or guaranteeing security.

The third deficiency in Gorbachev's foreign policy. according to Arbatov. was
revealed in the widespread understanding that Russia was willing to concede to the United
Nations on matters involving Russia's former spheres of influence. The Western position

was at tirnes unquestioningly given priority and such capitulation was not endorsed at
home. The lack of domestic support naturally led to a fourth problem. The decision
making pattern with respect to foreign policy was secretive and highly irregular. Decision
makers too ofien rejected outside advice from academia. parliament and the newly
awakened public. In other words. there was no solid domestic political base for foreign
poIicy.n4

Under Gorbachev, many Soviet republics had sorne state-like attnbutes. These
were mostly for the purposes of national assertion against Moscow. Moscow continued to
run the foreign &airs of the union as if the Soviet Union was still a single unified state.
Gorbachev never sought the approval of the republics for his foreign policy. Dmitn
Rurikov claims that "rights of the republics in the area of foreign policy were primarily
decorative and d e c ~ a r a t i v e . " ~ ~ ~

xi Md.
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Gorbachev's unwillingness to relinquish control dernonstrated his lack of
commitment to his ideas of "new thinking." It would be impossible for his aims to be
carried out without some commitment to democratic principles. If he expected to
introduce only those ideas borrowed from democratic principles that suited his purposes
and reject those that were threatening to him. he was not tmly "open" and was doomed to
failure. Rurikov claimed that "already in 1989 it was clear that Gorbachev was neither
willing nor able to travel the path of deep and radical r e f ~ r m . "It~ has
~ been suggested
that some remnants of the political and economic foundations of socialism remained.
Perestroika proved only to intensi@ the social and economic ills of a system in crisis. The
more the CPSU dug in its heels. determined to retain its leading role in society, the less
practicai it was to expect swift and comprehensive reform. Socialism as a system was
"incapable of fundamentally changing itself of its own wi11."~~
It was upon this reaiization
that the democratic reformers set about attemptins to revolutionize the system and
institute further democratic reform following free and democratic elections.
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mandate they received in the 1990 parliamentary elections, the dernocrats. led by Yeltsin,
proceeded to dismantle the old order and attempted to create a new one in its place.

Throughout his tenure, Gorbachev continued to advocate socialism claiming that it
could sustain the kind of reform that was necessary He clairned that.
communism originatcd and csists in the intercsts of
man and his frccdoni in ordcr to defcnd riglits and justice
on eanh...(it)lias (remendous. potential for l~umanitarianism-23
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Christopher Sman points out several contradictions inherent in the Soviet political
system throughout the near seven decades of its existence. Based on Marxist-Leninist
ideology, the U.S.S.R. vowed to lead the international transformation to socialism and to
smash the "doomed structures of impenaiist powers" in the process. At the same time,
they sought to preserve the great power traditions of Czarist Russia thereby compelling
them to manage the system which they were bound to destroy. Did Gorbachev seek to
erase these contradictions? Arguably he sought better to manage such contradictions, not
to eradicate them. He saw that the best way to avoid playing both rebei and
establishmentarian was to downplay his role as establishmentarian, which was a major part

of cornrnunist party doctrine, and to highlight his role as reformer.u0 The argument can be
made that his intention was not radical change, but to promote the image of change. As
Sman claims. image was everythinç in Soviet politics and Gorbachev understood this. A

change in his image would go far toward improving relations with the West thereby
reducing periods of extreme weakness in the Soviet

nio on.^'

While retaining elements of both the Marxist-Leninist and the great power
traditions, Gorbachev set forth a new way of thinking that would allow him to design his

own conceptions of international politics that could even be taught to observers. This
strategy was such that it would "liberate the reçime from the contradictory restraints of
traditional Soviet roles... while at the same time bolster its posture."u2 The image of the
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U .S.S-R as a country undergoing profound social and political change allowed Gorbachev
to emphasize a new role for the Soviet Union in the international system. With Gorbachev
came a new emphasis on military and security policy. The Soviet Union sought to join a
new security environment which ernphasized collaboration rather than military

confrontation. 233

The notion of security was growinç more and more cornplex. There was a kind of
"dernilitarktion" of international security which saw nations cooperate to consider other
factors influencing security such as economic, demographic and environmentai
problems."4 Until the Gorbachev era, definitions of national secunty were intensely
militarized. Academics and the civilian establishment were prevented from engaging in
dialogue about national security. The active involvement of civilians in rnilitary &airs
began to grow vnder Gorbachev to mirror the trends in the West.

When Gorbachev began his foreign policy revolution. driven by domestic
necessity. he thought he was renovating and modemizing a superpower's foreign policy.

He had no idea that what he had started would revolutionize the prevailing international
order. He had little tirne to deal with the real consequences of his refoms or to plan the
policies of a regional power. His "new thinking" began to take control of the entire system
and in fact grew to become larger than its creator. The deepening social crisis that
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followed served to disarm and dissolve the re-irne The very new program that he had
introduced eventually led to his downfall.

The Soviet Union would cmrnble from the intense pressure of the new society that
Gorbachev had created. Russia was no longer a superpower and relations with the West
had been hitfùl to the extent that Gorbachev had calculated. The opening up of society

and the introduction of democratic-style refoms had whet the appetite of many Russian
political elites and the push for stronger. more comprehensive reform was growing. Russia
looked as though it would fashion itself in the Western likeness. Any successor to
Gorbachev would have no other short term option but to continue to implement his
predecessor's "helter skelter attempts to prop up the system."li5 Gorbachev's successor
would have some senous decisions to rnake in a shon period of tirne.

Following the Cold War, the Soviet Union was dismantled and Russia assurned
whatever authority was lefi over from the communist empire. Moscow then possessed a
significantly reduced land mass from which it could project its power on the rest of the
world. Further. with its former republics gaining independence, what were formerly
rnatters between cities such as Moscow and Kiev became rnatters of international
politi~s.U6

-

23s

Sanders, op cit.. p. 192.
236
Holloway. David and Nairnark, Norman, eds.. Rccxarnininp:the Soviet Expenence. Boulder: W&ew
Press, 1996. p. 198.

The years following the demise of the Soviet Union have been characterized by
intemal economic decline. high inflation. nsing crime rates. ecological disasters.
bureaucratie conflias and the nsing nationalism of Russia's ethnic rninorities. As a result,

little attention has been paid to foreign policy Further. Russia has inhented a tremendous
arsenal of thermonuclear weapons and long range delivery vehicles. This, it has been
argued, will likely play a significant role in Russia's future if its political system stabilizes.
Should the politicai system stabilize. then nuclear assets will piay a much larger role than
they now do in determining Russia's place in the international system.

Throughout the Cornmunist era, foreign policy, at least to some degree. reflected
the priorities of communist ideology. In contrast to ideologically driven priorities. William
Zimmerman predicts that the post-Soviet foreign policy process will provide an example
of issue-determined politics. An issue driven agenda cm be open to specific interests. The
failure to amve at a definition of the national interest with respect to foreign policy can be
seen to indicate that post-Soviet Moscow lacks a new. fundamentally distinct national
interest different fiom the Soviet era.

Much of the difference between Soviet and Russian foreign policy stems from the
changing capabilities in both systems. Certainly Rüssia's inability to Hord a major a m s
competition with the United States has had a great impact on its change in policy toward
the West. Gone are the days of Moscow as the nucleus of a world superpower. Russia
must now focus its attention on what is possible as opposed to simply what is desired

The challenges that need to be met in Russia are not just threats to temtonal
integrity and military security. but they nin deeper and involve fundamental questions of
national identity. "What is Russia? What kind of state can Russians expect to live in? What
is Russia's role in the international system?""'

In other democracies, some of the bigger

questions are addressed in a constitution. The new Russian constitution needs to be
updated to reflect the changes in society in accordance with democracy and the nile of
law. What exists is somewhat of a circular problem. Volk claims that without definite
solutions to these problems, domestic. social and economic instability accelerate and
prevent the kind of interna1 climate conducive to making fundamental state decisions about
po~icy."8

In the afiemath of the failed 199 1 coup and the fa11 of the Soviet empire, Russia
appeared poised to embrace its democratic destiny. Yeltsin led the democrats to commit
their efforts to a federation in which civil liberties would be protected by a new
constitution and a market economy would be fully introduced into Russian s o ~ i e t ~ ? ~
Yeltsin promised continued demilitarization. a decentralization of power and the
independence of the Russian Federation and the former Soviet republics. He vowed to set
about overcoming the legacy of the Cold War and forminç an alliance with the West in
which Russia and the West could jointly address global issues.
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Gai1 Lapidus claims that within two years these expectations for a new Russia
were ~hattered."~
The new fledgling democratic institutions failed to address the political.
economic and social deadiock they were designed to cure. There was growing hostility to
reform and privatization as a result of the injustice and corruption that went hand in hand
with democracy. The "era of romantic reform" was o ~ e r . ~ surpnsingly.
~ ~ o t Russian
foreign policy toward the West began to change as Russian-Amencan relations grew
cooler. The political and psychological trauma caused by the faIl of the Soviet Empire
made it exceedingly difficult to craft any coherent policies of reform that would please
everyone. The democrats were blamed for the domestic crisis and also for the
disintegration of the Soviet state and its ramifications at home and abroad.

Yeltsin began his revolutionary liberal reforms from above in a style sirnilar to
many authoritarian leaders. He relied on the "administrative apparatus of the ancien
regrme to implement his program"2'2 instead of goinç to the people. His "revolution fiom

above" was in keeping with Soviet tradition and resembled Gorbachev's attempts at
reform. Yeltsin used his own chaisma to personalize the political process and he still
relied on the vertical "system of presidential power to implement his policies; and
improved relations with the West in the hope that a new Marshall Plan would rescue the
country."2J3Like Gorbachev, Yeltsin lacked a carefuily constructed blueprint for reform.

-
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Yeltsin did intend to abolish the old system of comrnunisrn and to obliterate the old
power structures and the state that supported them, and in their place build entirely new
institutions. Shevtsova claims that this desire to destroy and rebuild is what sets Yeltsin
apart from Gorbachev. Yeltsin's unqualified failure however, was similar to Gorbachev's
in that he was unable to break with the old style of governance: a mentality he learned as a
cornmunist ~ ~ p a r a c h i kHe
. ~had
~ a tendency to puqe supporters when it served his
political interests, which made it impossible to stress stable policy-making. build alliances.
or create a strong power base. His revolutionary style was inconsistent and contradictory
and he would often make a breakthrough on one issue at the expense of another. He
would engage in haggling over details and would make sudden and erratic concessions.

Essentially, Yeltsin failed to meet the challenges that he himself had set. He abandoned
political reform in late 1991 and he failed to present society with a clear agenda for
dornestic change, which only deepened the economic, social and political crisis in
c us si a.

Now this is not to say that Yeltsin is an unquestionable failure. Under Yeltsin,
society became more cornfortable with democratic principles; he has consolidated Russia's
statehood; he took steps toward rnarketization and he kept extreme elements from
triumphing. He, in many cases, provided the stabilizinç element in a fragile new society. 246
In the larger picture, however. Yeltsin had accurnulated many failures. When the need for
reform was most acute, he had no clear idea of how to proceed. He govemed with no
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strategic plan and the decision making process was conducted largely by intuition often
reacting to an issue when it was too late. Shevtsova identifies his greatest failure to be his
poor timing. He failed to construct a new political system immediately d e r the coup,
allowing time for a political standoff to emerge. and created the domestic political
nightmare he would face in the years to corne."'

To Yeltsin's misfortune and to the

misfortune of those in his inner circle, schoolinç in the traditional Soviet paradigm of
domination left the political elite in a communist mind-set that was difficult to shake.

Alexander Dallin argues that the democrats never stood a chance in Russia. He
claims there were few democrats surrounding Gorbachev, who himself was a cornrnunist.
Even under Yeltsin, who appeared democratic at first, the democrats never really stood a
chance. Revolutionary liberalism was unable to solve Russia's problems both because of
the personalities of its leaders and because it failed to offer a way in which the econornic
and political goals of the state could be realized. Yeltsin conducted much of his earlier
decision making on the basis of two important myths. The first was that Russia could
actually t ranscend the vast space between socialist authoritarianism and capitalist
democracy in a single bound. Second, he believed. as did Gorbachev, that he could rely on
the United States for help.

Dallin recalls that for decades comrnunist party appara~chiksdotted the political
and economic landscape and were unlikely to undergo rapid ideological change simply
because the president said so. Dallin asks, "did anyone really believe that they (the

propaganda machine). would. or could. ovemight change their convictions. their mindsets, or even their style of work?""" He claims that pany officiais. plant managers and
chairpenons on collective farms had many years of experience working within the system
which taught them how to keep quiet when they disagreed with official policy. Dallin
clairns that it was astounding the extent to which business continued to operate as it had
always done. Little had changed - the rezime was never tmly overthrown. He claims that
the democrats' fatal Baw was that "they imagined that they had taten (real) power in
Russia d e r the coup."24gThis is not to Say that a full democratic sweep of the system was
impossible, but Yeltsin's lack of dedication to his public principles saw him miss the boat.
His unwillingness to cornplete the revolution foreshadowed the failure of democracy in
Russia and it appears there is no way to get it back.

Jonathan Steele daims that the events of 199 1 were a turning point, breaking the
continuity of the old system. but not enouçh to lead the country unequivocally on the path
. ' ~e ~r all, Russia had withstood many "revolutions from above" before
to d e r n o c r a ~ ~M
which ended in failure and the democratic reforms would be no different. H e says that in
order to be serious about instituting democracy there is more required than simply "an
independent press, a system of law, reçular elections. a code of ethics for public servants,

a full-time parliament, an accountable executive and organized political parties."2" He
claims that what was required. and what had indeed been rnissing under Gorbachev and
-
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Yeltsin. was "the fabric of consensus. the notion of solidanty. the feelins that the
individual opinion matters. or. to put it at its most basic. self-confidence and social
~~tirnisrn."~~*

Steele claims that the Yeltsin revolution was little more than "surface stimng" and
that the dramatic attempt at upheaval certainly transformed many government institutions,
but it failed to address the fundamental problems in Russia. The changes were significant
on the surface; Soviet institutions had disappeared, the communist party was marginalized,
the KGB was dismantled. However the changes did not go deep enough to create a
revolution of behmiozrr. Steele asserts that true revolutions are about power and property
and their transfer fiom the hands of the oId elite and into the arrns of the new. This did not
happen under Gorbachev and it hardly happened under Yeltsin. There was no significant
redistribution of power. Even in early 1994 following the first multi-pany parliamentary
elections, many observed t hat Russia was already more authoritarian.

25 3

Steele blames

Gorbachev for his role in this hesitant process. In spite of his relative sriccess in removing
repressive institutions, h e nonetheless failed in reforming Soviet society through a
reformed communist party.254

M e r the 1991 coup many in Russia, and especially in the West. had high hopes for
democracy. However no society can escape its own traditions. Democracy in Russia is

weak due to the age-old culture of authoritarianisrn which Yeltsin could never quite shake.
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The tragedy for Russia's dernocrats is that in the first two years afier the collapse of
comrnunism they seemed unable to encourage pluralism. tolerance and the search for
compromise. Without these values it was questionable whether Russia would ever evolve
toward genuine d e r n o ~ r a c ~The
. ~ ~roots
'
of democracy do not run very deep in Russia.
Were the refoms iritentiorrally democratic? 1s the new game really democracy? Some
have argued that the changes were a result of an elite dnven revolt ugaimI the traditional
trappings of comrnunism, but were not necessarilyfor any particular new idea.

256

Presentiy, in 1998, Russia is faced with the major task of choosing the direction of
its foreign policy. Many changes have taken place in the past seven years that have left
Moscow with many unanswered questions. the most important of which is: what is
Russia's new role in the international system? There is consistent debate within Russia
about how the country should proceed in the post-Cold War era and how Russia should
maintain its security. Should Russia ally itself with Western powers, tying its security
interests to those of its former adversanes or should it "strike out" on its own as an
independent great power?

Yeltsin's early years in office. with respect to foreign policy, can be defined as
increasingly disorganized, issuing often unintentional, unapproved and uncoordinated
signals on international rnatters. The Communist Party was no longer in place but it
appeared that with it went the tight discipline and organization of the Soviet years.
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Yeltsin's prirnary task was to reinforce the leeitimacy of his regirne abroad at ail cost. He

saw that while Gorbachev had a great impact on relations with the West. there still existed
Lingering doubts about the Soviet Union's record abroad. Yeltsin saw that he had a chance
to start fiesh and he was able to use the emergence of a new Russian Federation under a
pseudo-democracy to "convincingly begin from a ciean s ~ a t e . ' ' ~ ~ ~

Yeltsin's foreign poiicy underwent a rather artfirl rhetoricai evolution. While he
inherited and continued Gorbachev's initiative in arms control negotiations with the
United States, and while he advocated a "fi-iendship alliance" with the Arnericans, he also
stressed, through his foreign minister, the necessady limited nature of the rapprochement
with the West. Yeltsin added that if the West did not pay more careful and sensitive
attention to Russia, Russian policy could tum nasty.l18

Many arguments have been fonvarded to explain the shifi in foreign policy under
Yeltsin. The most convincing of these arguments is the fact that Yeltsin and Kozyrev were
biding their time until they could better afford a more assertive foreign policy, as they
realized that the "Shevardnadze orientation" that they inherited would not sufficiently
advance Russian interests.

The great debate within Russia has been that of Atlanticism vs. Eurasianism.
Should Russia define its security in terms of its relations with the West or should the
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Russian elite focus more on Russia's unique position between Europe. the Islamic world

of Central Asia and the Pacific Rim countnes? President Yeltsin atternpted to bridge the
gap between these two divergent trends in Russian secunty policy. thus perpetuating the
view that he was indecisive and lacked control of policy making. However an attempt to
combine the two approaches to secunty will likely continue to result in an emphasis on a
multi-polar mode1 of deterrence and on achieving strateçic stability at both the global and
regional Ievels.25g

Secunty, based on nuclear and military-strategic issues, is now, in the post-Cold

War world, complex and uncertain. Yeltsin has made it clear, as did Gorbachev, that
Russia sees cooperation with the U.S. on sorne level. essential for determining new
methods of collective global secunty that suit al1 parties. However. on the other hand,
Aiexei Arbatov, Director of the Center for Geopolitical and Miliiary Forecasts in Moscow,

wmed in 1994.
In spite of al1 the nicc dcclarations by U.S. and Russian
leaden in 1992-93 tint the two no longer considered eacli
otlicr enemies but partners and perfiaps even allies, the
sober reality tliat many tliousands of strategic nuclear
weapons arc still prcdoininantly targcted on eacli ottier
for at lcast 10-15 years into the hturc effcctîvely precluded
the possibility of any real milita- alliance between the h ~ o . ' ~

Yeltsin's task was to redefine a set of interests that wodd advance Russia's
international role, one that would answer the "deeper aspirations of Russian s ~ c i e t ~ . " ~ ~ '
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Even with the apparent abolition of communist pany control. there remained deeply
ingrained notions of great power privilege and lingering traditions of imperial domination.
Peter Boettke notes, even a few years into Yeltsin's rule. that Communist Party influence
still permeated society - it was a large part of the social fabric of ~ussia.'~'

Roben Legvold warns. as he claims do others. that it is wise for the West to
beware of the perils of the failure of a democratic-style transformation in Russia. Such
failure could lead to a deepening crisis in the international system. The deciding influence

will be within Russia itself It is the only potentiai great power arnong Soviet successor
states. While its current leaders acknowledge the reality and the legitimacy of
independence for parts of the former empire. even they retain domineenng habits of
t h o ~ ~ hRussian
t . ~ ~ leaders
~
see themselves as the successor state, taking on the three
hundred years of history with pride. They are unable to separate themselves from this
conception. Legvold explains that this can be seen in many instances "from the pride with
which Yeltsin moved into Gorbachev's spacious Kremlin offices to the ease with which
the General Staff imagines itself in command of Russia's amies."*"

Naturally. as Russia sees itself as the only emerging great power from the
wreckage of the Soviet Union, it has adopted a parent role toward its former republics,
now on their own in the international arena. Russia does have a stake in their success or
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failure and in their separate relations with the West. Legvold warns that the West should
tread lightly on this ground to avoid waking the sleepin_egiant of Russian hegemony. He
also wams that a cleverly engineered international environment will serve to ensure that

the dernocratic process in the former U.S. S.R. does not go wildly a ~ t r a ~ . ' ~ '

The current international clirnate is incredibly fragile. Andrew Pierre and Dmitri
Trenin c l a h that the chief reason for this fiagility is that there is an absence. seven years
The present European
into the post-cold War period, of a viable peace ~ett1ernent.l~~
security framework does not exclude Russia. but at the same time it does not endeavor to
embrace Russia either. The creation of a Western security framework that includes Russia
has been a slow and unsuccessfÙl process, failing to become instituti~nalized.~~'
Pierre and

Trenin clairn that "mutual hstration works to perpetuate mistrust, and a political
deterioration resulting in an alienated Russia is now a possibility. For these reasons, the
enlargement issue has become the first major crisis in Russian-Western relations since the

Cold War ended."268

Many Russian analysts have wamed that if the West continues biatantly to
disregard Russia's views on expansion and if Russia is made to feel as though it has no
influence in Eastern Europe. then "Russia could take certain steps to advance its own
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i n t e r e ~ t s . "He
~ ~claims
~
that if Russia is provoked it will defend its interests. which he
warns, could result in stiff politics. a new division of Europe and an intensification of

rnistmst and suspicion. If the U.S. keeps treading on Russian temtory. as they have,
Russia and other CIS countries may have to form a tiçhter military union in order to
fortiQ themselves açainst the West. This warning has been cornmon in much recent
Russian dialogue. This demonstrates a possible return to old ways, a move away from the
new rapprochement with the West, and a re-ernergence of the old posninng style of
détente.

From 1985 to the present, Russian foreign policy has been reactive in nature, due
to the massive social, political and econornic transformation of Russian society. Now, in
1998, Russia. though still struggling. is growing stronger and it is dificuit to predict its

capacity in ten years. To safeçuard future peace. the West rnust take Russia's present
concems seiously so as to facilitate a U S . - Russian rapprochement well into the next
century.

Regardless of efforts toward reducing nuclear arsenals and regardless of the efforts

of Washington and Moscow toward arms control and reduction. there will always exist a
nuclear reality. Both may assert that nuclear weapons no longer play a role in their
relationship, however it is impossible to deny or erase the fact that "the other power is the
only one in the world in possession of the material capability to endanger at will one's own
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political survival." and this fact will continue to haunt the relation~hi~."~
As long as both
States possess such capability. their relationship. by strategic imperative. will always be
based on mutual deterrence, which, as Arbatov argues, is not a solid foundation on which
to build a strategic partnership. nor an alliance."'

As was mentioned earlier. there has been no major break in policy with respect to

security. Russia continues to look Westward for its threats to security. Fear of NATO is
bipartisan in Russia, which indicates that while Russia acknowledges the importance of
cooperative security in the post-Cold War environment, they stiil have an inherent fear and
suspicion of the United States. This notion begs attention. If Russia were tmly seeking
dernocracy, and this was a monolithic desire fùndamentally to change the system. Russia
would likely be Iess suspicious of the West than it is. Democracies have little reason to feel
threatened by each other with respect to security. But Russia does. Gorbachev sought
little more than a renewed détente and the West can expect no more from Yeltsin. The
break in Cold War tensions was simply a respite. and relations now between Russia and
the West may possibly point to no more than a peaceful rapprochement between the
former superpowers.

The foundation for democracy was never laid in Moscow. neither by Gorbachev.
nor by Yeltsin. despite their voiced intentions. The dedication to real systemic change has
been noticeably absent from Yeltsin's administration and it is questionable that it will ever
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be present. It was intemal development needs that drove extemal relations under both
Gorbachev and Yeltsin. Tsypkin predicts that as Russia sons out its domestic problems.
and begins to redefine its national interests. it rnight increasingly rely on its own resources.
military. as weil as political, outside a framework of international organizations and rhis is
likely to become an integral element of its national secutity poli~y.2nIt is within the
current Russian struggle to define itself t hat much of the international climate in the 2 1st
century will be detemined.

As Richard Nixon once said, shortly before his death. "if dernocracy fails in Russia,

it will bring a despotism whose irnperial nature could be far more threatening than the old

In tirne the flowers will bloom in Russia again and the West rnust seek to
comrnuni~m."~~
secure a lasting peace with the now sleeping giant of Russian power.
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CONCLUSION

The year is now

A.B.8

( M e r ~ i ~ o l a r i t ~ )The
. ' ~ collapse
'
of the Soviet state and the

subsequent end of the Cold War have seen a re-characterization of the international

dynamic. A new international environment emerged with the wreckage of the Soviet
Union; one which saw the erosion of many old values and a re-calibration of new
definitions of security and the means to achieve it. In many cases. enernies have become
partners and East and West have traded competition for cooperation in formerly
unirnaginable ways.

For many, it appears that democracy has emerged victorious in the new
international system, its primary adversary havinç surrendered to democracy's massive
appeals. While this seems to be tme for the most part, it is important to be reminded that
the semblance of democracy in Russia happened almost by accident. When Gorbachev

began his "new thinking" revolution in 1985, he did so with the understanding that he
would transform the domestic structure and foreign policy of a communist superpower.
The events that followed were, in many cases, mostly not of his choosing.

The Soviet Union cmrnbled under the weight of its own social, political and
economic ills and since 1991, Russia has struçgled to get back on its feet. Whether the
answer to these intemal problems is full blown democracy remains to be seen. However it
-
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is certain that, for now. amicable relations with the West are necessary in order to allow
Russia to focus its attention inward. It is because of this need to address domestic
priorities that Russia's foreign policy has been inconsistent.

Under Gorbachev. foreign poiicy was seen to be the vehicle which Moscow used
to secure good relations with the West. Gorbachev hoped that democratic-style reforms
would be just what the Soviet Union needed to improve its domestic situation as well as to

gain favor with the West. Certainly an end to the superpower competition with respect to
military capability bought Gorbachev tirne to focus attention and resources inward in order
to address the ills of the failinç Soviet economy. He also believed. as did his successor.
that good relations with the West would see Moscow as the recipient of Western favor,
preferably in the f o m of resource transfers. Pnor to 1985. the Soviet govemrnent
allocated a huge percentage of the country's resources to developing and expanding its
military capability. As it turned out, the emphasis on defence undennined the economy and
the cohesion of society. The cost of the reprieve €rom East-West competition was seen by
Gorbachev to be necessary in order to improve the Soviet system.

The cost of this reprieve from East-West competition however, was much higher
than Gorbachev ever dreamed. Since the dramatic and unpredictable collapse of the Soviet
Empire, Russia now occupies 415 of the territory of the Soviet Union and has 112 the
population. Yeltsin must now deal with these dificult new realities in an attempt to
reconcile Russia's reduced influence in the international system with its continued status as

a great nuclear power. Whether or not democracy will he allowed fully to flounsh in
Russia remains to be seen. however there are continuities that can be seen throughout both
Gorbachev's and Yeltsin's govemments that continue to effect the East-West dynamic at
present.
These continuities lie at the heart of this thesis. There appears to be a general
consensus that the fail of the Soviet Union marked a large discontinuity in Russian
domeeic political life and also with respect to Russia's relationship with the rest of the
world. Much has been written about Russia since its collapse with particular emphasis on
new problems. Many of the important works that examine late Soviet foreign policy under
Gorbachev and post-Soviet foreign policy under Yeltsin do so with a sense of new
departure and with a great deal of optirnism about George Bush's promise of a new world
order.

This thesis reflects a comprehensive review of recent literature regarding the
events surrounding Gorbachev's foreign policy reforms and Yeltsin's subsequent
continuation of democratic-style reform in Russia Much of this literature stresses the
theme of discontinuity and focuses less on the theme of continuity.

The emphases in recent literature can be well illustrated by several of the most
influential of these works. Richard Sakwa, in his important book. Gorbachev and His
Reforrns, addressed the nature and siçnificance of the changes that took place under
Sakwa focused on the irnpetus for change in Gorbachev's early years and
~orbachev.~"
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1990.

the steps toward democratic-style reform in the Soviet Union. While he was careh1 to
stress that under Gorbachev history did not end. it merely tumed a new page, his major
focus remained on Gorbachev's reforrns and the decisive impact they had on the Russian
system.

Written several years after Sakwa and with the benefit of observing the early years
of the Russian Federation, the works of Jonathan

teel le.^'^

Saikal and

ale^." and

Leszek ~ u s q n s k i ~examine
"
Russia's foreign policy and its potential direction. While al1

are careful to note the disorientation and uncertainty inherent in Russian policy making,
they tend to focus on the changes present in the current Russian system as well as new
challenges facing Russia's post-Cornmunist, democratic-style political system.

The above mentioned analyses are important to a cornprehensive understanding of
Russian foreign policy and the challenges it will face in the future. However these works
have left room for a sornewhat different emphasis. This thesis represents a small pan of
can and wil1 be done on
the ongoing effort to balance these assessments. More ~ o r likely
k

the subject as many pnmary documents continue to become available.

The changes that have taken place in the Soviet Union and later in Russia have
been monumental and they deserve a great deal of attention. This thesis complements the
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existing work by testing the proposition that existing co~~iitrzrifies
between the Soviet and
the Russian systems and their respective policies cannot be safely overlooked in an
evaluation of Russia's emerginç relations with its former friends and new partners. This
thesis, while acknowledging very important discontinuities. complements the existing
work.

As the post-Cold War dust settles and the promise of Mr. Bush's new world order
fades, one becomes increasingly aware of new dangers that have presented themselves.
Now, in 1998, there are a number of continuities with respect to Russian values and
attitudes that will likely remain as challenges for Russia's neighbors and partners.

The continuities between Gorbachev and Yeltsin have been borne out of the main
arguments of this thesis as it has been developed in the past four chapters. The first three
chapters examined the domestic situation in the Soviet Union and subsequently in Russia.
The arguments stressed the continuity of unresolved economic problems that permeated

Soviet society imrnediately pnor to Gorbachev and which face Yeltsin today. While this
thesis was a study of foreign policy. it underlined the important understanding that the
domestic sources of foreign policy are the most decisive. No state's foreign policy is
immune to domestic pressures and Russia's is no exception.

The roots of the main argument of the thesis began with a discussion of the factors
leading to Gorbachev's "new thinking." Gorbachev came to power in the Soviet Union at

a time when the country was in social. political and economic turmoil. Despite détente.
Brezhnev's foreign policy was incredibly expensive as the arrns programme was given top
priority in a drastic attempt to answer Amencan superiority. Soviet society was already
overburdened and the arms race placed an even further strain on the economy. Ironicaily,

a good bilateral relationship was important to Brezhnev. however he remained intent on
expanding Soviet influence. It was largely these conflicting messages that justified
Reagan's rnilitary programme. Brezhnev's successors. Andropov and Chernenko. did little
to improve on the already deepening crisis at home. Gorbachev inherited a growing
malaise exacerbated by a general weakness at the core of Soviet society.

When Gorbachev took power, he was saddled with a downward spiraling economy
in which sustained cornpetition with the West would be impossible. The Soviet economy
was backward and there was little technological innovation. The costs of supporting the
Empire were growing increasingly prohibitive and Gorbachev had little choice but to
address these concerns. He symbolized the desire for change and progress in the Soviet
Union and he promised to lead his country into a new era of hope and to end stagnation
and decline.

Crucial to an appreciation of the direction of Gorbachev's reforms. is to keep in
mind that he abandoned the directive/ideoloçicaI approach to policy rnaking and he
adopted a management style approach to Soviet problems. This shift had a direct impact
on East-West relations and opened the door to cooperation. The dramatic quality which

East-West relations suddenly acquired should not blind one to the fact that this new
Western policy was firmly rooted in the economic imperatives of Gorbachev's dornestic
reform programme. The refoms are not yet over

Yeltsin's stniggle with his inheritance from Gorbachev began in January 1992 as
Yeltsin began democratic-style reforms that went even fbrther toward establishing a
market economy than any of Gorbachev's proposais. Yeltsin continued to operate under
rnany of the sarne assumptions as Gorbachev, the most significant. and the most integrai to
this thesis being the usefùlness of strong relations with the West to forge important
economic and political partnerships. However Yeltsin's foreign policy has arguably been
less consistent than Gorbachev's. There is deep irony here. One of the consequences of
the democratization of Russia has been to expose Russia to strong anti-Western
undercurrents. Yeltsin's pro-Western stance çrew hot and cold at the hint of domestic
pressure. This was a factor with which Gorbachev never had to deal. Given Russia's new
"democracy." Yeltsin had to consider domestic political pressure in the formulation of
policy. Public opinion has made it increasingly dificult for him to maintain a partnership
with the West. Although Russia seerns to be çrowing more and more stable, it must be
remembered that it is perhaps more vulnerable to domestic political changes and public
opinion than was the former Soviet Union. The West must assist Russia where possible
and attempt to be sympathetic to Russia's domestic political dilemma in order to avoid
another historic and dramatic shift in Moscow's foreign policy orientation. The West has a

new probiem, one not imagined under the old Soviet system. It must convince the Russian

population and even members of the Duma ihat pannership with the West is in Russia's
best interest.

The continuing, though diminished presence of Cold War attitudes has led to the
inability of Washington and Moscow

<O

reach agreement on a number of foreign policy

issues, most notably NATO expansion. and more recently. the policies regarding Iraq. This
indicates perhaps that the new relationship between the former superpowers is little more
than a temporary respite from the tensions of the former adversarial relationship. This
relaxing of tensions is certaidy in Russia's best interest as it continues to try to put its
domestic situation back in order.

What can be expected with respect to East-West relations in the future? Perhaps it
is too soon to tell. Russia's opposition to and subsequent grudging acceptance of NATO
expansion indicates that a partnership between East and West is precarious. While it is
quite legitimate to remain positive about the potential for good relations in the future,
there is cause for caution.

What emerges from the thesis is that three claims can be made with certainty The
first is that Russia will continue to seek Western economic support. Russia. just as much
as the former Soviet Union, relies on transfers of resources and technology from the West.

Without this political and economic link to the West. Gorbachev's and Yeltsin's reforms

may never become a reality.

Just as during Gorbachev's era. it wouid now be prudent for the West to pay
attention to Russian sensitivities in the Duma. the army and in society or they may nsk
throwing the new East-West détente into distress. Russia will not be down forever and it
is incurnbent upon the West to recognize this. Russia will continue to be a great nuclear
power - this fact will not change. The West must ensure that when Russia finally does get
its domestic affairs in order and begins to çrow stronser. that it does not do so in an
environment that has been hostile and unsupportive. It must be stressed that Russia is not,
and may never be, a known quantity.

Third. and quite closely linked with the second point, is the fact that Russia has
made it clear that it wants to be included in a new, revamped European security
architecture. The expansion of NATO is greeted in Moscow with fear. hostility. and, as
Moscow has little choice now. gnidçing acquiescence The West must try to avoid
marginalizing Russia and must grant it a certain degree of deserved influence in matters of
European security. If it does not. the new détente may grow more unstable than it already
is. Ironically, in the Gorbachev period, the West had less difficulty than it now seems to
have in including Russia in the new security architecture.

In the West's stmggie to define its security in a world without an enemy, it must
treat its former adversary carefully so as not to push Russia into taking this role once
again. Certaidy the end of the Cold War is cause for optimism, but it is prudent for the

West to proceed carefully with respect to Russia. Many believe Russia remains. as the
Soviet Union was once descnbed by Winston Churchill. "a t-iddle wrapped in a mystery

Perhaps both the nationalists' and the cornmunists' strong showings in the 1993
elections to the Russian State Duma did not go far enough to awake the world From its
"post-Cold War complacency."'"~ perhaps it will take Yeltsin's misplaced cornrnents about
an Iraqi invasion inspiring a Third World War to make the West rernember that they
cannot take Russia for granted. Yeltsin may appear to be pro-Western in his current
foreign policy orientation, but there is no guarantee as to how much longer he wil1 be in
power. Public opinion, as in any democracy, is a huge factor in policy making and there is
a real public resentment of the West in Russia today. It is interesting that the system has
not yet succumbed to these domestic pressures. Arguably this is due to the Russian
govement's continuous imposition of stiff controls on the negative urges of the
population. Lt is worthwhile to point out that if Russian society was tmly seeking
democracy in the fullest sense, it would likely fear the West less than it does Democracies
do not usually fear other dernocracies. This supports the idea put fonh in the thesis that

the post-Cold War era is a respire from the tensions of the Cold War. but it cannot be
relied upon to provide evidence of real systemic change. It is impossible to predict the
future. In time the flowers will bloom in Russia again

-

their color has yet to be

deterrnined.
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There is still a great deal more that must be done with respect to the study of EastWest relations in the future. It is a very crucial penod in international relations as the postCold War era is still in its infancy. Arthur Schlesinger J r warns that universal democracy

will rernain a struggle into the 2 1 st Century and he predicts that if democracy fails to
conçtruct a humane, prosperous and peacefùl world. it will asain invite the rise of already
existing alternative creeds, waiting on the sidelines to fly in the face of freedom. M e r d l ,
democracy is ody 200 years old. Schlesinger wonders "how deeply democracy has sunk
roots in previously nondemocratic countries in the years since the collapse of totaiitarïan
challenges."281Perhaps democracy is no more than a brief pan of history and will be
unable successfully to confront those forces that threaten to "drive it ont0 the

rock^."^"

Only time will tell.
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