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PREFACE:-------

In this study 1;Je have mode an attempt to present 

the Soviet perception tmvards the concept of arms control 

and disarmament. In order to understand Soviet approach, 

it is essential to have a clear cut underst~nding of the 

Marxist-Leninist Theories of Har, peace and disarmament 

and hoH fa.r these are related to the actual Soviet l_)ractices. 

This dissertation divided into four Chapters. The 

first tv-Jo Chapters deals with the ideological perspective 

and the Soviet Strategy of disarmament respectively. 

These two chapter::> are intended to provide theoretical 

background to an empathic understanding of Soviet policy 

towards nuclear ams race. The remG.ining two Chapters 

are directly relab_d ·Hi th the subj t=:ct matter. In th<2s·e 

bvo Chapters we hcwe attempted to give a detailed 

descri[Jt.ion of the Soviet proposals in tht:' field of arms 

control and disarmament during the period of Andropov, 

Chernenko and Gor.bochev. 

\"le hope that we have succeeded in our attempt to 

focus on the problems of nucl_ear arms race and the Soviet 

ini tia·ti ves t.o check the mad r::1ce tmvards it. 



ii 

In the preparation of this dissertation, I am extremely 

grateful to many, whose knowledge and experience I have 

freely utilised. First of all, I owe a great debt of 

gratitude to my affable supervisor, professor(DR) Shamsuddin. 

I am extremely fortunate to have benefited from his 

valuable suggestions, constr~ctive criticisms, friendly 

hospitality and unflagging interest and continuous support 

and encouragement at all stages of this wor}~. ~'li thout 

his support it would have been difficult f<Dr me to complete 

this work. 

I am irmnensely indebted to my grandmother, parents,sisters, 

brothers and other relative, whose continuous encouragement 

have pe.q::>etuated me to finish this wod~. I cannot forget 

the curiosity of my sisters-~1inar, Nigar, Nishat and Lisa, 

about the completion of my work. 

I take this opportunity to express my heart-felt 

thanks to my friend Amita Roy for her encouru.gement to 

make this work complete. 

I am extremely thankful to my friends and well 

wishers, Ashwini, Avaya, Abani, Ashok, Anant, Afa, Abhinna, 



iii 

Bibhu, Bijaya, Bulu, Bapi, Butu, Bahindar, Chuchu, Bita, Thita, 

Chand, Chaurasia, Chandan, Deba, Gog 1, Khurshid, Kalpana, 

Krishnappa, Lalit, Mojahid, Mannan, Pramod, Rupa, Sharat,Sukhwant, 

Sidiquee, Satya, .Sanj aya Pandey, .Sudhansu Kumar NayaJ<:, 

Tiki, Tapas, Umakanta Mohanty, Shi valya, Subrat, Hanoranj an, 

Nana, Subhas, Susan, Susant, Ranjeet, Chitra, Raspreet, 

Zaheer, Zahur and many others for their kind help and 

co-operation. 

My thanks are also extended to the staff members 

of the Jawaharlal Nehru University, Library, Indian 

Council for World Affairs,Library, Soviet cultural Centre 

Library, and Library of the Institute of Defence Studies 

and Analysis, vJho helped me a lot in tracing the most of 

the materials for this vwrk. 

Lastly, my special thanks to the t¥pist Mr. Malhotra, 

for his painstaking efforts to produce presentable material. 

NEH DELHI 
DATED: "2-\ ·1-·U" · 

M 611~W-W\ ~ ~~~ ~~ 
(MOHAMHED QUAMRUL HAQUE) 



CHAPTER - I 

MARXISM - LENINISM AND THE CONCEPT OF 
DISARMAMEl'lT 



CHAPT:8R - I 

MARXISM LENINISM AND THE CONCEPT OF DISARMAMENT 

Policy of War and Peace in Soviet Union, is based on 

Harxist - Leninist ideology 1 which considered \.Jar as a socio-

political phenomenon arising at a definite stage in the course 

of Social development. t"lar promotes politic.nl ends of certain 

classes in an exrJoitative society. \'/hen war took place, it 

brought along with it, a cruel method of resolving social 

antagonism and helped the dominant classes to persue their 

economic .and political aims. Thus, war is considered by 

.Harxists as a continuation of the policies of certain classes 

or states by forcible means 1 and these classes with the 

possession of the private property played an import<mt role 

in the outbreak of vmr. 

According to Harxism - Leninism the privc.te property, 

and ownership of the means of production are responsible for 

the outbreak of war. War will be banished only with the fall 

of private property and classes based on antagonistic social 

relations. Trus in turn will eliminate the need to maintain 

2 armies and armaments. 

1. Vassilii Hamcntov : Disarmament - The Command of the 
Times (Hoscmv, Progress-Publisher, 1979) p. 15, 

2. Karl l'·larx and Frederick Engels, The German Ideolo~ 
(Moscow, Progress Publisher, 1972) p. 14. 
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Lenin in his analysis of war vms influenced by the 

German military theoretician clausewi tz. He gave a picture 

of the relationship between war and politics. 'dar he said, .. 

~is only a part of political intercourse, therefore, by no 

means an independent thing in itself''. 3 

Marx, Engels and Lenin evolved their theories of the 

true nature of War by emperical analysis of wurs in the 

condition of capitalism and imperialism. They regarded 

politics not as an expression of abstract interest of society 

as a whole but as an expression of definite class interests. 4 

BY doing so their main aim was to reveal the political content 

of war and the connection bet\-.'een its aims and the material 

interests of a particular class. 

Lenin ... ..,as of the opinicn that war and politics were 

not to be contrast.ed to one another because according to 

him Y.iar representeted the continuation and consumation of 

3. Karl Von Clause-v1i tz, On War (London 8 Routledge and 
Kegal Paul, 1949) Vol. 3, p. 121. 

4. V.I. Lenin, 11 Har and Revolution 11 in Karl Marx, 
F. Engels, V. Lenin, On Historical I·l;J.terialism: A 
Collection, Compiled by T. Boroz.iulina, (l·1oscow, Progress 
Publishers, 1972) p. 5 21. 
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the policy of a particular class. Politics on its part 

embodies tile relations between large masses of people and 

reflect their conflicting interests and aspirations. Thus 

Lenin considered that all wars are inseparable from political 

systems that endangered them. 5 

While supporting the famous dictum of Clauswitz on 

war, Lenin added to it the phrase ' Violent means• which 

in Marxist-Leninist military vocobulary means- We~ons, the 

armed forces and the entire military organization or instrument 

of warfare. Lenin, does not see anything wrong in war and 

violence. He said ~ucl1 has been left in the world that must 

be destroyed by fire and iron•. 6 Hence Marxism-Leninism 

defines war as an anned violence or organized armed conflict 

between different Social classes. states, groups of State 

and nations in order to achieve definite economic and political 

goals. 

It must however be pointed out that Marxism-Leninism 
of 

does believe in an ercVlasting peace. But this according to 

s. V.I. Lenin, Collected Works (Moscow, Progress Publishers 
1964), Vol, 24. p.400. 

6. V.I. Lenin, n. 5, p.400. 
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them, would be possi.Dle only Hhen the proletariat have captured 

political pm·Jer and when all exploitation has come to an end. 

And when the ideas of universal communism achieved, there 

would be no need of arrnies because there class antagonism 

would cease to exist. Thus according to Lenin 11 a world 

proletarian revolution is the only escape from the horrors 

7 of a world war 11
• 

War in the correct sense of Harxism-Leninisrn "inevitably 

means ar1 interruption of the peaceful constructive activity 

of people, v:hich diverts enromous material value to unproductive 

purposes and is attended by destruction of \vhat has already 

been built. This is still more true of a thermonuclear wur, 

which could throw the Socialist countries back from the levels 

they have attained in economic and cultural developments 11
• 8 

Lenin advocated in 1915 pacific means, instead of resorting 

to \var. 

Harxism-Leninism advocates the theory of peace as the direct 

opposite of the theory of war as a continuation· of politics by other. 

7. K.S. r•lurty and A.::.. Boquet, Studies in Problems of 
Peace (Asia Publishing House, Bombay, 1960), p.256. 

8. V.I. Lenin, n. 5, p. 469. 
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violent means. n Vlar. is the synonymous 1-Ji th politics in 

general but comprises only part of it that politics in 

addition to war comnands a large portion of various non-

violent means, v.rhich it can enlist to a·ttclin its goals 

9 \·dthout resorting to ·dar. To achieve it's goal by peaceful 

means is one of the most important aims of the Soviet foreign 

policy. Hence the Soviet Union appeals to the \tlestern pm-Jers, 

especially to itS partner in the arms race to solve all 

international disputes by negotiations and not by war. 

Horeover, peace is nc1::ssary and essenti<:ll to ensure peaceful 

conditions for , .. ·aon.s..truc;:tkon:of Socialism and Communism in 

the Soviet Union. 

In persuit of its goal to build Socialism and Communism 

in the USSR, it has accepted disarmament as a strategy of 

peace and today it has become the most important Soviet foreign 

policy objectives. Its acceptance of disarmament is not new. 

r,ong before Lenin • s support to it, Harx and Engels viewed 

disarmament favourably. 

9· 

I>1arx and Engels discussed about the concept of disarmament 

V .D. Sokolovsk:ii, Soviet Hili tary St:z;:at2gy 
(London Rand corpor2tion, 1963) pp. 271-72. 
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in their vJork on European security. They both agreed thc:Jt 

diSannament was necessary and urgent to bring about peace and 

security in Europe. Thf~ir view on disarmament "V..rere evolved 

at a time when militarism \vas tightening its grip over Europe 

and devouring her. 10 In the catastrophic atmosphere, Marx 

and Engels realised that disarmament was the only solution, 

for peace in Europe. 

Later Eng,:;ls formulated a systematic di.sannament plan, 

which ,.,as meant for a step by step and proportional reduction 

of military force of regular armies of all countries. Thus 

it was basically Engel's plan on disarmament that laid doHn 

the basic foundation of the l''larxist-Lenini.st concept of 

disannament. 

Lenin gave <1 scientific interpretation of ·th£:~ 1'-"larxist 

concept of disarmament. In the beginning of his writings, he 

did not accept disarmament as an alternative to war. He 

bitterly opposed it, calling it 11 bourgeois - p-acifism", 

Hhich serves to distract the worker from the revolutionary 

stn1ggle. Lenin's ideas on disarmament were evolved at a 

time, when he wa~~ struggling to dislodge the czar and bring 

10. Igor Vsachr:ov, f.:_ World. Hithout Aqn~ 
{Pregress Publishers, tvloscow, 1984) 
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Socialism in his coun·try. 

Disarmament was unacceptable to Lenin because according 

to him, it was impossiole to attain it in a bourgeois society, 

\·:here ttere was eXploitation and oppression of individual by 

individual. In such a type of society he believed in arming 

of the proletariat for the purpose of disarming bourgeoisie. 

But he maintained that "only after the prole·t,-,riat has disarmed. 

the nourgeoisie, will it be able , without betr0ying its 

Horld-historical mission, to throw all armaments on the scarp 

heap, the proletariat will undoubtedly do this, but only when 

this condition has been. fulfilled, certainly not before". 11 

Hence, when the bourgeois classes are completely eliminated 

the state becomes unnecessary and in the absence of any class 

antagonism it slowly withers a·wuy 1 as a result of v1hich classless 

society formed and in v1hich, says I.enin, '' disarmament becomes 

the ideal of Sociali~:'"• There will be no v;ar in Socialist 

socic:ty 1 consequently disarmament will be achie~ved" 12wi thout 

any difficulties. 

_,_ ___ _ 
11· V.I. Lenin, n. 5, p. 316 

12 • Ibid 
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After the H.ussian Revolution in 1917, Lenin's aim of 

overthrowing the bourgeois class in his country was successfully 

achieved, while that of establishing a classless society and 

vlithering m·my of the State were yet to come. In order to 

achieve these two goals, Lenin refused to compromise and accept 

disarmament as an alternative to war. But due to certain 

compelling factors, he was forced by the circumst2nces, to 

accept disarmament and initiate massive campaign for its 

success. 

When the Bolshevik Communists led by Lenin came to power 

in Russia, the first \vorlcl war v-ms still raging. The country 

was tired of fighting. The existing conditions at thot time 

torcE::d the Bolshevik to conclude a Peace Treaty with its 

adversaries. Hence to Soviet Russia, the need of the hour 

at that time was to establish peace with its neighboure in 

order to survive. This realistic understanding led the 

Bosheviks to adopt the 'Decree On Peace' on 8 November, 1917. 

Due to these developments, Lenin, spoke on the need for 

11 reviet,dng old treaties between Tsarist Russia and other 

countries and tor rejecting all clc.uses vJhich provided for 

plunu.ering and violence ago.inst other nations. But all clc:.uses 

where good neighbou.::·ly conditions and economic agreement are 
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13 provided we shall welcome, He can not reject them 11
• The 

founder of Soviet State sm·J nothing incompatible in its existing 

side by side with capitalist powers. The 'Decree On Peace 1 

itself proposed. to all warring peoples and their governments 

to begin irnrned.:i.ai:el y negotiations for a just c.nd democratic 

peace. 

Also during this ·tirne Germany posed a threat to the 

Security of Russia.. It rejected all proposals for a just 

peace with Russia and ordered her troops to march deep into 

the Russian Territory. In a dangerous situation like this 

Lenin took two steps bacir.,dard and signed the tre<:lty of Brest-

Li tovsk with the Germans. The tre.:J.ty \-Jas a nation<:ll huniliation 

to the Russians, as they vrere pushEii back from the Blac}~ sec.. 

Added to this tragedy, civil v;ar broke out in Russia, 

which lasted almost for three years. The interventic·n by 

western countries in the civil war further complicated the 

situation. Ultimately, Soviet Russin was victorious. The 

victory demonstrated to the world that newly formed comr.mnist 

state had the vlill and the strength to survi vc u.ny onslaught 

from out~siders. 

13. Andrew Rothstein, Peaceful Co-existence, 
Penguine Books Ltd, London, 1955) P• 28. 
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In short critically analysing the consequences of the 

vJar in Russia, it can be said that \'Jar hit it hard, it disrupted 

its economy, there was a serious decline in grain production, 

several rural areas suffered near famine. On the industrial 

production sunk to one seventh of the pre-v1ar regime. 14 

Further, the sudden stoppage of Russian land trade vuth the 

''lest plus the sea blockade which shut off the Baltic and 

Blacl;; sea proved to be disastrous for Russia. The latter's 

railway, also suffered severely from the strains of war 

most of it led towards the most highly industrialised regions 

and those had passed out of Russian hands by Brest-Litovsk 

Treaty. 

Taking into consideration the prevailing atmosphere 

in Soviet Union, it can be said that it urgently needed .. 

peace in which to rebuild its ravaged economy. It needed 

not only respite from war, but economic assistance from the 

capitalist countri~S, without modifying its belief in the 

inevitability of war and the necessity of world revolution, 

the Soviet leaders resolved to take some steps back ward, 

in order to consolidate and strengthen the forces at home 

14· Donald Treadgold, 20 Centu~ Russia 
(Chicago, Rand Henally and Company, 1959)p.200. 
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and abroad that 1.-1ould enable the revolution to march forward 

at a later date. 

Lenin, therefore, accepted disarmament as a means to 

avoid any future war with the \'lest and to create peaceful 

conditions for all round development. Hore or less similar 

consideration influenced Lenin •s foreign policy, '"1hen he 

sought to establish diplomatic and economic relatj.on with 

the imperialist countries of the West. 

During the twenties Soviet foreign policy characterised 

by"breathing spaceu was intended to pursue the following 

objectives: 

(i} to strengthen as much as possible the alliance 

bet1.veen the proletariat of the USSR and the vleste~ 

European proletariat and the oppressed people aiming 

at the developments and victory of the international 

proletarian revolution, 

ii} to carry on the policy of peace, which must be the 

core of the government • s entire foreign policy and which 

must guide the government • s basic actions and staeements; 

iii) to carry on economic :reconstruction with a vievJ to 

transforming the USSR from on importer of machinery and 

equipment into a producer of machinery and equipment, 
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In order to reduce her dependence on the capitalist 

countries. This was intended to ensure an independent 

role for the newly born socialist country in international 

politics for carrying the revolutionary message and to 

provide leadership to all the workers of the World and 

particularly to extend support to the oppressed colonial 

and semi colonial peoples; 

iv) so far as possible, to prepare economic reserve thc=it 

will insure the ccuntry against all eventualities in 

both domestic and foreign markets, and lastly to take 

every possible measures to consolidate the defence of 

the country and to increase the power of the Red Army, 

the Red Navy and the Air fleet. 15 

On the whole, the main aim of Soviet foreign policy 

during this time, was to lengthen the 'breathing space• to 

gain time to build the policy of the national economy and at 

the same time consolidate Socialist position both within and 

out side the country. In keeping with this policy, Lenin's 

tactical position on disarmament shifted sharply in 1921. 

He gave importance to disannament and made every effort to 

15. V.I. Lenin, on Peaceful Co-Existence: 
,!'.rticles andSpeeches (Mosco\>J, Progress Publishers, 
1971), p.7. 
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achieve it, though till the end of his death he could not 

see it. The Western countries rejection of his disannament 

plans made him confirm his earlier views that disarmament is 

poc.sible only after the fall on capitalism11
• 

16 

The recovery from the economic depression and rebuilding 

of its military forces, influenced the Soviet disarmament 

policy during Lenin's time. The proposals which Soviet 

Russia made on disarmament during this time laid stress on 

general disarmament. Guicied by the l4arxist-Leninist concept 

of disarmament, the Soviet general disarmament plan stood 

for the 1 imi tati.on of armaments. 

Lenin's approach to disarmement was reflected in the 

number of proposals that his representatives submitted to 

the disarmament conference. The first conference which 

Soviet Russia attended under his guidance was the Geneva 

Conference for the Economic and Finoncial Reconstruction of 

Europe on 10th April, 1922. At that forum, the issue of 

disarmament was for the first time plRced on a business like 

footing by the Soviet representatives, George v. Chicherin, 

16. Ibid. -
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the people's Commissar for Foreign Affairs, stated on behalf 

of the Soviet government that his ••delegation intend to 

purpose, in the course of the conference, the general limitation 

of armaments, and to support all proposals tending to lighten 

-the weight of Militarismu.- 17 At the S&"TTe time, he proposed 

to ban the most barbaric for.ms of Warfare, such as posonous 

gas, air vTarfare, etc., and the mea.."'ls of destruction aimed 

against civilian populations. The most important part of 

the proposal was the guarantee, Soviet Russia was \villing 

to give, to carry out limitations of its armaments on condition 

of complete reciprocity with necessary guarantee against 

any sort of attack upon or interference in its internal 

affairs. 

At the HoSCO\v Conference on the Limitation of Armaments, 

held in December, 1922, the Russian delegation proposed mutual 

and proportional reduction of armaments, that is, to reduce 

the army to one quarter within a period of eighteen months 

to t-v10 years. A suggestion was also made to dissolve all 

irregular military units, to limit military expenditure by 

imposing a limit on spending on servicemen and to establish 

17. The USSR l?roooses Disarmamen~ Compiled by Ye .Potyarkin 
and S.Kortunov, (Moscow, Progress Publishers, 1986) ,p.23. 
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neutral zones along the border. 18 

Similar disarmament proposals \>Jere made by Soviet Union 

at the Laussanne Conference in 1924. At all these Conferences 

the Soviet delegates pressed for reduction of armaments. 

To Soviet Russia disarmament from 1921 to 1924, meant the 

reduction of armaments. 

When Joseph Stalin assumed pmver after the death of 

Lenin, he continued to be guided by Lenin's precepts on the 

subordination of Horld revolution to the goals of disannament. 

This was mainly because his countcy had not yet fully recovered 

economically and militarily to face any military challenge from 

the capitalist countries. It was weaker than the great 

powers of that time. The prevailing Internatioral situation 

was of deep concern to Stalin, who viewed it as a serious 

threat to hj.s country. Speaking at the plenary session of 

the centrul c~~ittee of the party on 19, January, 1925, he 

said, 11 In the event of compl1cation arising in the countries 

around us, we must be prepared for all contingencies". 19 

18. Xenia Joukoff Eudin and Others, Soviet Russia and the 
\'lest. 1920-1927: A Documentary Surve~~California, 
Standford University Press, 1957), p. 315. 

19. J. V. Stalin, \iorks , (Moscow Foreign Language Publishing 
House, 1954), Vol. 7 p. 14. 
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Stalin adopted a more flexible policy on disarmament 

than Lenin, especially after 1926. In September 1927, 

ansv.rering a question put by an American Labour delegation, 

he said" I think that the existence of tv10 opposite system, 

the capitalist system and the socialist systems, does not 

esclude the possibility of agreements. I think that such 

agreements are possible and expedient in condition of peace

ful developments", again he said the same thing may be 

proposed in regard to the diplomatic field. We are pursuing 

a policy of peace, and we are prepared to sign a pact of 

non-aggression '"'i th bourgeois states. We are persuing a 

policy·. of peace, and l-Ie are prepared to come to an agreement 

concerning disarmament, including complete abolition of standing 

armies, which we declared to the whole world as far back as 

the time of Geneva Conference". 20 

Thus, with utmost care, Stalin made peace with the 

Western Countries and allowed his country to actively participate 

in the League of Nation's Disarmament Conference. In the 

beginning of his regim~, Soviet delegates at the League of 

Nations Preparatory Commission On Disarmament stood firmly 

20. Andrew Rothstein, n. 13, P• 39. 
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for the lL~itation of arma~ents. Stalin also favoured 

general and complete disarmament in view of the prevailing 

militarization and growing threat of capitalist intervention. 

I•1oreover as the economic pressure was increasing at home, in 

order to solve it speedily, he was for strengt.hening his 

country's relations vlith the \·/estern pmoJers by adopting a 

flexible approach towards disarmament. As a result of ,,.hich 

at the Fifteen Congress of the Corrununist Party of th1 Soviet 

union, in December 1927, Stalin declared 11 The maj_ntenance of· 

peaceful relations with the capitalist countries are based 

on the assumption that the co-existence of t\•!O ppposi te 

t . . b' . h f 11 f. ' t' . 21 sys ems ~s poss~ Le. Pract~ce as u y con ~rmeQ n1s. 

Stalin •s :j:lexible approach to Disarmament v1as reflected 

in the general and complete disarmament proposals of 1927, 

presented by the Chief Soviet delegates, Haxim Litivinov, 

at the League of Nations Preparatory Comrllission on Disarmament. 

The proposal envisaged the disbandment of all armed forces, 

the destruction of all weapons, mili tar-_y supplies, means of 

chemical warfare and other means of annihilation, the dismantling 

of fortresses and Naval and air bases, the aboli-tion of war 

ministers, the dissolution of general staffs, the prohibition 

of military training and other measures to ensure complete 

disarmament. However the countries- rejected the proposals. 22 

21. Ibid 

22 A. Ber..{ozkin and Others, Histori of Soviet Fore~ Policy: 
1917-1945, (1'1osco-..-~, Progress Publishers, 1969) P• 267. 
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The non-cooperat.ion by the Western <.::ountries did not 

discourage the Soviets from campaigning for disarmament. In 

fact, when the Western powers rejected the Soviet proposals 

on total disarmament, the Soviet Union proposed partial 

disarmament in 1928, with more broad based terms to the West. 

\ 
But unfortunately, the plan was not responded favourably 

by the \iestern Countries, though it stood for the reduction 

of armaments. The most important feature of this proposal 

was that it provided for an 'inspection system•. 23 

In 1929, when Soviet Union's proposal for partial 

disarmament could not meet with any success, the Soviet 

Union again revived their proposals for general and complete 

disarmament. The Japanese and German military build up and 

Japanese aggression against China were mainly responsible· for 

the Soviet support for disarmament. During this time Germany 

was also rearming herself under the leadership of Hitler. 

Alanned by these Si·;JTiificant developments, which posed threat 

to its own security, ahd the risk of war breaking out, Soviet 

Russia advocated total disarmament. 

Almost all Soviet proposals on disamtament, presented 

to the Lea~1e of Nations under the guidance of Lenin and Stalin 

23. Ibid. P• 268-
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~vere rejected by the West. The Soviet too did not agree 

with any of the \'/estern proposals on disarmament. They 

considered them as "nothing but a propaganda smoke screen 

24 for the continuing arms race". This mutual rejection was 
) 

mainly due to the basic differences about verification and 

control .. 

In regard to verification and control, in the beginning, 

the US did not favour the principle of supervising and 

controlling disarmament measures on the spot in national 

territories. At the League Preparatory Disarmament Commission 

the us delegates stated on 27 September, 1926, that the 

proposition to establish supervision and control of national 

armaments by an International agency must rest primarily ~n 

international good faith and respect for treaties. 25 

The Soviet disarmament proposals submitted to the League 

of Nations from 1928 to 1923, on the other hand, contained 

elaborate machinery for international inspection. The partial 

disarmament proposal of 1928, provided for eff~ctive inspection 

and the setting up for this purpose a standing International 

Inspection Commission consisting of representatives of all 

24. A. Beryozkin and Others, n. 22, P• 291. 

25. Allen DUlles, •• Disarmament in the Atomic Age", Foreign 
Affair_s(Ne\·l York), Vol. 25, p. 209. 
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the countries participating in the convention. Interestingly 

the Soviet Union was favouring arms control on the Spot, while 

the United States was opposed to it. 

In 1932,;the Soviet Union pointed out that it was premature 

to discuss the question of control before real disarmament 

had started. The SoViet delegation during this time insisted 

that first agreement had to be reached on what to control 

that is, the extent of armament reduction and then it would 

be possible to agree on hmv to implement control. 26 

In 1933, the us modified its stand on disarmament by 

accepting the principle of effective supervision of arms 

limitation. In doing so, it was influenced by the German 

rearmament policy, which it considered as a threat to the 

security of its European al.li es. In order to check this 

trend it accepted effective supervision of arms limitation. 

Announcing his country 1 s decision at the DiSarmament Conference 

on 22 May, 1933, the US representatives Norman Davis's speech 

focussed on the importance of the effective supervisicn of 

arms limitations, and indicated the American v.1illingness 

to participate in the supervision in order to faithfully 

26. Izvestia(Hoscow), 25 September, 1932. 
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27 irnpl emented the di ~;armament proposals .. 

~.'J.;r., 
~-' . 

Towards the end of the League period, the Soviet Union I'Ao(.f' 
"gg!i • ~ .... 

·pnd the United States a.ccepted the principle of effective 
"-t- ·:· • 

· ~~:. -supe1fi;ision of arms limi>cation and worked for its success. 
~:-/ ) 

Their joigt collaboration on this particular aspect was to 

expose Germany military build up, which they both feared. 

To the Russians, German militarism posed an imnediate danger 

to its security. vfuereas to the l~erican it constituted a 

threat to the security of its European allies. Adolf Hitler, 

who understood the motives of the communist as well as the 

western pO\vers, refused to yield to their pressure to accept 

the principles of effective supervision of arms limitation. 

As a protest, Hitler withdrew from the League of Nations. 

unfortunately, even the joint colJaboration between the 

Soviet Russia and the United States failed to check the danger 

from German rearmament. 

Despite the failure of Disarmament during the inter war 

period (1921-1938), it brought peace and helped Soviet Russia 

to consolidate eccnomically and militarily, in. order to face 

27 • John rl. Wheller, ed, Internntional Affairs 1933, 
(London, Oxford University Press) P• 211. 
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ne'" military ch<?.llenge from the Hest. It also reinforced 

the correctness of the Marxist-Leninist view thot disarmament 

was possible only after the fall of capitalism. So strong was 

their belief in this, that the sixth Congress of the Communist 
J 

International, which met in Noscow from 17th July to 1 September 

1928 said 11 the aim of the Soviet proposals vms not to spread 

pacifist illusions, but to destroy them; not to support 

capitalism by ignoring or toning dovm its shady sides, but 

to propagate the fundamental Marxian postulates; that 

disarmament and elimination of war were possible only after 

the overthrow of capitalism". 28 The belief remained in force 

till the death of Stalin in 1953. 

In vi e·v1 of this ideological lines, the Soviet Union 

still consider disarmament as a strategy essential to bring 

peace and security to its country and creates conditions for 

preventing future wars against the Soviet Union. 

Not withstanding the failure of the League of Nations, 

disarmament continued to gain considerable importance in 

International affairs, as a step towards restoring peace and 

security in the i-'iorld. To the Soviet Union, it is particulaly 

28. James Degras, ed, The Comn1unist InteL~ational: 1919-1943 
(London, Oxford University Press, 1960) Vol. 2, p.4SO. 
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significant to achieve its goal of creating peaceful condition 

for building Socialism and Communism. 

However in the nuclear age, the changes of achieving 

disarwament have' become far too complicated. This is mainly 

because of the introduction of the most destructive weapons 

syBtems. Hence after Second v:orld War, the issue of curbing 

and halting anns race took a new qualitative dimension. Nuclear 

weapons threaten to destroy mankind, and has changed co~~only 

accepted ideas on Hhat is possible and admissible in International 

affairs. 

When the United States dropped atomic bombs on Japan, 

the military effect of these new weapons escaped no one but 

their impact on future strategy was only dimly understood, 

and a subject of controversy. The consensus of the Scientific 

community, which had designed the new weapons held that by virtue 

of their unprecedented destructiveness as well their impervious

ness to defences, they had fundamentally and permanently altered 

the nature of warfare. Once other countries had acquired the 

ability to manufacture similar weapons, they would become 

unusable. With more than one power disposing of nuclear weapons, 

they could-. .. :_not be empioyed with impunity, as they had been 
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by the US against Japan. 11 Hence they would he1ve only one 

conceivable function and that would be to deter others. Since 

victory in nuclear war was out of the question, nuclear weapons 

could not be rationally put to offensive purposes". 29 

" This outlook didnot gain immediate ascendancy, President 

Truman and Eisenhower, confronting communist aggression in 

Europe and Asia and unable to stop Soviet expansion with 

conventional forces, had no choice but to rely on the threat 

of nuclear response. That this threat could be effectively 

used, Eisenhower demonstrated in 1953, when he compelled 

North Koreans to accept an armistice. Later he and his 

secretary of States, John Foster Dulles, coined the slogan " 

massive retaliation", with Hhich they hoped to contain the 

soviet Union and its clients at minimum cost and without resort 

to unpopular military draft. 

Such nuclear blackmail, of course, was possible, only as 

long as the United States retained a monopoly on the manufacture 

of nuclear weapons and the vehicles, able to deliver them to 

other continents. This monopoly eroded faster than expected. 

The Soviet explosion of fiision bomb in 1949 and fusion(hydrogen) 

29. Richard Pipes, '1 Team B: The Reality Behind the Myth 11
, 

Commentary(New York, Published by American Jewish Committee 
Oct, 1986) Vol. 82, No.4, P• 25. 
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bomb four years later shocked the United States. This shock 

contributed to the decisi.on announced by President Truman on 

31 January 1950 to speed up work on thermo nuclear weapons. 

such bombs hc.tve a yield many times greater than the atomic 

bomb used in Japan and the decision to develop them marked a 

major new stage~in nuclear arms race. Inspite of Soviet 

breakthrough in nuclear technology, United States didnot 

abandone the strategy of ''massive retaliation" because the 

Russian lacked adequate means of delivering these explosive 

device against the United States. These means they acquired 

in 1957 when Sputnik demonstrated their ability to launch 

intercontinental missiles. Since there existed at the time 

no effective means of intercepting such miSsiles, certain to 

be armed with nuclear charges, the United States faced for 

the first time in its history, a direct threat to its national 

survival. 

With the launching of Sputnik , the world entered the 

age of balance of terror, Untill then, while the Soviet Union 

had been vulnerable to US nuclear strikes capable of being 

carried out by the strategic Air command from the American bases 

all around USSR, the US had bet.::n immune from Soviet strikes 

against its homeland. The in·ter continental ballastic missiles 
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ended the United Stetes• invulnerability once and for all. 

At the same time, the powerful rockets of the Ballistic t-1issiles 

enabled each of the two super po\<Jers to launch satellites of 

various categories to keep the adversary under continuous 

surveillances. 

" The decade of the 1960s saw the beginning of the greatest 

over arms race. Such a massive buildup of arsenals by both 

Soviet Union and United States, with an overkill capability to 

destroy the world many times over v!~S based on the accepted 

strategic doctrine called Mutual Assured Destruction (M.lill) • 

Under this doctrine each side must have adequate capability 

to inflict unacceptable damage on the other side with each 

sub-arsenal strategic tr~d(land-based, andrea based missiles 

and bombers}after absorbing a first strike by the adversary. 

The assumptions regarding the adversary's future build-up, 

the extent of su~Jivability of own's arsenal in a first strike , 

the survival arsenal required to inflict unacceptable ~3mage 

on the adversary and the operationality factor, each calculated 

on a conservative basis, boosted the arsenal considered to 

be necessar~ to such overkill levelso 

There was yet another aspect of the action-reaction 

phenomenon that fuelled the arms race. The Soviet Union was 

attempting to establish a capability to defend itself against 
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nuclear attackS by intercepting the incoming nuclear war heads 

and destroying them in space by exploding a nuclear warhead 

on the path of the incoming one. The United States on its 

part was developing a force multiplier capability by putting 

into each missile a multiple number of warheads each of which 

was programmed to hit a separate target. This was possible 

with miniaturisation of electronics and in~roving the 'yield-

30 to- weight' ratios of warhead. 

These developments led to the debate on anti-ballostic 

missile systems. The-soviet Union justified its erection 

of the ABM systems on the ground that they were purely 

defensive and morally it was preferable to defend its population 

than acquiring additional capacity to inflict increased damage 

on the adversary. It was further argued that the capability 

to intercept nuclear warheads would enable a country more time 

to carefully assess the adversary's attack and respond in 

measure and secondly it was a Shield against the attach of 

smaller nuclear powers. Initially these arguments prevailed 

and the United States too launched on a programme of erection 

of a light ABM shield which was further modified to one to 

protect the missile fields only. At the same time it was urged 

30. K. Subrahmanyam, " The Struggle for Nuclear Disarmament• 
Strategic Analysis (New Delhi) April 1985, p.so. 
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by sections of the US Strategic Community that the ABM with 

the then prevalent technology was technoligically for from 

effective and adversely affected the stability of deterrence 

based on the mutually assured destruction. The doctrine of MAD 

was based on the preceived capability to inflict assured 
f 

destruction by each side on the other, and any injection of 

uncertainity by the introduction of a filtering system such 

as the ABM, was cosidered as affecting adversely the basic 

stability of deterrence. All these arguments have now revived 

with the current debate on President Reagan's Strategic Defence 

Initiative (SDI). While in the 1960s the Soviet argued in 

favour of defensive systems, currently it is the American, doing 

so, while the Soviets are arguing along the lines the American 

then did. 31 

Thus, a state which increases its anns supply defends it 

on grounds of security. Others follow suit and an a~s race 

begins. Tensions increases and each'competitor• suspects the 

other to be the first potential aggressor. Mutual apprehension 

aggravate the arms race. Psychological tension invest even 

ordinary events with extraordinary implications. Minor incidents 

are interpreted as causing incalculable damage to national 

31. Phil Williams, " Soviet American Relations" Proceedings 
of The Ac~demy of Political Science (New York)Vol. 36, 
No.4, 1987, P• 65. 
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prestige or national security. The governments which are 

already psychologically on the brink of war, easily plunge 

32 into full scale hostilities at the slightest provocation. 

It is argued that armaments ranain the fundamental 

cause of war. But, on a closer analysis, "arms are caused 

by the danger of war for more than war is caused by the presence 

of arms''. 33 A desperate competition in aons may surely 

lead to war, but what is more important to note is the 

combination of factors leading to an arms race. Arms are 

the product of insecurity, and a preparation of war. So long 

as war remains the final instrument of protecting or promoting 

national interest, arms will be stocked. This is a wrong 

nation, for an arms race once begun never stops, and gathers 

its own momentum. It certainly does not ensure security. ·· 

However inspite of the'American cry against Soviet 

•adventurism•, due to its involvement in Hungary(1956), 

Poland (1980), Angola (1975), Ethiopia (1977-78), Afghanistan(1979) 

etc., it gave the call for peaceful co-existence without war 

and for general and complete disarmament, from the very 

32. Rajvir Singh, War and Peace in the Nuclear Age,~ew Delhi, 
Intellectual Publishing House, 1987) P• 1-15. 
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beginning of its formation. Peaceful ~o-existance has greater 

relevance in the age of overkill. Apart from capitalist 

and Socialist Co-existence it implies renunciation of war 

as a means of settling international disputes between states. 

Though1 the Soviet Union due to the threat of annihilation and 

to lessen the tension from the world1 accepted the theory of 

arms control for the time being, its main goals are general 

and complete disarmament, that is a world free of nuclear 

weapons. 

The Soviet Union 1 also proposed general and complete 

disarmament, due to the pressure in its economy. During 

1960s there was failure of the agricultural programme in 

Soviet Union. The Soviet Union decided to improve its 

relations with us , inorder to ease the strains of a massive 

build up. It could then concentrate on economic development 

by diverting the resources towards solving the agricultural 

as well as other economic problems at home. 

For the USSR, the benefits society would receive if 

the resources used in military activities were applied for 

other purposes have been extremely high. For several decades, 

defence has taken a large share of atleast one-tenth of Soviet 

gross national product (GNP). 33 Defence has competed with 

33. Helmut Sonnenfeldt, ed, Soviet Politics in the 1980s 
(Boulder, West View Press, 1985) P• 131. 
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civilian ~eavy industry, receiving a substantial share of 

metallureical products and much larger share of machinery. 

Man power allocated to defence industry and the armed forces 

has limited the growth of the civilian labour force, which 

has suffered from the near and long term consequences of 

war time casualties. 

The Soviet system of priorities strongly favours military 

ac.tivi ties, so that the civilian economy suffers disproportionately 

from the shortage of materials and services that are an essential 

feature of the Soviet Planning system. This massive commitment 

of resources and the overriding priority that favours defence 

activities have resulted in substantially s,.owed growth of 

the Soviet economy. In the early 1970s the continuing decline 

of capital productivity and the impending reduction in the 

growth rate of the labour force put in question, the USSR's 

capacity to continue meeting its priority objectives. At 

that time, General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev strongly stated 

the problem. He said that • only by raising the economy's 

efficiency is it possible to find assets and resources sufficient 

to ensure simultaneously significant growth in the worker's 

wellbeing, resources for the economy's rapid development in 

the future and the requirements for maintaining at the necessary 

level of country's defence capability". 34 

34. L.I. Brezhnev, •on The Fifteenth Anniversary of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics", Pravada, December 22,1972. 
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If Soviet policies continue on their present course, 

the USSR seems headed for a crisis in the next decade. What 

it faces is not a purely economic crisis, but an economic 

political crisis brought on by the failure of the econ~ to 

provide the resources required to sustain at once the welfare 

state and tne Soviet empire in its competition with the west . 
Thus economic constraints are exerting pressure on Soviet 

policy towards strategies of accommodation in the field of 

arms control and disarmament. 

Hence the concept of Marxism and Leninism played a 

significant role in the formulation of Soviet policy of 

disarmament. Marx, Engels and Lenin developed the theories 

of war by emperical analysis, in the condition of capitalism 

and imperialism. They considered politics not as an expression 

of abstract interest of soc:i.ety as a whole .but as an 

expression of definite cl~ss interests. Lenin supported the 

Clauswitz's view on war and added to it his ovm concept of 

'violent means•. Hence Marxism-Leninism defines war as an 

armed conflict between different Social classes, state and 

nations in order to achieve definite economic a~d political 

goals. On the other hand Marxism-Leninism also believes in 

the concept of peace. Due to the realisation of the destructive 

quality~ of war Lenin advocated pacific means and accepted 
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disarmament as an alternative to war. After Lenin, Stalin 

adopted a more flexible policy on disarmament. However in 

the nuclear age, due to the introduction of most destructive 

weapon systems, disarmament became a complicated issue. Inspite 

of ccmwlication Soviet Union has always favoured complete 

disarmament as it would help The USSR divert its resources 
r 

for economic development. Thus the General and Complete 

disarmament had a itnportant place in the Soviet policy of 

disarmament and for the Russians it would mean not only the 

end of ti1e institution war but also a fundamental requirement 

for the continued development of Soviet economy and society. 



CHAPTER - _!f 

. EVOLUTION OF SOVIET POIJICY Tm'IARDS NUCLEAR 
DISARl'-1AHENT : 



After the Second World rlar, the Soviet disannament strategy 

took a ne\.; qualitative dimension. The advent of nuclear weapons 

has changed the commonly accr::;pted ideas on wha1; is possible c:md 

admissi.ole in International affairs. They played an important 

role in the formation of its disa.&:lnament policy.. Change of 

leadership .i.n Soviet Union also faciliat:ed the modificat.ion of 

Soviet strategic doctrines a."1d revision of the doctrine of the 

t\inevitabili.t.-y of war~ in particular. 

The existence of nuclear weapons has made it essential to 

. _ establlsh a system which would reliably guarantee durable peace 

based solely on disarmament. Besides, the pennaount task in 

the struggle for disarmamen·t today 1s to curb and halt the arm.<.> 

race in its most dangerous area involving the development and 

modernisation of nuclear weapons.. Soviet diplomacy took into 

account the fact that the problem of reducing nuclear armaments 

substantially differed both in character and comploxi ty from 

the disarmament issues faced before the Second World War, and 

therefore rraquired othr.!r than military solution. 

The fir~t US nuclear test at Alamagorodo on 16th July,1945, 

was not merGly a significant event in the history of international 
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affa.i..r.s bu-t: also a t~urni.ng point in East - \rJest relations$ 

It tilted the balance of power in favour of the US and posed 

nuclear threat to tlle security of the Soviet Un:Lon \vhich was 

a non-nuclear w·eapon state then. On Aur;rust 6 and ·1 0 that year 11 

two boml:.JS shattered the cities of Hiroshima and Nagasa}d .. The 

dest . .royer of the world--as Robert Oppenhei.mer who produced the 

bomb called it quoting frorn the Git.a as he watched t.he first 

test - was no't-r at the command of man, beset vJith all his human 

weaknesses .. 1 Ever since, the nuclear weapons has dominated 

the life and thoughts of the people of this planet confronted 

wi·th this threat to their very right to existence. 

Despite the nuclear challange,, Stalin declared the Marxist

Leninist theory of th~ ~inevitability of war~ remained in force .. 

In order to reduce the risk to the Soviet Security~ Stalin adopted 

a two fold strategy to develop a Soviet nuclear strike capability 

on the one hand and to persue a policy o£ nuclear disarmament. 

Hence, the Soviet disarmament policy laid stress on the banning 

and destruction of nuclear weapons. Simultaneously it also 

appealed to the UN to set up an Atomic Energy Commission (AEC). 

The AEC was finally set up. The first resolution of UN General 

/-\SSernbly 9 passed on January 24, 1946, established the UN Atomic 

1• K. Subrahmaniyam, '' The Struggle for Nuclear - Disarmament" 1 
?trategic Analysis, (Nevi Delhi}, April, 1985, p.49. 
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Energy Commission comprising members of the Security Council 

and Canada, which was asked to draw up pla1s for control of 

atomic energy and elimination of atomic and all other major 

~'"'~pons of mass destruction. 

At the Atomic energy conunission, the US representatives 

to the UN Bernard Baruch subnitted a proposal kno~m as the 

11 Baruch Plan". The fourteen point plan envisaged the seting 

up of an independent international authority \vhich would own, 

operate and manage all facilities handling dangerous nuclear 

material. Being an independent body, its task was to create 

an effective control system, as a pre-condition of atomic 

disarmament, exercised independently of the Veto power of the 

UN. It was also for a ban on the manufacture and use of atomic 

\'leapons and the disposal of the existing stocks. It will supervise 

the whole atomic complex from the control of raw materials to 

managerial control or ot~ership of all atomic energy activity 

potentially dangerous to world security. The commission would 

also have the power to comprehend and detect misuse of atomic 

2 energy. 

The Soviet Union rejected the Baruch Plan outrightly. 

2. Evan Luard, {Ed.,), First Steps To ~is armament, 
(London, Thames and Hudson, 1965) P• 66. 
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Opposing the American plan the Soviet Union said that it would 

consolidate the Al'nerican monopoly of .the atomic weapons and 

assure them a leading role in the atomic weapon industries of the 

world. Moreover, it also felt that as the us plan envisaged 

the relinquishment by the US of its atomic monopoly in favour 

of an international control agency, it would certainly deny 

other nations the possibility of creating an independent atomic 

industry, 3 and therefore it was unacceptable to them. 

The Soviet reply to the Baruch plan was the "Gromyko proposals• 

of 19 June, 1946, according to which, it demanded unconditional 

abolition of all atomic weapons, the destruction of all stocks 

of atomic bombs, and the prohibition of their future manufacture. 

It was for the destruction within three months, stocks of finished 

and semi finished atomic weapons. Any violation of the above 

proposals was to be considered as a grave international crime 

4 against humanity. The United States rejected the Gromyko 

proposals. 

The rejection of each others plan ied to further negotiations 

on the control of the atomic energy. on 23, October, 19461 in 

3. v. Khovostov, 11 Disarmament Negotiations'', International 
Affairs (Moscow, January, 1961) P• 193. 

4. Evan Luard, n. 2., p. 67 



38 

an interview with United Press Agency of America, Stalin pointed 

out that atomic power should have 11 strict international control 

if necessarf~. 5 Also at the Security Council, the Soviet Union 

introduced on 18, February, 1947, draft amendments and addition 

to the first report of the AEC dated 31 December 1946, saying ,, 

that an effective system of control of atomic energy should be 

established within the framework of the Security Council and that 

there should be an International Convention outlawing the 

prOduction and use of atomic weapons as an essential part of any 

such system of international control. Although in the beginning, 

the Russians insisted on these measures being carried out 

without any provisions for inspection or control, latter on, 

they admitted the need for some form of supervision, but they 

demanded to place all these action under the Veto of Security 

6 Council. The United States again disagreed with the Soviet 

plan. 

The Soviet Union also offered proposals in a commission 

for conventional armaments of the United Nations, to limit 

non-atomic arms and manpower. This was propos_ed along with 

its efforts to ban nuclear weapons and establish a machinery 

5. "J.V. Stalin Replies", Soviet Weekly , London no.250, 
31, october, 1946, P• 4. 

6. Evan Luard, n.2, P• 67. 
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for international control of atomic energy, as a general 

-- disarmament plan of Soviet Union. The main Soviet suggestion 

was a reduction of all armed forces by one third, to take effect 

simultaneously with the ban on atomic weapons. It also felt 

~h~ necessity of a peace pact to be signed between the us., 
\ 

UK., France, China and the USSR. These Soviet proposals 

however, were not acceptable to western powers. 

On 29 August 1949, the Soviet Union tested its first 

atomic bomb. The United States detected the first Soviet 

test and made it public, to the apparent surprise of the 

Soviet government, which had made no announcement. News of 

the test caused a shock in Washington where, despite some 

accurate forecasts, it was generally believed that the Soviet 

Union would nc>t have an atomic. bomb untill the early 1950s ~ 7 

This shock contributed to the decision announced by President 

Truman on 31 January 1950 to speed up work on thermonuclear 

8 weapons. Such bombs have a yield many times greater than the 

atomic bombs used in Japan and the decision to devel~p them 

marked a major nevJ stage in nuclear arms competition. The 

decision \-laS a particularly controversial one in the American 

Scientific Comr-c1uni ty, and the General Advisory Committee of the 

7• David Holloway, The Soviet Union And The Arms Race, 
(London, Yale University Press, 1983) pp. 23-24. -

8. Robert J. Donovan, The Devastating Time {~·lashington, 
Wilson Center, 1979) P• 20. 
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Atomic Energy Commission, under Openheimer 's Chairmanship 

had recommended in October 1949, against on all - out effort, 

arguing that 11 the extreme danger to mankind inherent in the 

propc•sal wholly out\>Teigh any military advantage that could 

9 
come fran this development. •• 

Even after eliminating the US monopoly of nuclear weapons, 

the Soviet Union continued with its effort to ban the bomb. It 

refused to accept the French Plan of disarmament (11 october,1949) 

on the ground that it imposed conditions on the reduction of 

conventional arm~1ents and avoided the question of collection 

of information in the atomic field. In return it proposed that 

the Security Council should recognize as essential the submission 

by states of information both on armed forces, conventional 

10 armaments and on atomic weapons. The Security Council rejected 

the Soviet proposal. 

It is not difficult to trace the connection bet\.Yeen these 

two Soviet proposals and Soviet strategic thought. A ban on 

atomic weapons, and the destruction of all stocks, would have 

applied only to the United Stctes, and would have deprived the 

West of the only weapon in which America was superior to the 

9· Herbert York, The Advisors : 0 enheimer Teller and 
the Bomb, (Califernia, W.H. Freeman and Co, 1976 P• 29. 

10. Sipri Year Book of World Armaments and Disarmaments, 
1968-69 (Stockholm, Almquist and Wiksell, 1969)pp.,-286-87. 
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. Soviet Union. Further more a one third cut in conventional 

forces would have increased the superiority of the Soviet Union 

over the West in these forces, and enhanced still further the 

power of the Soviet deterrent on the border of Western Europe. 

For in 1948-49, the Soviet land army consisted of 175 divisions, 

while the strength of the US Army was down to 12 divisions. 

Under the Soviet disarmament plan, with no atomic -vreapons in 

the hands of United States, with a muchreduced Strategic Air 

Command and a tiny army, the whole of western Europe would have 

' 11 been at the mercy of Soviet military pmver. This might be 

one of the main cause for US rejection of Soviet disarmament 

proposals. 

The Soviet Union also disagreed with the western power 

on the question of verification. When the neHly formed ·· 

Disarmament Commission (1952) adopted a plan on the question of 

verification it responded negatively. The Disarmament Commission 

plan was for the disclosure and verification of all armed forces 

including the elimination of weapons of mass destruction and an 

important proposal vl as added ncunely the procedural time-table for 

giving effect to the disarmament programne. According to Soviet 

11. Evan Luard, ,fi.·2, p .68. 
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Union, the plan gave priority to disclosure and verification 

-- without any attempts to abolish atomic weapons and to reduce 

conventional armaments and armed forces. The Soviet Union 

was £or reducing the armed forces and armaments and the prohibition 

of atomic weapons, 12 while rejecting the proposal for disclosure 

and verification of'forces and armaments. They feared that 

the western proposal for verification was for espionage and 

spying in Soviet territory. 

The only issue on which the Soviet Union agreed with the 

Western Powers was on prohibiting chemical and biological 

warfare in Korea. On 13 June , 1952, the Soviet Union submitted 

to the Security Council, a draft resolution calling on all 

states to accept the 1925 Geneva protocol, which prohibits the 

use in war df asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and all 

analogus liquids, materials or devices. 13 It supported the 

United States stand regarding the biological warfare and agreed 

that they should henceforth be included as an essential part 

of a comprehensive and balanced disarmament programme. 

In brief, it can be said that, the Soviet disarmament 

strategy during the US nuclear monopoly period and under the 

13. 

Sipri Year Books of World Armaments and Disarmament. 
1968-69, noit.Q P• 289. 

10 

Disarmament and Securit : A Collection of Documents - 1919 -
1956 Washington, Government Printing Pr-ess, 1956.) pp. 169-70 
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~eadership of Stalin mainly focused on banning the bomb, 

international control of atomic energy and for reduction in 

the armaments and armed forces. 

The negative response by western powers to the Soviet 

disarmament·propQsals convinced the Soviet leadership that 

disarmament can never be attained in a capitalist societyo 

Stalin's disarmament policy was profoundly influenced by 

Lenin's belief that disarmament is impossible without the fall 

of in~erialism. Even if it could be reached, it would impede 

the dialectical process towards world revolution. Both these 

Leninist dogma underwent a significant change after the 

death of Stalin. 

After Stalin's death in March 1953, many of the restraints 

were r~oved from military thinkers in the Soviet Union, and 

a large scale debate began on the true meaning of atomic weapons 

for the security of the Soviet Union. Although the full range 

of the debate is not clear, it seems that one group of Soviet 

leaders believed that the possession of a nuclear capability 

by both the Soviet Union and the United States created a form 

of mutual deterrence. It might even ruled out global war, and 

allow the soviet Union to conduct a flexible military and 

political policy in other spheres. In 1954 Mr Malenkov and Mr. 

Hikoyan spoke of the possibility of averting nuclear vmr, and 
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thus avoiding the rJin of the world civilization. A number of 

leading Soviet soldiers drew the conclusion that if this was 

the case6 then the military thought of Stalin's day was not 

outdated, and they warned against any dovmgrading of the 

priority for the conventional forces. First among the prota-
, 

gonists of this point of view was Stalin's War Minister, Marshal 

'1 k 14 vas~ evs y. 

Other political and military fig-ures, including Hr. Khrushchev 

and Marshal Zhukov, concentrated their attention on the mounting 

degree of destruction which the United States Strategic air 

command could inflict on targets inSide the Soviet Union, and 

came to the conclusion that whether or not nuclear weapons 

implied some form of mutual deterrence, " it would be an act 

of criminal negligence not to prepare the Soviet armed forces 

to wage a global nuclear ware in which the most important 

factor would be the ability of the United States airforce to 

inflict tremendous damage within the Soviet Union itself". 15 

It is now a matter of History that the view of Mr. Khrushchev 

and the military thinkers associated with him prevailed in 

the debate. 

14. Evan Luard, n.2, p. 69. 

15• Ibid. 
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By 8 August 1953, after the first Soviet thermonuclear 

test the 'Balance of terror• had set in, by which not only 

the United States but also the Soviet Union possessed a nuclear 

capability sufficient to wreck whole sale destruction of the 

other in one swift, deadly strike. On 8, December 1953, the 

us President Dwight Eisenhower observed that human civilization 

would probably be destroyed if a nuclear war broke out". 16 

The Russians too had a similar view. G. Malenkov, who 

succeeded Stalin, though first maintained that in a nuclear war 

capitalism v1ould be destroyed, soon changed his vievTS and said 

on 12 Harch 1954 that a nuclear v-1ar would mean 11 the destruction 

17 
of world civilization". He \vas convinced that a future war 

was not inevitable and, therefore :_ ,i;ul ed out any mili tc.ry 

conflict with the western powers that would annihilate the 

whole world. Influenced by the impact of the nevJ nuclear 

weapons, Malenkov instead of intensifying the arms build up 

called for a more flexible disarmament policy. The shift in the 

policy was reflected in the Soviet representative's speech 

to the UN General Assembly in 1954, that his government lilaS 

willing to negotiate on the basis of principles laid dm-m in 

16• N.aw York Times, 9 December, 1953. 

17• Pravada, {Moscow), 13 March, 1954 
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the western proposals (Anglo French Hemorandum) of 11 June, 

1954 on nuclear and conventional disarmillnent. 18 

In February 1955, Mr. Malenkov resigned the premiership 

and Mr. Khrushchev assumed control of the Soviet State. With 

' the change of leadership, the Sovi·et stand on disarmament 

underwent further change. The Soviet Union adopted a new 

defence posture and reorganized its forces in accordance with 

two main principles. First, the ne\., military policy - makers 

insisted that should nuclear war break out betw2en the Soviet 
\ 

Union and United States, the Soviet State must be prepared to 

receive and survive a very heavy nuclear attack from the 

Strategic Air Command. Therefore, the air defence of the 

soviet Union must be reorganized as a separate arm of service 

comprising interceptor aircraft, conventional anti-aircraft 

artillery and ground to air guided weapons. 

The second principle of the new Soviet defence strategy 

aimed at organizing and deploying the remaining Soviet land, 

sea, and air forces to enable them to avoid the worst effects 

of nuclear destruction inside the Soviet Union during the 

initial air attack, and then to play a key role in the continuation 

18· Disarmament and Security ; A Collection of Documen~, 
1919 - 195f51 no • .:t-i, P• 332. 
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of the war in its later stages. In other \'lards, the Soviet 

Strategist adopted a survival policy for their forces and~ 

reserves, and required their defence chiefs to ward off or minimize 

the effects of an American nuclear strike against Soviet 

territory, while preserving, if necessary by dispersal, the 

conventional for9es to fight another day. All this changed 

Sovi~t proposals on disarmainent. 

When Niki ta Khrushchev, assumed povTer in the Soviet Union, 

he laid stress on the principle of peaceful co-existence, first 

advocated by Lenin. In the midst of his efforts to improve 

hiS country's relations with the United States, he showed a 

qualified interest in the negotiations with the US • As late 

as March 1955 Mr. l1alik, the Soviet delegate to the United Nations 

Disarmament CoiT'mission, maintained that the only foundetiori for 

a real disarmament agreement would be the elimination of nuclear 

weapons and a cut of one third in the forces of the great 

pm·Jers. But quite suddenly, on 10 May 1955, the Soviet Union 

put forward proposals apparently based on their n€\-1 strategic 

outlook. So unexpected were these proposals that a meeting of 

the world peace council in Helsinki scheduled for May 1955 had 

to be postponed for a month in order to allow time for the 

new line to be taken into consideration. 19 

19. David Holloway, n. 7, p. 23. 
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Under its new plan, the Soviet government suggested a 

. t·wo stage disarmament programme, which vJOuld start in 1956 

and be completed by the end of 1957. There would be an 

immediate 'freeze• of all .forces as of 31 December, 1954: 

and the first stage of disarmament would bring the conventional 

forces of the gre~t powers down to the limits already suggested 

by the Anglo French Plan of 1954. 20 Not later than June 1956 

there should be a world disarmament conference to formulate 

a ban on testing nuclear weapons, fix the disannament obligations 

of all states, and begin the gradual elimination of military 

bases on foreign soil. During this period, all countries would 

undertake not to use nuclear weapons, even in self defence, 

except in accordance vli th a decision of the Security Council. 

In 1957, the remaining reductions in conventional forces would 

be carried out, and all foreign bases would be given up. ..Half 

\vay through this stage, the , the production of nuclear weapons 

would cease, and all stocks would be abolished. By the end 

of 1957, each of the great powers would have a conventional 

army, navy and air force of fixed Size, without nuclear weapons 

or foreign bases. The plan made number of concessions to the 

West on control and inspection. It proposed stationing 

20. Disannament and Sec:urity : A Collection of Documents, 
1919 - 195.6, no. 13, p. 293. 
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observers belonging to a international control body at large 

ports, railway junctions, reads and airfields. The control 

organ would have the right to demand information on the progress 

of the plan, and l.·.rould have access to notional records of defence 

expenditure. In the later stages it could inspect on a 

' continuing basis to the extent necessary to ensure implementation 

of the convention, and its observers could have access to all 

objects of control. Violation of the agreement would be reported 

to the Security Council. 21 On the whole, the Soviet proposal 

was a major step to reduce the levels of armed forces of the 

big five, namely the us, USSR, UK, China and France. 

There are two significant links between these proposals 

and ne\v Soviet Strategy. Firs·t, it is clear that if the 

proposals had been accepted by the West and put into effect, 

the Soviet Union would have retained its superiority in 

conventional forces at every stage. This would have been 

particularly, true of the crucial sector in \'/estern Europe 

of the 1 bridgehe~de now organized militarily under NATO. A 

freeze of conventional forces as of 31, December, 1954, would 

have left 28 Soviet line division in Eastern Europe, backed by 

21 • Soviet Ne-w-s (London) no. 3162, 11, May, 1955, 
pp. 2, 3, 4. 
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60 - 70 in western Russia, facing 16 NATO formations of the 

same type, none of which had been provided by west-Germany. 

During the period of troop reductions, the US would be bound 

not to use nuclear '\tleapons even if attacked, and the Soviet 

Veto could have prevented the Security Council from approving 

their use, ·the Veto would also prevent any Security Council 

action to deal with violations of the disannament agreement. 

NATO would have been at the mercy of the Soviet forces in 

Eastern Europe and Vlestern Russia. In any case, NATO would have 

disappeared as soon as the United States bases abroad were 

dismantled in 1957. \fihen the Soviet Scheme was complete, the 

Soviet Union would have been com~letely secure from nuclear 

attack from the United States, while Still enjoying military 

22 
superiority in Europe. 

The second significant link between the May 1955 proposals 

and Soviet Strategy is one of motive. There is good evidence 

that parts of the proposals orginated in the Soviet Union's 

awareness of United States long-range striking pov-1er, and the 

23 
danger of surprise attack. 

22. Evan Luard (ed.) no.2, P• 73. 

23· Ibid. 
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Thus according to A. Alexeye:v; the Soviet proposal of 

Hay 1955 11
' represent a ne-.._r approach to international control 

of anns reduction and prohibition of atomic \-veapons 11
• He 

added, 11 this new approach gears the extension of the rights 

and pov1ers of the contc:=mplated international control agency 

to the implementat~on of the disarmament programme and to 

measures aimed at creating an atmosphere of confidence among 

s·tate$ .'1 24 

Even the Americans were full of praise for the Soviet 

proposal of r1ay 1955. The US representative to the Sub-Committee 

of UN Disarmament Commission, Ja.."Tles J. \vadsworth said, 11 ideas 

'\·Jhich have been advocated by western pov1ers as long ago as 

1947 are at last being seriouslyconsidered by the Soviet Union." 25 

.Though the Soviet proposal was welcomed by the western pm.:rers, 

no initiative was taken to implement it. 

Apparently the negz·1ti ve response of the \'Jest.ern powers 

to the Soviet proposals of rv:ay 1955, emanated from deep suspicion 

of the Soviet Uniop and £rom the fear of surprise attack on the 

outbreak of an accidental war. In order to guard against such 

-----------~_. 

24. A. Alexeye:y, " The USSR Disarmament i?roposals - A major 
contribution to peace, 11 Int_srnationu.l AffQi rs, (Hoscovl) 
July 1955, p. 20. 

25. Degartme~~9! S~te Bulletin, Vol. 32, no. 831 
30 Hay, 1955, P• 90. 
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incidents, the US President Dwight Eisenhmver, at a Geneva 

Confer'ence on 21 J\1ly, 1955, proposed a reciprocc:il aerial 

inspection plan. On the basis of President proposal, the 

US delegation submitted on 30 August, 1965 to the Disannament 

Cormnission sub-committee the 11 Open Skies Plan''. 26 The 
~ 

soviet Union suspected that the '' Open Skies" plan was a 

camouflage for espionage of the Soviet territory. The Soviet 

reaction was therefore that, 11 it said nothing about disarmament" 

and it t·iaS 11 designed to provide the pentagon with mili ta:r:y 

strategic data about the Soviet Union ta. 
27 In the vmrds of t.~e 

Chairman of the Council of ministers, N.A. Bulganin 11 such a 

aerial inspection 'li'Tould lead to a weakening of vigilance tmvards 

the still existing threat of violation of pea.ce generated by 

the arms drive." 
28 

In order to prevent it and in the interest 

of international peace and security, he proposed the prohibition 

of atomic vleapons and reduction of armed forces of the big five 

namely, USSR, USA, u~. France and China. 

The Soviet Deputy Foreign .Hinister v. Zorin, stated in 

reply to the US representatives John J. Meloy that 11 such control, 

26. Paul E. Zinner, ed, Documents on American Forei~ 
Relations, 1955 (Ne'l:l York, Harper and Brothers, 1956), 
PP• 434 - 5. 

27. A. Shevchenko, " Disa.rmament : A problem thC~t can be 
solved 11 International Affairs, (Moscow) I1ay, 1971, p. 66. 

28. "Letters from N .. A. Bulganin to President Eisenhower" 
Soviet News, no. 3259, 27 September, 1955, p. 2. 



.. 53 

which in actual fact would mean control of armaments, would 

deteriorate into an international system of legalised espionage, 

and this naturally, is unacceptable to any state concerned 

for its security and for the preservation of world peace.• 29 

Similarly commenting on Zonal inspection, v. Khvostov said that 

"Zonal inspection, which in the us draft has nov1 replaced 

blanket inspection, hardly excludes collection of vital military 

infonnation about rocket for example, Zonal inspection may 

lead to disclosure of the whole system of defences before the 

\1-reapons which may be hurled against these defences are abolished. 

The threat to the safety of the USSR becomes even more pronounced 

because, as a result of the submission of information on 

armaments and the control measures provided for by the US 

draft in the stage- I, the other side may learn something 

new and organize the production of vreapons, especic.lly rockets, 

which it did not previously have in its possession. 30 

The Soviet Union's proposals on disarmament were never 

taken seriously by washington, though it did make concessions, 

which are favourabl_.·. to the western powers. Nevertheless, Moscow 

29. 11 Letters from the USSR Representative to the US repre
sentative in Bilateral Soviet - American Disarma~ent 
Negotiationsq, New Times (Moscow), Suppliment no. 41, 
11 October, 1961, p. 24 • 

3Q. v. Khvostov, 11 The prospect of Disarmament", International 
Aff0irs (Moscow), November 1962, p. 48. 
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\-laS deeply concerned about the spiralling arms race and 

continued to work for disarmament. During this time it was 

also strengthened in itS belief in the possible destruction 

of the capitalist and communist systems, in the event of a 

nuclear war, if the nuclear arms race continue:l unabated .. 

Hence Khrushche~ announced at the twentieth party Cohgress 

in 1956, that war was no longer fatalistically i.nevitable an~ 

that the future war would be a nuclear war in which both the 

communist as well as the imperialist will perish and that a 

peaceful transition to socialism was therefore essential. 

This was a fundamental shift from the traditional Marxist 

Leninist theory of the inevitability of \var. 

Arguing in favour of revising the Marxist - Leninist theory 

of the inevitability of war, Khrushchev observed that "t.his 

precepts -vras evolved at a time when imperialism was on all

embracing world system and the social and political forces 

which did not want war were weak, poorly organised, and hence 

unable to compel the imperialist to renounce vmr". He then 

noted "people usually take only one aspect of the question and 

examine only the economic basis of war~~ under-imperialism. 

This is not enough, War is not only an economic phenomenon. 

vlhether there is to be a war or not depends in large measures 

on the correlation of class, political forces, the degree of 
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organization, and the awareness and resolve of the people. 

These factors according to him were important for the inevita-

bility of war. However, he said in that period this precept 

was absolutely correct. At the present time, however, the 

situation has changed radically. No-vr there is a world camp 
' , 

of socialism, which has become a mighty force. In this camp 

the peace forces find not only the mor2l, but also the material 

means to prevent ~ression 11
• 

31 Thus under the present circum

stances \•Tar v.ras not inevitable. Khrushchev 1 s revised theory 

about inevitability of v-1ar supported by the Soviet leaders and 

military theoraticians. 

The rethinking about vJar in the nuclear age by Khrushchev 

v1as influenced by the grovJing threat of nuclear annihilation. 

According to this view, disarmament Has possible without the 

fall of imperialism and it will not impede the dialectical 

process of world revolution. 32 

Hence, Khrushchev vigorously campaigned for nuclear : 

. :. and conventional disarmament during this time. In a 

31. N.s. Khr~shchev, Report of the Central Committee of the 
f9mmunist Party of the Soviet Union to the 20th party 
Congress, February 14, 1956 (Moscovl, Foreign Language 
Publishing House, 1956) PP• 41. 42 

32. G. Malenkov, Speech at the 20th party Congress of the 
Communist Party of Soviet Uniog (Mosco'<l, Foreign Languages 
Publishing House, 1956) P• 33. 
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new Soviet proposal of 27, March 1956, it was suggested that 

conventional armaments and armed forces were to be reduced in 

two years, rather than three years as proposed earlier. 

Detailed provisions for inspection were also included. Ground 

Control Posts were again menticoned with the specification that 

they would be enumerated in a special agreement that would 
\ .. 

also extend to the Signatories of foreign bases. The control 

organ was authorized to have unlimited access to all military 

units, stores or mJlitary equipments and ammunition, land, 

naval and air bases, factories manufacturing conventional 

armaments and arru11unition. The plan was not acceptable to the 

33 vrestern po'lr;ers. 

In the late 1950s, faced w~th the momentum of the nuclear 

arms race and the fear of a nuclear war due to the East - west 

tension, American policy maker tu~~ed to Arms Control. According 

to United States, the main aims of the arms control doctrine 

measures were confidence building, tension reduction and 

1 t . 34 nuc ear war preven ~on. 

The late 1950s, also Hitnessed importu.nt technological 

break through by the Soviet Union, especially in sending a 

33. UN. Documents. DC/83, Annex 5, 4 !1ay , 1956 pp. 1-5. 

34.. Richard J,. Barnet, "The American Approach to Disannament11 

in Ernest 1'-l. Lefever, ed. Anns and Arms Control s 
A SY:!!}p_osium, ·(London, Thames and Hudson, 1962) P• so. 
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Sputnik into the orbit in 1957 followed by the testing of 

the first Inter-Continental Ballistic Hissiles (ICBM). 

These spectacular events had a tremendous impact on the 

defence policy of the United States. It created the missile 

crisis in the US which resulted in a crash programme to increase 

both the quantity and quality of the nuclear arms race between 
\ , 

the two nuclear giants and increased the tension betvJeen the 

East and \'lest. Both side feared a surprise nuclear attack 

or an accidental nuclear vlar. In order to eliminate these 

fears the Soviet Union proposed in the United Nations, the 

prohibition of nuclear tests, aerial photography and demanded 

sarefuards against surprise attack. The Soviet Union also 

called for general and complete disarmament. 

The Sovj .et Union agreed to co-operate· vli th the United 

States to take necessary steps against surprise atta.cks. 

Consequently a conference on surprise attack '1.-Jas held in Geneva 

on 11 November 1958. At this Conference the Soviet Union 

declared on 28 November 1958, that the danger of a surprise 

attack can be prevented only if the use of atomic and hydrogen 

weapons were prohibited. The declaration also suggested 

practical steps for reducing the danger of a sudden attack 

by means of creating ground control posts and aerial photography 

. t . . 35 
~n cer a~n reg~ons. The United States agreed that in 

order to avoid a surprise attack, aerial inspection was 

necessary, with ground posts and mobile ground team. Both 

35. Documents On Disarmament : 1945-1959 (l:Jashington, 
Department of State Publication, 1960) Vol. 2, p. 1266. 
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the super powers accepted in principle that aerial and 

ground inspection supeP!ised by UN personnel be set up in 

strategically comparable zones to guard against surprise 

attack. However there was no agreement regarding the area 

or the inspection techniques to be adopted. Hence the 

proposals for preventing surprise attack and accidental war 
' .. 

could not be implemented. 36 

The Soviet willingness to ease tension in the East - west 

relations was also demonstrated in regard to aerial photography. 

In 1956, during the Suez crisis, the Soviet government was 

v1illing to consider the question of using aerial photography 

in Europe, where military forces of the NATO and WI'O \<lere 

deployed to a depth of 800 kms. Similarly, the Soviet Union 

submitted several proposals for banning nuclear tests. 37 

Its efforts bore fruit in August 1963, ,.;hen Partial Test Ban 

Treaty (PTBT) was signed by the Soviet Union, the US and the 

UK. 

The Soviet plan for general .and complete disarmament 

was another significant step in the direction of disarmament. 

36. Ibid. 

37. Documents on Disarm~~ent : 1945 - 1959~ n. 35, 
PP• 736 - 737 
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At the fourteenth session of the UN General Assembly, on 

18 Septemoer, 1959, Khrushchev presented his proposal for 

General and Complete Disarmament (GCD). The Soviet leader 

said : " So long as there exist large armies, air forces 

and navies, nuclear and rocket weapons, there is no guarantee 

of stable peace",• The only "way out of the deadlock should 

be sought along the lines of general and complete disarmament". 38 

For international peace and security, he proposed general and 

complete Disarmament. 

Khrushchev's proposal on general and complete disarmament 

stood for complete elmination of the Conventional forces, 

except those required for maintaining internal law and order. 

All military bases had to be dismantled. All nuclear m1d 

thermo nuclea.r warheads except th03 e mutually agreed to be 

kept at the disposal of the UN, were to be destroyed and 

their production discontinued. The energy from fissionable 

material was to be used exclusively for peacefu.L purposes. 39 

Besides, the proposal was also for the elimination of all 

military rockets except those rockets vJhich coqld be used as a 

38. For General and Complete Disarmament : N.S. Khrushchev's 
speech to the General Assembly of the U.Ns and Declaration 
of the Soviet government on General and Complete Disarmament. 
(New Delhi, Information Department of the USSR Embassy in 
India, 1959) p, 15. 

N.s. Khrushchev, Let us Live in Peace .and Friendship, 
(MoscoH, Foreign Language PUblishing House, 1960)pp.158-59. 
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"~ means of transportation and for the conquest of outer space 

.for the~od of all mankind. Emphasis was laid on the destruction 

of chemical and bacteriological weapons. In order to make it 

effective, an international machinery (International Disarmament 

Organisation) was to be set up, to exercise strict control 

40 over all disannament measures. 

In case the proposal on general and complete disarmament 

v-ras not acceptable to the western power, Khrushchev also 

suggested an alternative proposal, known as partial measures 

for disarmament. It proposed the setting up of a control and 

inspection zone with reduction of foreign troops on the 

territory of the West European Countries. It asked for the 

creation of an atom-free zone in Central Europe, the withdrawal 

of all foreign troops from the territory of European states 

and the dismantling of military bases on foreign territory, 

the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the member 

states of NATO and wro and an agreement on the prevention of 

surprise attack by one state on another. 41 

The United States reacted favourably to the Soviet proposal 

40. Ibid, P• 159. 

41 • Ibid, p. 162 • 
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on general and complete disannament. CQmnenting on it, the 

US Secretary of State, Christain A. Herter said, ,. It is in 

its details something that can be looked at with skepticism, 

but represents an effort of mankind to reach the solution of 

one, at least, of the major problems of the "Vrorld which is a 
\ . n 42 

great threat to the world itself. 

On 15 January, 1960, the Soviet Union proposed that it 

would be willing to reduce its forces to the level of 2.5 

million men and withdraw or substantially reduce its troop in 

43 Eastern Europe. The 1960 proposal for force reduction was 

justified on the ground that they would actually enhance the 

overall Sovie~ strength. In a message of Khrushchev delivered 

at the Fourth session of the Supreme Soviet on 14, January, 1960, 

he said that the reduction of forces would cut the expenditure 

help.ing to increase their country•s economic power, provide 

additional opportunities of promoting the standard of living, 

build more homes and increase the material wealth. 44 

Unfortunately, these peace initiatives had to be halted 

42. Department of State Bulletin, Vol. 41, no: 1059 
12 October, 1956, P• 503 

43. K.U. Chernenko and others,Soviet Foreign Policy: 
Basic Acts an,q pocuments of the Supreme Soviet of the 
USSR, 1956-1962 (Moscow Foreign Language Publishing House, 
1962) PP• 169-172. 

44. Ibid I P• 150. 
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because of a certain provocative incidents. On 1 May 1960, 

a US reconnaissance aircratt, U-2 was shot do~m in the Soviet 

territory. The aerial espionage created a furor in the 

country. The Soviet militarff leaders begain to question the 

wisdom of the Kermlin policy makers in view of the American 

provocation. 'After a prolonged debate between the party 

and the military leaders they ultimately decided to halt 

the Soviet unilateral reduction of force levels. 

N1other development, which compelled the Soviet leaders 

to change their policy on disarmament was the Berlin crisis, 

in 1961. Simultaneously the Sino-Soviet relations also 

deteriorated. On the demestic front, there vlas failure of 

the agricultural programme. 

In view of all these problems, the Soviet Union, r€sides 

strengthening militarily decided to improve its relations with 

the US. By doing so, it hoped that: the strains of a massive 

build up would ease. It could then concentrate on econanic 

development by diverting the resources towards solving the 

agricultural as \vell as other economic problems at home. The 

soviEt Union and the United States therefore returned to 

general and complete disarmament in 1961. This had resulted 

in the joint statement of agreed principles called the McCloy -
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Zorin statement, according to vThich ''the goal of negotiations 

is to achieve ~greement on a progrilll1Ine 'l'rlhich \-rill ensure that, 

disarmament is general and complete and Har is no longer an 

instrument for settling international problems", and the 

programme for disarmament should be "accompanied by the 

establishment o'f·· reliable procedures for the peaceful settlement 

of disputes and effective arrangements for the maintenance of 

peace in accordance with the principles of the UNs charter.• 

Further, the joint, statement added. "that States will have 

at their disposal only those non-nuclear armaments, forces, 

facilities,an'd establishments as are agreed to be necessary 

to maintain internal okuer and protect the personal security 

of citizens". 45 

Simultaneously, the McCloy-Zorin statement wanted the 

disbanding of armed forces, dismantling of military establishment, 

including bases, cessation of the production of armaments as 

well their liquidation or conversion to peaceful uses. It 

was also for the elimination of all stockpiles of nuclear, 

chemical, bacteriological and other weapons of mass destruction 

including the means of delivery and for the abolition of military 

46 expenditures. The plan was to be implemented through an 

45. Richard p. Stebbins with El2ine P. Adam, ed., DocUments 
on American ~·oreign Relations, 1961, (Ne\-1 York, Harper 
and Brothers, -1962) p. 201:--

46~ Ibid. P• 202. 
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international machinery for strict and effective international 

control. 

In 1962, the Soviet Union and the United States submitted 

draft trea·t.ies outlining in details, their plan for general 
\ . 

and complete disarmament within three successive stages and 

an agreed time-frcme. General and complete disarmament 

should be implemented, according to these treaties under 

strict international control. An international authority called 

the international Disarmament Organization would be set up 

47 for this purpose. 

General and Complete disarmament had a special place in 

the Soviet foreign policy objectives because its implementation 

would enable the USSR to divert enormous sum of money to ·build 

school, hospitals, homes, roads etc. Besides it would also 

have beneficial effect on the living standard of the population. 

In other words, for the Russians, it would mean not only the 

end of the institution of war but also a march tovmrd a classless 

society to achieve the goal of communism. 

However, Khrushchev cautioned that "even after the fulfilment 

47. Richard P. Stebbins with Elaine P. Adams, ed, Documents 
on American Foreign Relations, 1962 (New York, Harper and 
Row Publishers, 1963} pp. 127-128. 
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of general disarmament progranune contradictions between states, 

particularly betvmen states with different social and economic 

systems, wi 11 remain. These contradiction will not, hov-1ever 

be resolved through military clashes but only by peaceful 

economic competition, by the struggle of ideas and by other 

48 peaceful means" c;ts prescribed by the UN chapter. 

Peaceful co-existence, originally advocated by Lenin 

and subsequently revived by Khrushchev, has greater relevance 

in the age of overkill. Apart from the imperialist and 

Socialist Coexisting, it "implies renunciation of war as a 

means of settling international disputes between states, and 

their solution by negotiations, equality, mutual understanding 

and trust between countries, conSideration for each other's 

interests, non-interference in internal affairs, recognition 

of the right of every people to solve all the problems of 

their country by themselves, strict respect for the sovereignty 

and territorial integrity of all countries, promotion of economic 

and cultural co-operation on the basis of complete equality 

and mutual benefit. 49 

When the Americans first introduced the term 11 Arms Control", 

48. N.S. Khrushchev, \'iorld Without Arms, \'/orld Hithout Wars, 
(11oscmJ, Foreign Language Publishing House, 1962) p. 566. 

49. Programe of the Communist Part~ of the Soviet Union: 
The Road to Communism {Moscow, Foreign Language Publishing 
HouGe, 1962) P• 506. 
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the Russian objected to it strongly. Igor Globolev, 

a leading Soviet Social Scientist observed that ''in capitalistic 

countries persons active for peace use the term 'arms control' 

for measures limiting the use of nucle2r \veapons. Hhereas, 

in reactionary circles it is understood to mean the disguised 

:-"arms race". 5
0. ln general, the Soviets characterized it as 

an attempt by the western powers to legalise the arms race. 

Therefore it \~S notccceptable to them. 

The Soviet skepticism of the term "arms control", is 

based on their realization that it has been used oy the West 

not to achieve disarmament but to legitimize. nuclear arms 

race and designed to collect military intelligence in the 

Socialist Countries. 51 The American however, rejected the 

Soviet allegation against the arms control dectrine. 52 -· 

Subsequently, the Soviet Union accepted the arms control 

doctrine for two reasons. Khrushchev's flexible approach to 

disarmament was indeed one important reason. His enthusiastic 

support to general and complete disarmament was an example. 

So. Igor Glagolev, " East-West Dialogue On Disarmament -
Continues''. War and Peace Report (New York) Vol, 3, no.?, 
August 1963, p. 4 

51. Vassili 1'1amontov, _Disarmament - The Command of the 
Times (Moscow, Progress Publishers, 1979) P• 117.-

52. John Baylis and others, ed., Contemporary Strategy: 
Theories and Concepts. (London, Holmes and Neier 
Publishers, 1987) P• 167. 
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When he found that these proposals were not acceptable to 

the west he turned to arms control measures. An important 

measures of anns control '1.-lhich he introduced in the mid 1950 •s 

was the concept of " Nuclear Weapon Free Zones''. Khrushchev's 

successor, L .r. Brezh.."'1ev also attached great importance to 
., 

the setting up of Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zones in different parts 
c 

of the globe. 

Another reason was the advancement of science and 

technology and its impact on the uncontrolled nuclear arms 

race, which was viev1ed by Soviet Union as a threat to its 

securi tyl They preferred arms control to a nuclear ,.,ar 

by accident miscalculation or by design. Hence it supported 

arms control measures like the Partial Test Ban Treaty(1963), 

Space Treaty {1967), Tlateloco Treaty (1967), Non-Proliferation 

Treaty(1968), the SALT- I (1972), SALT- II (1979), etc. 

From 1950 to 1970, the Soviet Union was favourably 

inclined towards arms control measures, without accepting 

the US interpretations of the meaning of the tei.m •• arms control' 

But \•lhen it concluded SALT - I , talks with the US in 1972, 

it fully endorsed the American viev-1 of arms control as a tensior 

53 reduction, confidence building and a war prevention measures. 

53. A.N. ArkadyeiT, " Tov1ards a World Disarmament Conference". 
Net:J Times (Moscow) no. 31, July 1972, p. 4. 
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To the United States v1hich introduced the tenn 11 arms 

control" first, it meant any formal or informal international 

action placing limitations on armed forces, arm~nents and 

military expenditure. 54 The American doctrines of arms 

control aimed at avoiding a general nuclear war between the 

super powers. .. 

The Soviet Union, therefore, described arms control 

as an effective means of ensuring a system of International 

Security, which would preclude any possibility of the use 

55 of nuclear weapons to solve international disputes. 

L.I. Brezhnev included it in the peace programme of 

the Twentifourth Party Congress (1971). Explaining the 

main goal of the peace programme, Brezhnev said that, .. 

~efforts to end the arms race and to promote disarmament have 

been and remain as the peace programme re~1ires one of the 

main trends in the foreign political activity of the CPSU 

and the Soviet Governr11ent. Today this objective is more 

vi tal than ever". 56 

54. Thomas B. Larson, Disarmament and Soviet Pol;c~ : 
1964 1968 (Washington, Prentice- Hall Inc, 1969) 
p.4. 

55. UN Documents. A/C. I/PV 1748, 2, November, 1970, p.~ 

56. L.I. Brezhnev, our Course ; Peace and Socialism : 
A Coll~ction of Speech~1arch 1971 - Dece~ber 197~ 
(Moscovl, Novostipress Agency Publishj_ng House, 1975) 
P• 27. 
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Brezhnev•s speech underlined the importance of Soviet 

Union's support to arms control measures. The Soviet Union 

believed that arms control would enhance the objective 

security of all states and contribute to the good 'trill and 

thrust that would alleviate the need for arma·nents. Soon 

there after the Soviet Union took decisions that made progress 

possible at SALT , and opened the '!f-ray to negotiations on 

force reductions in Central Europe, which began in Vienna 

in 1973, and to the Conference on Security and Cooperation 

in Europe, which led to the Helsinki Agreement in 1975. 

These decisions, as well as Soviet anxiety about growing 

Sino-American ties, laid the basis for the Hoscm-r surrunit 

meeting of May 1972, at which the SALT - I Agreement were signed· 

Brezhnev and Nixon decided also to conclude a trade agreement 

and signed a document setting out the basic principle of 

relations between their two countries. 57 

The SALT Agree~ent provided a visible sign of strategic 

parity between the two countries. The basic principles 

stressed that " they should conduct their relations on the 

basis of equality,reciprocity, mutual accommodation and mutual 

I( 

s7. ~Basic Principles of Relations Between USA and USSR, 
Department of State Bulletin, JUne 26, 1972, pp. 898-9 
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benefit." 58 The Soviet Union had pressed for a document of 

this kind, presumably in order to signify that the United 

States recognize not only strategic parity, but also Soviet 

equality as a superpower. The Soviet leaders evidently 

regarded this as an important achievement. In the late 

1920s the party had adopted the historic mission of catching 

up and overtaKing the advanced capitalist powers. The same 

goal had been espoused once again after the war. Khrushchev 

had claimed strategic and political equality. In one of 

his letters to Kennedy during the Cuban missile crisis, 

Khrushchev had rather plaintively asked why the United 

States was demanding withdrawal of the Soviet miSsiles from 

cuba vJhen it had missiles in countries close to the Soviet 

borders: 11 HO\.,. then does the admission of our equal military 

capabilities tally with such unequal relation between our 

great states 7 This cannot be made to tally in any 'irJay 11
• 
59 

The Cuban debacle had sho\m that Khrushchev's claim to 

equality were premature. Now atlast, howev•.:=r, the Soviet 

Union had attained strategic parity, and had forced the 

United States to recognize that fact. The Soviet leaders 

58. David Holloway, n.7 , p. 89. 

59. Arnold Horol ick and l'1yron Rush, Strateg_ic_ PO\·Jer and 
Soviet Pore-L9!! :!?ol~y, (Chica~. I'ress, 1966) p.212 
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evidently hoped that str2tegic equality would lead to a 

recognition of overall equality and thereby bring political 

and economic gains for the Soviet Union. 

In June 1979 after many years of negotiations the 
· .. 

Soviet Union and US agreed on SALT - II.. Under this both 

sides agreed to reduce their total strategic delivery vehicles 

to a ceiling of 2,250. But the Soviet intervention in 

Afghanistan marked the end of Soviet - Ai"Tterican detente. Soviet 

action was seen by the Carter Administration as a particularly 

outstanding example of Soviet expansionism. The American 

reaction to this was the non-ratification of the SALT - II 

Treaty and the imposition of economic sanctions. Thi~~clearly 

indicated that one chapter in Soviet - American relations 

60 had been closed. The second half of the 1970s sa'tv a 

major ne'l:l dimension added to the nuclear race between two 

super powers .. 

Thus, the development of nuclear weapons gave an 

altogether different direction to the formulation of Soviet 

policy of disarmament, in the post Second World War period. 

60. David Holloway, n. 7, p. 55 
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Du.ring the US nuclear monopoly period Soviet Unio::: faced 

tremendous risk to its security which led Stalin '::o follow 

a t\o>!O fold strategy to develop a Soviet nuclear :: t.rike 

capability and to persue a policy of nuclear diso:;nnament. 

The negative response by \'/estern powers to the E oviet dis-
·., 

armament proposals, during Stalin period, convi;H::ed Soviet 

leadership that disannament can never be attain=:d in a 

capitalist society. But this belief underwent a significant 

change, when balance of terror 'had set in due ·:o first Soviet 

thenno nuclear test in 1953.. The threat of an:-ihilation of 

both the socialist as l'lell as capitalist blocY,. called for 

a more flexible disannament policy and forced Khrushchev to 

change its age old doctrine of 11 inevitability of war" 

towards 11 Peaceful Co-existence 11
• Also, the slow gro\...rth of 

soviet economy, due to hic;rh costs of defence, forced it 

toward strategic accommodation with USA. Bui:; the Soviet 

intervention in Afghanistan and the US atternpt to rega,in its 

strategic superiority marked the end of detente which for 

the time being was a serious set back to d.i.sannatnent issue. 
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CHAPTER - III 

CHANGES IN SOVIET LEADERSHIP AND NEW INITIATIVES TOvlARDS 
NUCLEAR DISARMJ\MEN·r-ANDROPOV AND CHERNENKO-

Any analysis of the Post-Brezhnev period must start with 

a clear cut understanding of the eighteen years reign ot the 

man who was elevated to highest seat ot power in October 1964. 
· .. 

Unlike his predecessor, Leonid Ilich Brezhnev brought relative 

stability to the Soviet Union. He sought to make his mark on 

Soviet History and took series of policy initiatives that not 

only dealt with the major problem facing the nation but also 

disarmed his critics. 

The Brezhnev era marked by major nffi~ policy initiatives 

and the formulation of a ne\'J vision of the Soviet future \rlere 

designed to lead the Soviet Union through the second industrial 

revolution and in to the further maturation of 'developed 

• I 1.:: .. 
soc~alism. 

Brezhnev•s years in power emerge as nearly two decades 

of cautious political and policy initiatives designed both to 

consolidate the General Secretary's hold on power and to 

implement economic and social reforms that would bnprove the 

standard of living and move the Soviet Union smoothly through 

Donald R. Kelley, Soviet Politics from Brczhnev to 
Gorbachev, (New York, Praeger, PUblishers, 1987) 
pp • 1 - 4. 



74 

the second industrial revolutione 

Like Khrushchev, Brezhnev sought to make his mark oy 

bold initiatives in agriculture, consumer good production, 

and foreign policy, but unlike his predecessor, he moved with 

caution, seeking to balance bold initiatives in one area with 

concession in ~mother or to adjust himself with his critics 

and their programmes rather than opting tor confrontation. 2 

Brezhnev emerged as a clear policy initiator rather than 

merely as a balancer of major Kremlin interests, although he 

was quick to change his nevJ programme in light of policy 

failures or in the face of opposition. Brezhnev was able to 

maintain a style of leadership that stressed consensus building 

and tacit negotiations. As first among equals, his task was 

to define his own policy initiatives in ways acceptable to the 

major institutional forces and to foster the emergence of a 

consensus among them. The fact that he was able to secure the 

adoption of most of his major innovations testifies to the 

wisdom of his cautious strategy and to his skill as a politician 

rather than to his anility to dictate to his colleagues. 

Thus Brezhnev left a country that was inGomparably stronger 

2. William Hyland and Richard H. Shryock, The fall of 
Khrushchev (Ne\v York : Funk and Wagnals 1968) pp., 23.-
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in military terms than when he took over in October 1964. He 

presided over a massive build up in Soviet nuclear strength 

that gave the country parity with the United States at the end 

of 1960s. His another major achievement was the establishment 

of detente \'lithe the west. In Western Europe Brezhnev managed 

to negotiate a settlement of most ot the outstanding pol~~ical 

issues.left afte~ the Second World War. The peace treaty with 

West Germany in 1970, the Quadripartite Agreement on Berlin in 

1971, and the Helsinki Final Act ot 1975 recognized the territorial 

status GUo and laid the basis of a new relationship between the 

Soviet Union and western Europe. Brezhnev also helped to 

evolve a more stable way of living withe the United States in 

the early 1970s. Four meetings with American Presidents in 

two and half years Symbolized a degree of cooperation and 

dialogue that had never occured before. 

Despite, Brezhnev•s bold steps and courageous initiatives 

in different fields, the final years of Hrezhnev era was beset 

"'i th immooilism and stagnation. The detente of 70s did not 

last long. Brezhnev left his successors with a situation of 

increased tension and risk. A new cold war was underway, 

characterized ny American efforts to put economic and political 

pressure on the Soviet Union to change its foreign and defence 

policies, and liberalize its internal system. The three major 
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States of western Europe - England, France and German -, though 

more willing than Washington to maintain normal relations with 

Moscow, were led, on Brezhnev•s death, ny government that were 

more anti-Soviet than those of the early and mid 1970s. They 

were less committed to detente than their predecessors. 3 

In the third world, Brezhnev bequeathed an undeclared 

but apparently hopeless war against rebels in Afghanistan. The 

Soviet invasion had lost Moscow the support of the Islamic World. 

and most members of the non-aligned movement. It sp0iled 

relations with Iran, one of the Soviet Union's most important 

neighbours, and wi·th Pakistan. 

While the malaise and imrnobilism of the last years of the 

Brezhnev era underscored the need for new and forceful leadership, 

they also compounded the difticulties already inherent in 

setting the stage for political succession. Having thwarted 

the attempts of earlier would be rivals and claimants to the 

throne, Brezhnev was understandably reluctant untill the very 

end to designate a visible heir apparent. 

Brezhnev•s death on November 10, 1982, ended the long 

3. Jonathan Steele, The Limits of Soviet Power(England, 
Penguine Books Limited, 1984) pp., 4 - 6. 
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period of waiting. It provoked a vigorous struggle within the 

politbureau in which the final remanants of his personal entourage 

clashed with a more heterogeneous coalition that oacked Andropov. 

The relatively long delay separating Brezhnev's death and the 

public announcement of his demise suggest that the politoureau 

found it difticult to come to any consensus on the difticult 

' 4 . choice of a successor. Two days passed between the death 

between eight and nine in the morning on November 10th and 

the formal announcement on November 12th. The sketchy accounts 

available sug9ests that the politibureau was in virtually 

constant session on November 11th with the first bid for power 

initiated by the Chernenko faction. The original scenario 

provided for a careful staged show of unity among the closest 

of Brezhnev•s former associates and an attempt to bridge any 

potential gap between party and state. Chernenko first 

proposed premier Nikolai Tikhonov for the top party post. 

Citing his advanced age, he declined and nominated Chernenko 

5 in his place. 

It is likely that Chernenko's losing coalition numbered 

4. Donald R. Kelley, n. 1, PP• 44. 

5. Ibid. 
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no more than three or four full members of the politbureau, 

united as much by their desire to block Andropov•s rise as 

by any direct loyality to Brezhnev's chosen heir. Other than 

Chernenko himself, the coalition probably included Tikhonov, 

a Brezhnev loyalist whose own hold on the Chairmanship of the 

Council of Minis.ters would be endangered by widespread reforms, 

and D.A. Kunaev, the first Secretary of the Kazakh party 

. 6 
organization. 

It is also possible that Viktor Grishin first secretary 

of the Moscow party organization, backed Chernenko. While some 

other sources placed him in the Andropov camp, it is also 

known that he clearly sided With the old guard to block 

Gorbachov's rise after Chernenko's death in 1984. 7 Given his 

own reputed desire for higher office, it is quite possi~le-that 

his association with either faction in the fall of 1982 was 

designed simply to buy time for his O\ID candidancy to mature 

as more forceful rivals among the senior members of the 

politbureau neutralized one another. And in the event Andropov 

rose to power and thereby discredited Chernenko's bid to 

represent the forces of stability. 

6. Mark D. Zlotnik, " Chernenko 1 S Platform", Problems of 
Communism 31 (November/December 1982). 

7. Ilya Zemtsov, {mdropov ( Jerusalem, IRICS Publishers, 
1983), P• 94. 
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Andropov•s own willing coalition was far more diverse, 

reflecting both his efforts to court backing from heavy industry 

and the military and the impact of the campaign to portray 

himself as a forceful leadere At the center of this group of 

Backers \-!ere Dmi trii Ustinov, the minister of defence, and 

Andrei Gromyoko,. the fore:~ign minister .. 

Although senior meniliers of the politbureau, they had risen 

to prominence because of their recognized expertise in defence 

and foreign affairs rather than because of any close association 

with Brezhnev's personal entourage$ 

Several factor motivated their support of Andropov. It is 

likely that their personal resistance to the elevation of 

Chernenko played an important role"' \vhatever their thoughts 

concexning his suitability for office, they probably had long 

resented his sycophancy relationship with the General Secretary 

and his status as the designated heir who had risen to within 

grasping range of povmr solely through the patronage of his 

8 mentor. Chernenko 's questionable qualities as a potential 

leader must also have played a role. Hith virtually no 

independent leadership experience in either party or state to 

8.. !-~ard D.. Zlctnik, n. 6. 
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his credit, Chernenko was at best a weal-: prospect to take firm 

control of an increasingly disorderly system. Moreover, 

Chernenko •s attempts to establish himself as a proponent of 

pro-consumer line in the economy and a vaguely populist and 

anti-bureaucratic posture in terms of administrative style 

would hardly endear him to the military and the more conservative 

elements of the foreign policy establishment. 

On the positive Side, there was much to attract Ustinov 

and Gromyoko to Andropov's sideo Given the demise of Kirilenko, 

who was removed from the politbureau at the November 22 regular 

session of the central committee that quickly followed Andropov•s 

rise to power; the former KGB Chief was the only logical 

candidate around whome a stop - Chen1enko coalition could form. 

Other senior figures such as Ustinov and Gromyko themselves 

had failed to broaden their narrow institutional constituencies, 

and Romanov and Grishin had at best limited bases in Leningrad 

and Moscowe Andropov•s long experience in foreign policy and 

defence as head of the KG."B also undoubtedly \veighed in his 

favour, as did his reputation as an effective administrator 

who had brought the spra1r1ling domestic and foreign activities 

of the agency under control. 

Despite the initial conflict that delayed the announcement 
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of Brezhl'1ev • s death, the eventual public disclosure of the 

selection of Andropov was handled so as to produce the 

appearence of unanimity. Chernenko formally nomin<J.ted him at 

the November 12th se~sion of central comnittee acting on 

instruction from the politbureau to demonstrate his endorsement 

of Andropov's selection. 9 

For the 15 months he remained. in povJer Andropov sought 

to place his stamp on the nationo L! the field of foreign 

policy, and particularly the policy of nuclear pisarmament, 

pursued by Andropov regime, differed little from that of its 

predecessor. The general deterioration of Soviet - US relations, 

• .. ;hich began in the latter years of the Carter administration 

because of the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan and accelerated 

with the rnili tary build up of the Reagan administration, .. 

continued despite Soviet call for a return to detentee The 

n~v leadership soon found itself facing a turning point in 

East-tiest relations because of the breakdown of the intermediate 

nuclear Force (I.NF) and stra.tegic arms reduction {STA...~T) talks 

and the approaching deplo}~ent of US P.ersshing II and cruise 

missiles in Western Europe. While it launched nev1 initiatives 

in its dealings with the people 0 s republic of China and the 

-------------------------------
-9. l?ravada, November 13,1982. 
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middle East and expressed a tentative hope for a political 

settlement in Afghanistan, the regime, undertook no major 

revisions of existing policies untill it had become apparent 

that efforts to block deplo}'ITient of American missiles would 

prove unsuccessful. 10 

Given the new regime•s domestic agenda and the nature of 

the coalition that backed its rise to power, it is hardly 

surprising that arms control issues should occupy_ secondary 

priority or that the conventional wisdom of the 197 os should 

guide the new leadership. The new regime chose to direct its 

greatest energies at the problems of economic refonns and 

inefficiency and corruption at horne, issues that hopefully nt.>t 

only forged a new coalition on which Andropov could consolid<:,t~:-! 

power but also that forced USSR to turn inwardo 11 The priori~ 

given to economic reforms further underscored the leadership '1 

interest in retuz::ning to the detente of mid-197Cs and prevent . .<..r:g 

an acceleration of arms race, especially at the level of 

intermediate range missiles forces, where the Soviet had 

acquired t-actical advantage through the development of S.S-20 

missiles in westexn Europe. 

10• Zhores A. Medvedev, ~dro2ov (New York s Norton, 1983) 
P• 115 

11. Donald R. Kelley, n. 1 , PP• 88 -89. 
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The most imn1ediate problem facing the new Soviet leadership 

was the deadlock over arms control efforts. Having rejected a 

"fatally flo-v-red" SAL'l'-II agreement, the Reagan administration 

shifted the terms of discussion to focus on a ne..; round of talks 

about strategic weapons, now known by the acronym START and 

a new set of discussions about medium range missiles known as the 

IN~"'- talks. US P<?sition in both negotiations were hardly conducive 

to agreement•. In the START talks, the American scrapped much 

of the framework of the successfully negotiated but never 

implemented SALT-II agreeme.nt and argued instead for deep cuts 

that weighed disproportionately against the Soviet reliance on 

its strategic missile forces, and in the INF talks, they 

initially persued a •zero option• position that was designed 

to provide time for the deployment of Pershing-II and Cruise 

missiles in western Europe. While the.Soviets warned of 

counterdeployments and sought to influence potential host 

nations to reject the placement of US intermediate range 

weapons on their territory, they continued to call for an 

improvement in Soviet - US relations. 

Andropov•s first pronouncements on arms control stressed 

Soviet interest in returning to detente. In his first major 

address before the central committee on November 22nd 1982, he 

argued that • the policy of detente is by no means a stage that 
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is over and done with. The future belongs to it.'' 12 He 

warned, however, that " we are not a naive people" and rejected 

• the vie,~oint of those who are trying to impress people with 
11 13 the idea that force and weapons decide everything; an 

ambiguous formulation perhaps directed as much at domestic 

critics who urged·new Soviet armaments effort in the light of 

US build Upe 

Speaking at a ceremony commenorating the 60th anniversary 

of the formation of the Soviet Union, Andropov reiterated 

proposals dealing with both strategic and intermediate range 

vleapons, including a 25 per cent reduction of Strategic arms, 

to be matched by a siw~lar US cutback, and a freeze on the 

further expansion of strategic arsenals. He also repeated the 

Soviet pledge to reduce the number of missiles aimed at ·West 

European targets to the total of the combined British and 

French missile forces, a move that would have considerably 

cut the number of SS 20 but also would have forestalled the 

. - deployment of US Pershing II and Cruise missiles. He warned, 

however, that the USSR would respond to further American advances 

at both the strategic and intermediate levels i.'v'i th equal 

build-ups. 

12. Jonathan Steel and Eric Abraham, AndrOPQY in Power, 
(Oxford, Martin Robertson and Company Ltd; 1983) P• 174. 

13. Ibid. 



85 

By March 1983, however, Andropov's tone had grown more 

louder. While he continued to urge mutual restraint and to 

suggest that Reagan 1 S bellicose tone was primarily intended 

for a domstic audience, he accused the President of •deliberate 

untruths" in describing Soviet actions and noted that it 11 does 

not become those w~o scuttled the SALT- II Treaty ••• to try 

to pose as peacemakers." He warned that the Reagan administration 

was on a " dangerous path" and lectured on the wisdom of such 

action. He said 11 question of war and peace must not be treated 

so lightly. All attempts to achieve military superiority over 

the USSR will be unavailing. The Soviet Union will never allow 

this ; it will never be caught unarmed in the face of any 

threat. Let Washington learn this well. It is time. that people 

there stopped thinking up more and more new ideas on the best 

v1ay to unleash a nuclear war in the hope of \'~Tinning it. I:>oing 

~1is is pot just irresponsible, it is insane. 11 14 

Foreign Minister Gromyoko and Defence }tinister Ustinov 

soon added their own condemnations to the increasingly sharp 

attacks on the Reagan administration. 

At a press conference early in April, the former warned 

14. A.L. Adamishin and others. Soviet Forei~n Policz, Vol.II, 
(Moscow, Progress Publishers, 1983) pp. 347 - 378. 
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that the astrong words;' are no way to do business", while the 

latter warned that the deployment of missiles in Europe "VTould 

not go "unpunished" and bring 11 retribution" directly against 

the United States in event of war in Europe. 15 

In mid - Apr21, 1983, Andropov acknowledged that the 

talks on intermediate range missiles were "dead locked" and 

expressed the fear that a new arms race was outdistancing the 

talks. Just over a weak latter, he again lectured the Reagan 

administration on the implications of the deployment of 

Pershing II and Cruise missiles, his comments conveying a growing 

fear about the destablizing. He spoke that • we are at a very 

crucial point ; one has only to pull the string, and the ball 

will start rolling. The deployment of American Pershing and 

Cruise missiles in Western Europe is capable of playing such 

a role. If after all arguments of reason not withstanding, 

matters come to this, a chain reaction is inevitable. The 

USSR, the GDR, and the other Warsaw 'l'reaty meirltJers countries 

tt 16 
vlill be compelled to take retaliatory measures. 

On August 18, in his last public appearances, Andropov 

took a more conciliatory tone in a meeting with nine visiting 

15. Ibid. 

16. Ibid. 
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US Senators. While he characterized the current state of 

Soviet - US relations as " tense in virtually all fields, he 

emphasized that the success at the Geneva talk was still 

possible if the US Side would accept the Soviet proposal to 

limit the number of intermediate range missiles to a balance 

of forces bet\".reen the combined British and French arsenals 

on the NATO sid~ and an equivalent number of SS-20s. Andropov 

also d~voted greater attention to the militarization of outer 

space, offering to dismantle the primitive Soviet antisatellite 

weapon system in exchange for an American pledge not to develop 

17 similar weapons. 

A week later, he offered another concession to forestall 

the deployment of American missiles. In his answers to questions 

posed by Pravda, Andropov promised to dismantle all Soviet 

intermediate range missiles as a part of an overall reduction 

to cut the number of SS-20s to the combined British and 

French levels. Previous positions had merely spoken of their 

removal from the European theatre, posing the threat that they 

would be redeployed in Asia or held in reserve closer to 

potential western targets. 18 

17• Martin McCauley, The Soviet Union After Brezhnev (London, 
Heinemann Educational Books, 1983) P• 149. 

18• Ibid. 
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The worsening tone of Soviet - us relations received 

another sharp setback on the night of August 31st, when 

·Korean airlines flight 007 was shot dovm Hhile in Soviet 

air space. While it seems likely that the decision to bring 

down the airc~aft was made by the regional Commander, the 

response of higher Soviet authorities in the first week after 
·-· 

the crisis revealed both confusion on how to deal \'lith such 
' 

an embarrassingly aggressive act at a time when the Kremlin 

was attempting to blunt us rearmament efforts and an apparent 

lack of leadership that may have resulted from Andropov's 

declining health. The initial official response came from low-

level figures within the Foreign Ministry of Defence, and it 

was not untill September 7th that Soviet official acknowtedged 

publically that they had intercepted the plane. Even when the 

Kermlin responded with greater frankness more than a \veek after 

the crisis, the burden of explanation fell to Marshall Ogarkov, 

Chief of the General Staff and First Deputy Minister of Defence. 19 

Perhaps more important vJas the impact of the KAL - 007 

crisis on the tone of Soviet - US relations. The Reagan 

Cldministration condemned Soviet action in the sharpest possible 

tones, and the Kermlin responded in Kind, accussing the us 

19. Pravada, September 10, 1983 
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leader of " pathological anticommunism" and charging that the 

destruction of the plane was being used as a cause to destroy 

all hopes of agreement in Geneva. 20 Holding to its line that 

the USSR had acted properly to defend its airspace against 

a blatant espionage mission, Soviet commentators sharpened their 

attacks on US motives and on the President himself. 

Accusing the United Stct:es of pursuing a "militaristic 

course 11
, Andropov soon offered the sharpest personal attack 

on Reagan yet heard. Rejecting the moral outrage of the 

west over the KAL - 007 incident as blatant hypocrisy, the 

statement charged Reagan with 11 heaping mountains of slander 

on the Soviet Union and on socialism as a social system, and 

the tone is being set by the US President himself. It must be 

said straight out that its a sorry sight when, setting themselves 

the goal of denigrating the Soviet people, the leader of such 

a country as the US resort to what amounts to foul language, 

alternating this with hypocritical preaching about morality 

and humanness.'' 21 

Despite the escalation of the verbal confrontation, a 

month later Soviet authorities linked a final concession on 

20e Pravada, September 7, 1983. 

21. Yuri Andropov, Selected Soeeches and Articles, {:Hoscow, 
Politizdat, 1979), PP• 91. 
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overall intermediate weapons levels with a warning. In an 

statement issued in the name of the ailing Andropov, the USSR 

reiterated its willingness to limit the number of SS-20s to 

that of combined British and French forces and then added the 

concession that it v-1as willing to deal with the issue of strategic 

aircraft capable .qf reaching Soviet targets by "establishing 

for the USSR and for NATO equal aggregate levels of medium 

range delivery planes in a mutually acceptable quantitative 

range, even if these levels differ substantially from our earlier 

1 11 22 proposa • Observing optimistically that if US negotiators 

were to diSplay a genuine desire to reach a mutually acceptable 

accord , not much time would be required to work out an 

agreement. 

After a brief period of hope that the tHo sides might 

reach agreement based on infonnal exchanges between the heads 

of the two delegations, Soviet officials rejected such approaches 

as American tactics to create an illusion of progress, and 

'V-Ii thdraw from the Geneva talk on intermediate nuclear forces and 

subsequently from the START talks on stragegic weapons and the 

Vienna based talks on Hutual and Balanced Force_Reductions, 

both of which had also deadlocked. In his statement concerning 

-------------------------------
22 • Ibid. 
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the withdrawal, Andropov aborgated Soviet commitments to observer 

a moratorium on the deployment of new SS-2Qs in Eastern Europe 

and announced plans to accelerate the placement of such weapons 

in Czechoslovakia and the German Democratic Republic. He also 

announced the deployment of Soviet Suhnarine launched missiles 
·., 

to create a situation in which the threat to the American hom.eland 

would be equal to the threat the American missiles that are being 

deployed in Europe will create for Soviet Union. 

Soviet withdrawal from the talks froze Soviet - US relations 

at a level of hostility, that remained unchanged untill after 

Andropov•s death. Speaking at the Stockholm Conference on 

eonfidence and Security Building Measures and Disarmament in 

Europe, Foreign Minister Gromyko lamented the "dangerous slide 

towards the abyssM and accused the United States of flagrant 

violations of its commitments under international treaties and 

accords. In his last statement on anns control, Andropov 

demanded that the United States 11 show a readiness to return 

to the situation that existed before the deployment of the 

Pershing II and Cruise Missiles began". Accusing Washington 

of lacking serious intent in the arms talks, he lamented that 

nfrom all indication the American leadership has not renounced 

its intention to conduct talks with us from a position of 

strength, from a position of threats and pressure. We resolutely 
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reject such an approach. In general, moreover, attempts to 

conduct .. power diplomacy " with us are futile". 
23 

Despite the incomplete nature of Andropov•s victory in 

November and the obvious struggle for position that occurred 

as his health wo~sened, there is little indication that such 

differences affected the basic line of Soviet Disarmament Policy. 

Pre-occupied with the deployment of US missiles, the new 

leadership found even its best intentioned efforts to build 

better ties to western Europe subsumed under its concern over 

worsening Soviet- u.s ties. 24 

The death of Yuri Andropov on February 9, 1984, marked the 

end of the long deathwatch that had pre-occupied Kremlin leaders 

for virtually the last half of his brief tennure in office~ 

Andropov 8 s death caught Kremlin leaders in a deep internal 

division about the choice of a new leader. It is unlikely that 

Chernenko's supporters constituted a majority within the polit-

bureau at the time of Andropov's death and highly probable that 

23. Donald R. Kelley, n. 1 , P• 95. 

24. Ibid, P• 99 
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former General Secretary's reformist coalition split apart in 

the absence of his firm leadership. The naming of a successor 

was delayed for several days, suggesting that considerable time 

vms required both to confirm the choice of a new General Secretary 

and to work out the political arrangements that would characterize 
25 .. 

his leadership. 

The months that preceded Andropov's death had been marked 

by signs of increasing infighting among Soviet leaders. From 

September onwa.rd, when Andropov could not take part in the 

regular weekly meetings of the politburo, a careful political 

balance was reached in which the sessions were chaired in turn 

by Chernenko, Romanov and Gorbachov. 

Chernenko's rising political fortune were evident shortly 

before Andropov's death. He was second only to Andropov in the 

number of districts in which he was nominated as a candidate in 

the approaching Supreme Soviet elections. 26 

Whatever the political development that preceded Andropov•s 

death, the events of the first few days of the Post Andropov period 

suggested that the choice of a new leader was proving to be 

.25. Mark Zlotnik, •• Chernenko succeeds" Px;,9ble~of Communism 
33(l1arch April, 1984) ; 17-31. 

26. Ibid. 
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difficult. Although Andropov's long anticipated death occured 

on February 9, the politburo did not name Chernenko to head 

the funeral commission untill the following day~ and the public 

announcement was delayed untill the 11th. Although, this 

strongly hinted that Chernenko was the likely successor, the 

final choice was not made public untill the eentral eommittee 

Plenum on February 13th, resulting in the longest formal 

transition in party history. Thus in the Central Committee 

Plenum held on February 13 1 Tikhon,ov,a long standing Brezhnev 

ally, nominated Chernenko's name as the leader of the soviet 

Union. 

The impassee in Soviet - US relations that had begun 

even before Brezhnev death continued for at least the first 

half of Chernenko 8 s tennure in office, although there were· 

early hint that the ne\v regime was searching for some formula 

through which to return to the INF and START talks that had 

been ended shortly before Andropov•s death. Few neH initiatives 

appeared in Soviet dealings with other major problem areas. 

Approaches made towards western Europe were shaped almost totally 

·by Soviet interest in preventing further deployment of US 

intermediate range Pershing II and Cruise missiles &!d securing 

the removal of those weapons now in place. 

The new regime succeeded in reopening the arms talks, under 
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the guise of a nev-1 format for negotiations. The search for a 

nreak in the impasse Has not evident in the initial pronounce-

ments of the ne..v regime, which demanded an end to further 

deployment and the withdrawal of Pershing II and Cruise 

missiles as a precondition for the resumption of talks• 

Although the new .. General Secretary's first speeches to the 

Cen~ral Committee Plenum that confirmed his selection and to 

his constituents two weeks later did not fully spell out 

Soviet demands, his answers in a Pravada intervie<.N publishe::l 

on April 9, 1984, made it clear that the West '1 must take steps 

to res~ore the situation that existed before the deployment 

of new American missiles in Western Europe began".
27 

The only 

early break in the Soviet position came in March with the 

reopening of the Hutual and Balanced Force Reductions talk in 

Vienna, although no substantive progress emerged from the 

resumed discussions. 

Despite his unyielding position on arms control issues, 

Chernenko still publically called for an improvement in Soviet 

US relations and reitereted the argument that the deterioration 

of ties was solely the fault of the Reagan administration. It 

was evident that Moscow 1 s tone \vas prompted as much by its 

27. Pravada, April, 9, 1984. 
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unwillingness to strengthen the hand of Ronald Reagan's bid 

for reelection as by its desire to hold firm on the issue of 

US missiles in Europe. It hoped to sway public opinion and 

effect the out come of the election. Soviet leaders undoubtedly 

felt that a prolonged deterioration of bilateral ties and the 

absence of any·progress on arms control would swing public 

opinion against the incumbent administration, and conversely 

that any hint of seeming Soviet willingness to reopen the 

talks under US pressure would suggest that Reagan's unyielding 

posture had extracted concessions from Moscow. 28 

In addition to its preoccupation with US missiles in 

Europe and the upcoming US Presidential election, the Soviet 

leadership repeatedly returned to the question of the militari-

zation of space, an issue that had occupied center stage since 

Reagan •s proposal for the so called .. Star Hars'' or Strategic 

Defence Initiatives {SDI) in l1arch 1983. From the outset 

Chernenko repeated his predecessor's call for an agreement to 

prevent the extension of arms race into space. 29 Responding to 

an appeal from US scientists, the General Secretary reiterated 

the Soviet position in late May, charging that such a system 

28· Jerry Hough, Soviet Leadership in Transition (Washington 
D.c., The Brooking Institution, 1986, p.122 

29· K.U. ChernenJ<o, Edited by Robert Maxwell, Speeches and 
Writings (OXFORD, Pergamon Press, 1984) p. 217 
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"cannot be regarded as anything but designed for carr~ing out 

nuclearaggression with impunity .. and warning that "faced with 

a threat from space, the Soviet Union will be forced to take 

measures to reliably safeguard its security". He reminded 

Hestern audiences that the USSR had unila·terally declared a 

moratorium on the ·further development of anti-satellite missiles 

in which it was regarded as having a short-term technological 

lead, and called upon the Americans to take similar actions. 30 

Returning to the issue late in June, 1984,. Chernenko called 

for a new round of talks on the prevention of the militarizotion 

of space, with the first session to be held in September in 

Vienna, a location suitably removed from the Geneva site of the 

arms talk. The talks would focus on "the complete and mutual 

renunciation of anti-satellite systems", and would be accompanied 

by a mutual moratorium on the testing and deployment of such 

weapons concurrent with the negotiations. 31 

Apparently expecting a quiclc us rejection of its proposal, 

which in itself broke no n~v ground on the issue of space weapons, 

l"!oscow was stl.].ng by vlashington •s qualified acceptance. The 

30. Ibid. 

31. Jonathan Steele, n.3, p.5o. 



98 

Reagan administration took the opportunity to suggest that such 

talks· deal )not only wi·th anti-satellite systems but also with 

the whole range of strategic and intermediate range weapons 

systems covered by the suspended Geneva negotiations. Hoscow 

now found itself o~1 the position of dilermna of its m.m making. 

To accept the US proposal for comprehensive talks would be to 
· .. 

return to a modified Geneva format without having obtained the 

'ltli thdrawal of Pershing II and Cruise missiles from Europe, 

which had been the oft-repeated precondition for the resumption 

of talks. Yet, to jump back from its ovm proposal for arms talk 

of any sort would lable the Soviet call for negotiations as 

ineptly planned and deliberate deception, to say nothing of the 

loss of face among European and other disarmament groups lJlosco\-.t 

wished to court. The Soviets escaped from the dile~~a by 

narrowly interpreting their initial summons; according to Moscow, 

the agenda of the talks was to have limited to preventing the 

militarization of outer space. Since ~vashington refused in 

advance to accept the implication that the only purpose of the 

negotiations was to prevent the development of anti-missile 

defensive systems, much less to \'li thdra\v its counter proposal 

that strategic and intermediate range system be included, 

Moscov7 judged the US response as inadequate and pronounced itself 

unwilling to meet with US officials. 32 

32. Ibid. 
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Soviet behaviour at Stockholm Conference on European 

security also reflected preoccupation with nuclear and space 

weaponry. Called as a follow-up meeting to the Madrid Conference 

and initially slated to deal conventional weapons, the Stockholm 

meetings quickly became a forum for the USSR to press its case 

for an end to US deployment of intermediate range weapons in 

Europe and prohibition of anti-missile and anti-satellite systems. 

The latest round of talks, focused on Soviet demands for agree-

ment on the non-first use of nuclear weapons, a nonaggression 

pact among conference participants, and a freeze on military 

expenditures, including funds for nuclear and anti-missile 

systems .. 

Chernenko's return to active political life early in 

Septenber 1984, did little to change the diplomatic stalemate. 

Offering an "honest dialogue" with washington, he repeated 

the common charge that the us had rejected the Soviet call for 

negotiations on the militarization of space and argued that 

the current administration wus '* obsessed by force" and •• losing 

its sense of reality". 
33 

33. Donald R. Kelley, n. 1, PP• 139 to 145. 
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The first hint of a break in the impass came late in 

october. In an intervie\v with the \'lashington post, Chernenko 

took the next step implying that progress on at least one of 

the essential questions of arms control could lead to improved 

relations and perhaps a resumption of bilateral talks on 
· .. 

strategic and intermediate range weapons, the General Secretary 

call for a positive us response on the militarization of 

space, a mutual freeze on nuclear weapons arsenals, ratification 

by the United States of the test ban treaty, or a US pledge 

not to be the first to use nuclear weapons. He offered his 

strongest endorsement of detente since assuming power, arguing 

that 11 there is no sound alternative at all to a constructive 

development of Soviet - US relationsu. Although he professed 

to see no inclination in Washington toward improved ties, he 

labelled himself an "optimist" and promised that " if what 

the President has said about readiness to negotiate is not 

merely a tactical move, I wish to state that the Soviet Union 

will not found wanting0
• 

34 

Even as Chernenko presented his public assurances that 

the USSR wished to pursue arms talks with washington, Chernenko 

privately was urging the Reagan administration to return to the 

34. washington Post, October 17, 1984. 
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bargaining table. In a message to the h'hite House, the General 

Secretary proposed another Shul tz-Gromyko meeting vli thout 

insist.i,ng on the vTi thdrawal of ne,.,ly deployed American missiles 

in Europe or on a moratorium on the testing of space weapon 

as preconditions. It was quickly accepted, and on November 

23rd the Soviet media carried. the announcement that the foreign 

ministers v10uld meet in Geneva on January 7-8, 1985, to discuss 

a new series of talks that would deal vlith the entire range of 

questions relating to nuclear and Space arms. 35 

The meeting produced a new formula for discussions that 

closely resembled Reagan's proposal for umbrella talks. Three 

separate negotiating tracks were to be created, each dealing 

separately with the intermediate range missiles, strategic 

weapons system, and space weapons. Most importantly to the 

Soviets, the three tracks were to be linked and has to be 

resolved in their inter-relationship. Thus, the Soviet leadership 

had secured a forum for the discussion of its most. pressing 

concern, the militarization of space and the us SDI proposals, 

and made it clear from the point1_d references to the inter-

relationship of all issues that progress in ar~as of greatest 

concern to the United States of Soviet strength in heavy strategic 

35• Martin 1'-'lcCauley, The Soviet Union after iJrezhnev, 
{England, Heinemann Educational Books Ltd, 1985) p. 143-53. 
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missiles and the development of interm~uiate ranges SS-20s 

would be checked to move forward on its priorities. It had 

also secured the creation of new talks, avoiding the embarrassment 

of returning to the previously separate negotiations, that 

it abandoned shortly before Chernenko assumed power. 

·-· 
Chernenko in his speech to his consituent on February 22, 

\olhich is also his last public comment took an almost imploring 

tone to urge the Americans to take the up-coming talks seriously. 

Referring vlarmly to the \..rar time alliance of the two nations, 

he argued th..a t they could face a common danger such as the 

threat of nuclear war despite the ditferences in their social 

systems. But he also once again underscored the importance of 

simultaneous progress on all three tracks, which he termed 

absolutely necessary to success in this matter. 36 

Thus, the Soviet reversal on arms control negotiations 

marked the most significant change towards ·the Soviet policy 

of nuclear disarmament during the brief period of Chernenko 

administration. 

36. K.U. Chernenko, Speeches and Writings, edited by r 
Robert Maxwell, (Oxford, Pergamon Press, 1984), 
P• 215· 
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CHAPTER - IV 

SOVI~r NUCLEAR POLICY UNDER GORBACHEV. 

Soon after his election to the coveted post of General 

Secretary of the CPSU Mikhail Sergeevich Gorbachev, took 

whole World by storms by his radical rethinking on domestic 

·-· 
and international matters. He emerged as a political dynamo, 

a policy innovater of a sort not seen in Soviet Union since 

Khrushchev. Like the latter, Gorbachev evidently considers 

fresh policy initiatives and tactical flexibility to the more 

effective strategy for attainment of Soviet objectives 

than an offensive, ideologically rigid approach as practised 

in the past. 1 Arms control and disarmament therefore, ranked, 

high in priority, in his scheme of things. A series of 

proposals put forward by him not only reflects a new approach 

but has also put the US on the defensive. 

Some of these measures are - firstly in July 1985, 

he in~osed unilateral moratorium on nuclear testing despite 

the fact that Reagan administration had earlier made it 

clear that it would not join. Secondly in early September 1985, 

he endorsed a proposal for creation of a zone in Central-Europe 

free of all chemical weapons, agreed to by all East-European 

------·------------.-...-
1 • R.E. Miller, and Others, Gorbachev At The Helm: 

A NevJ Er~n S£Yie!=_F_ol_:!~, tLondon,-C-rooffiHe1m, 1987) 
p.2. 
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notions. The proposal_ was dismisr;ed by Reagan on grounds 

of unfeasibility of verification. 
2 

Thir·dly, he announced a 

six months moratorit.:m on the de~;J.oY!fiant . of nevv medium range 

missiles in Europe which was due to expire oh November, 1985. 

Lastly, he further carried his 11peace offensi ve 11 to the very 

heart of _Europe "!hen he visited paris to negotinte directly 

with France and Britain to resolve the Euro-missile tangle. 

The purpose was to project n8\.·J Soviet image to the vlestern 

alliance and to decouple the NATO countries from the us. 

Gorbachev•s proposals and initiatives predictably, did 

not cut much ice with the Americans. They were dismissed as 

mere propaganda ploys. At the same time the Regan administration 

failed to offer any counter-proposals to match the Soviet 

offer. Gorbachev was quick to see it. He intensified his 

efforts to project an image of Soviet initiative. He called 

upon the US for a deep cut of fifty-per cent on strategic 

missiles in exchange of limits on fundamental research on 

space programmes. The proposal took the \'lest by surprise. 

The West's expectation of deep cuts never appromaximated 

Gorbachev•s offer of fifty per cent reduction. Soviet 

proposals could no longer be dismissed as a propaganda ploy 

---------~-----

2. The Times .9£ Ing}~, November 18, 1985 
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and artful dissimulation • .J The proposal was too tempting 

to ignore. Public pressure and alliance insistence grew 

and forced the Reagan administration to reconsider its 

reservation about coming to the negotiation table for arms 

control agreements. 

Gorbachev spoke philosophically about his perception 

of the USSR's role in the World and the place of Soviet-US 

bilateral ties. He reiterated the theme that the two nations 

will "prove by force of example, not by force of arms, which 

is better 11
, a. message directed as much at a domestic audience 

concerned with economic priorities as e.t his US counterparts. 4 

Despite the arms talks, he described relations between 

washington and Moscm-1 as •tense' and pointedly suggested 

that while relation between the two we~e an extremely im.portant 

factor in international politics, the Soviet leadership 

11by no means looks at the world, only through the prism of 

these relations,'' a reminder that more flexible Soviet 

diplomatic initiatives towards Western-Europe and Asia might 

well diminish Hoscow's fixation with irnprovecl bilateral 

ties. 5 

------------------~---------------
3. The Times of Ind!2:, November, 15; 1985 

4• Pravada, April 8, 1985 

5. Pravada, April 24,1985 
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Throughout the late spring and surnmer of 1985, Soviet 

authorities attemptc~ to increase pressure on the Reagan 

administration to back off its support of the strategic 

defence initiative. The attack came on two fronts, the 

first charging the \~nite house with abandoning its commitment 

to the linkage ··among strategic, intermediate-range, and space 

weapons talk at Geneva, and the second offering a series of 

positive incentives for agreement, including an end to Soviet 

· countermeasures against American intermediate-range missile in 

Europe, a nuclear test moratorium, and the prospect for radical 

reductio:p, up to fifty per cent, of offensive weapon~s in 

exchange for a prohibition or~he development of a protective 

umbrella. Charges that the Americans sought first strike 

capability through the deployment of a protective missile 

shield alternated with vague Soviet threats about potential 

counter measures and a resumption of an unbriddled high 

6 technology arms race in the space. Particularly, Soviet 

concern centered on continuing de facto adherence to the 

provision of the unratified SALT-II treaty and on seeking a 

us reaffirmation of the Anti-Ballastic Hissiles Treaty, which 

has limited each side to one defensive system and ostensibly 

proscribed research and development efforts, although the US 

6. Pravada, l~ay 6, 1985 
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side held that initi<:~l research on the star wars system was 

permitted. For its part, the Reagan administration countered 

the Soviet initiatives with mixed and frequently conflicting 

voices, some advocating serious explor<:~tion of Hosco\v •s offer 

to consider deep cuts in strategic weapons and others arguing 

for rapid development of SDI$ 7 

With all his initiatives and an open mind it was natural 

that Gorbachev would be looking forward to a summit meeting 

with Reagan. A summit would give practical shape to his 

proposals. At the same time he was quite circumspect about 

the out come of the summit"-it ought to produce practical 

results in key areas of limiting and reducing armaments and 

understanding should be reached on cessation of nuclear 

tests and abolition of intermediate range missiles in European 

zone; there is ho sense in holding empty talks~ 8 

Reagan earlier, was not very much inclined to participate 

in a surr~it for arms control talks and had cost doubts on the 

value of p..ast measures. Nevertheless, in the present context, 

he was willing to h~ve a summit meeting with GQrbachev. But 

7. Donald R.Kelley, no.1, p. 191. 

a. Girish Mathur, n The Summit : Muted Expectations", 
World F~, January 1986, p.22. 
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he wanted the summit to be a mere "_generalised get acquinted 

summit without serious efforts to reach substantive agreemert::" 9 

\J Negotiations talks to him, were to c.ir and compare perspectives, 

not to produce detailed negotiations, much less major 

agreements". 10 

•,, 

Gorbachev had serious reasons for desiring a moderation 

of both the dangers and expense of the Weapons race. His 

central purpose is to overcome the bacl<.wardness that had 

hampered the Soviet system since Stalin's day and has damaged 

the Soviet prestige in the world~. This task would demand 

concentration on domestic affairs and a significant shift 

in the allotment of Soviet Union's limited natural resources 

- a shift away from international political and military 

involvement and into imernal investments., A better atmosphere 

would serve to free restrictions on East-Hest trade; encourage 

the US allies to explore their O'I.ID rapproachment with Moscow. 

The Geneva Summit was initic.ted by Reagan to neutralise 

a growing peace movement and to blunt the mounting criticism 

from the Congress and the US allies. The summit would create 

9. James Petras, " Talking Peace, preparing war", 
Economic a'1.d Political \'leekly, January, 25, 1986, p.156· 

10. International Herald Tribune, November, 4, 1985. 
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a new climate which would confirm, both for domestic and 

European auidence, the overall approach of Reagan to deal 

with the Soviet Union, while giving a chance to explore 

the Soviet position from closest quarter. For hiQl,the 

summit could be used as one of the several policy instruments 

used to gain greater security. In this sense, summit for 

Reagan are no ditferent from Weapon programmes or diplomatic 

initiatives or economic programmes. 

Although late in the spring of 1985 Moscow pronounced 

the first round of Geneva, talks as the ending on •unsatis-

factory' note, it was soon drawn into both the realities 

and the atmospherics that sorround super powers summitry. 11 

Early in July,both capitals announced that Reagan and Gorbachev 

would meet for a two day summit in Geneva on November 

19th and 20th. While both leaders sought the meeting for 

domestic as well as foreign policy reasons it was the 

first opportunity for the new Soviet leader to occupy the 

world stage and test his mettle against the Regan, and the 

President would find the trip to Geneva helpful in quieting 

his critics on the left and each also hoped that the meeting 

1 1 • Pravada, Mav 27,1985 -- ~ 
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vmuld emphasize his Oi11.TD version of strategic security 

in a world of in~reasingly comple~hnd costly weapons systems. 

Gorbachev's goal was to convince the US President of his 

serious intent to reduce overall strategic weapons, including 

intermediate range systems in Europe, in exchange for.a 

suspension of spr, and Reagan hoped to assure the Russians 

of the essentially defensive nature of his proposals for a 

nuclear umbrella. 12 

Soviet US relations further deteriora·ted over the 

summer with Washington•s announcement that it would proceed 

with testing an anti-satellite weapons system, allegedly 

to counter previous Soviet research in the area, and with 

a brief flurry of concern over allegations that Soviet 

authorities had used a mysterious and potentially harmful 

tracking substance dubbed 11 spy dust 11 to mdmi tor US diplomat 

in the Soviet Union. 13 Although the successful test of the 

anti-satellite system did nothing immediately to upset 

the Geneva talks and the spy dust controversy eventually 

ended ,..;i th a US admission that the danger to US personnel 

12. R.E. Miller and Others, no.2, p.192. 

13. Donald R.Kelley, no.1 p. 192. 
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was Ear less serious than initially imagined, both incident 

confinned Moscow• s suspicion that hardliners in l'lashington 

were intention pressing their technological advantage in the 

development of space weapons and in poisining Soviet US 

relations prior to the autmn summit. 
·-. 

It was against this backdrop that Gorbachev painted a 

more pessimistic picture of summit prospects in an interview 

he gave to the Time magazine early in September; although 

he yielded slightly on the question of star war research. 14 

Describing himself as taking " a more cautious look at the 

prospects for the Geneva meeting than I did at the time we 

gave our agreement 11
, he pictured Soviet-US relations as 

'continuing to deteriorate 11 because of the US rejection 
.. 

of Soviet proposals for a nuclear test ban and other symbolic 

steps tO\vard agreement. Gorbachev yielded only slightly on 

the issue of star wars research, arguing that purely laboratory 

bound activities were permissible under the Soviet interpretation 

of the anti ballistic missile treaty, a position.that he 

also expressed to visiting US senater. 15 Much of his 

spontaneous response after the formal question period was 

devoted to hiS professed bewilderment and anger at the 

14. ~~~ September 2, 1985 

15. Zores f"ledvedev, Gorbachev, (Oxford, Basil Blackwell, 
1986) P• 230. 
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the Reagan adminisl-ration's tone of hostility toward the 

USSR despite the President's proffered desire to build better 

rclations.Pointil~but that Washington still seemed to be a 

house divided on the issue of improved relations 1.vith Moscow, 

Gorbachev pictured certain circles in the administration as 

attem~)ting to s-abotage the upcoming talks. 16 

If Hoscm,.,r' s approach to the surruni t lay along the 

path of playing the serious, if misunderstood suitor who 

wished to elevate the issues of space weapons and disarmament 

to that of improved bilateral ties, then Washington's approach 

took the tack that the discussions must deal v.;ith a host of 

issues, including troublesome regional conflicts and the 

treatment of dissidents in the USSR itself, and could 

produce little more than an opportunity for the two leaders 

to become personally acquainted$ Regan's comments at the 

_ AOth_anniversary celebration of the creation of-the United 

Nation in October set the tone, promising to raise the issue 

of regional conflic·ts to a first order priority during the 

talks, as did his intenrier.v with Soviet journalists early in 

November. 17 On the cri·tical iSsue of the crea-tion of a defensive 

nuclear umbrella, Reagan interpreted the Geneva talks as a forum 

16 •. Donald R. Kelley, no.1, p. 192. 

17. Izvestia, November, 5,1985 
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within which to seek a ''balance of defensive and offensive 

capabilities.He reiterated the US pledge to cut strategic 

nuclear missiles to 5000 warheads for each side, a position 

that had long proven unacceptable to the Soviet's because 

of their heavy reliance on rocket forces to counter the US 

triaP of land based missiles, submarine launched missiles, 

and aircraft and offered either a complete ban on all 

intennediate-range weapons systems, including the Soviet 

SS-20s and us Pershing II and Cruise missiles, or an interim 

partial limit on these weapons substantially belov..r present 

18 deployment levels. 

A month before the summit, the Soviets tabled a 

comprehensive disarmament plan at the Geneva forum. The 

proposal called for the complete prohibition of space 

strike arms for both sides and a radical reduction by 50 

per cent in nuclear anns capable of reaching each other's 

terri tory. Departing from their initial insist.ence about 

the coupling of all three aspects of the talks, Moscow now 

offered to reach a separate accord on intermediate-range 

systems in Europe and to open bilateral talks with Britain 

18. Izvesti_§, November 6,1985 



114 

and France on their independent nuclear forces, an offer 

that was quickly rejected in London and Paris. 19 

Gorbachev's state visit to Paris early in October provided 

an opportunity for the General Secretary to press for the new 

soviet Plan. Although the os-tensible purpose of the visit 
--. 

was to improve the stat-e of France-Soviet ties, which had, 

deteriorated marke~ly since Mitterrand's election, the 

dominant issues were the state of East-West relations in 

general and the approaching Reagon-Gorbachev sum-nit in particula: 

While the General Secretary lost no chance to laud the 

Soviet proposals as a realistic package for disarmament and 

to point out potential strains between the United States 

and its European allies, he hedged on the linkage between the 

prevention of the militarization of space and the proposed 

fifty per cent reduction in strategic arms, suggesting in 

response to a question from the media that such iSsues should 

be left for the Geneva meeting itself. 20 

The pre-Summi·t development followed by a propaganda 

war by both the sides. Gorbachev's statement and initiatives 

were greeted by \'lashington with scorn and disbelief. They 

were dismissed as more propaganda plays aimed at misleading 

19· Pravada, October 4, 1985 

20. Pravada, October 5, 1985 
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-v1orld public opinion, sm..Jing division in the west and that 

were inspired by sinister tactical motives. The American 

suspicion was equally matched by Soviet scepticism of Reagan's 

prof:essed commitments to arms control. Given the $cviet 

mistrust of &~erican intention and the exclusive publicity 

bound to sorr~und any meeting like the surnmit, it was not 

surprising therefore tha~ Gorbachev directed his statements 

not only to the US but also to the world at large. 

\fli th the summit in the offing, both the US and Soviet 

t;rnion adopted different conception of what the summit would 

chiefly deal with. In the Soviet vie'l.v it was imperative that 

the summit would have to make a breakthrough on the allegedly 

most pressing danger, that is the incipient militerization 

of the space. By contrast, the US stressed that the .. surruni t 

would have to be an across the board survey of all issues 

troubling their relationship from nuclear weapons to human 

rights and to Soviet conduct in the third world. 21 And 

in the month proceeding, both parties manoeuvred to gain 

acceptance of their conflicting views. Finally the summit 

agenda included 26 issues ranging from nuclear weapons to 

21. Jeremy, R., Azrael, and Others, " Super Power 
Balancing Act, " Fore~~n Affairs, Winter, 1985-86, 
P• 481 
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maritime boundaries to cultural cooperation. 
22 

Before the summit, both the United States and the Soviet 

Union had agreed on the basic framework of the arms control 

talks o They had outlined their proposals on the broad issues 

of the arms talks - START, INF._ and SDI. 

on strategic Weapons, the us position was that the 

number of long range missiles be limited to 5000 war heads 

atop submarine and land-based ballastic missiles and air 

launched Cruise missiles. The Soviet Union proposed a limit 

of 6000 warheads including weapons where the US has an edge, 

i.e. air borne Cruise missiles, gravity bombs and short 

23 range attack missiles launched from planes. 

on INF, the US wanted a freeze on weapons in Europe 

at the end of the year limiting each side to about 140 

launchers, excluding the British and French forces. The 

soviet Union wanted a ban on all US missiles in Europe except 

120 Cruise missiles. The Soviet Forces would be reduced to 

24 match the US deployment plus those of UK and -France. 

22. Time, November 18,1985, p. 12 

2 3. Ibid. I p. 11 • 

24· Ibid .. , 
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However, for Soviet Union the agreement on START and 

INF werG not self-contained packages, that is agrGements 

on these weapons were not to be achieved separately. A 

Soviet concession in those arms v1ere to be linked with 

renunciation of the SDI. 

· .. 
On 'Star war' the us posi tiom.-.ras as before, that is 

research and testing would be held within the bounds of 

the ABM treaty. The Soviet position was diametrically 

opposed to that of the us. No research or testing or 

development of technology will be allmved at any cost. 

After six years of suspicion, hostility and rhetoric from 

both sides that evoked the coldest days of the cold war, 

Gorbachev and Reagan finally broke the ince. On November 19 

and 20, they met in Geneva for the first time. 

The negotiatiolls,as they turned out included lot of 

tough talking on both sides, particularly by Gorbachev. Each 

leader was trying to probe the mind of the other and convince 

the utility of the stance they had taken. Unf_ortunately 

the summit was destined to be a failure from the very beginning 

as the US had little interest in giving away anything of 

substance. An indication of tbe US approach was earlier 

hinted as the Weinberger memorandum to Reagan was leaked. 



118 

The hote urged the President not to reach any agreement on 

strategic arms limitation or anti-ballistic systems, nor 

affinn earlier treaties on the subject. 25 This attitud~ was 

confirmed when Reagan shifted away the focus from arms 

control to other peripheral issues like human rights and 

Soviet intervention in Afghanistan. Gorbachev tried with 

limited success, to make arms control the center of the 

talks. 

At the Geneva summit, the SDI remained the.most 

contentious issue of the negotiations. Both the leaders remained 

poles apart in their conception of the SDI. Reagan's 

categorical rejection of limits on SDI research in his mid-

September press Conference as "too important for the world 

to trade away' and not as a 'bargaining chip' had virtually 

26 sealed the chances of any compromising formula." 

During the negotiations, Regan tried to sell the idea 

of a defensive system to Gorbachev. He argued against 

the irrationality of the concept of "mutual assured destruction" 

the current system of •nuclear deterence' and the naked "balance 

of terror'' that had governed the super power relation for 

25. Girish Mathur, n.9, p.22 

26. Azarel and Others, no. 22, p. 493 
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more than two decades e He argued that "peace can not be 

kept by threatening to blow each other avJay. There must 

27 be a betteJ:' way" and the way for him was to reduce the 

offensive weapons while seeking their transition to more 

defensive systems. 

Reagan su:gges·ted Gorbachev the idea of an 11 open-labs" 

where the scientists of each country can visit each others 

laboratory to confinn that neither side is working toward 

28 an offehsive system. He offered to share the SDI 

technology with the Soviet Union after it is developed fully 

And he repeatedly assured Gorbachev that the SDI was not a 

gambit to disarm the Soviets with a 11 first strike". 

Gorhachev•s view was diametrically opposed to thos.e 

of Reagan. The SDI, he argued was a clear violation of the 

ABM treaty. Hence, no research and testing would be permitted 

He was sceptical of Reagan's claim of not using the SDI 

for defensive purposes. The SDI, he argued would create an 

impenetrable shield which would be used for the purpose of 

gaining strategic superiority and first strike capability. 

Moreover, the technology might be used against Soviet satelites 

and target on earth. 29 

27. ~ \veek, Decernber 2, 1985, P• 14. 

28. Ibid. 

2 9 • Ibid • , p • 17 • 
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The SDI remained the key to the solution of other arms 

matters as START and INF. Negotiations on these matters 

could not be continued as both leaders failed to agree on 

the SDI. The summit failed to produce any agreement as both 

Reagan and Gorbachev remained firm over their respective 

stands. 
·., 

Arms control negotiations for Gorbachev are a part of 

'general political offensive•. 30 It is an instrument to 

achieve a larger objective of Soviet foreign policy, that is 

11 equal security" with the US. Soviet negotiating behaviour 

centered around the fact that the Soviet Union has acquired 

acknowledged "nuclear parity" with the US after two decades 

of intense competition, an achievement that was acquired at 

considerable cost tru.nsferring vast r12sources from development 

to defence. The maintenance of this 'parity' was therefore 

the most cherished goal of Soviet arms control negotiations 

at Geneva. 

The Soviet strategies for the negotiating talks ar that 

Gorbachev used the aummit as a "propaganda platform" from which 

he could project the image of Soviet initiatives while highlight-

ing American intrasiegence. A summit, after a gap of six years 

30. The Times~_q_f__I.!.ldi.§_, November, 21, 1985. 
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in the midst of the cold war was bound to generate public 

enthusiasm andmedia publicity. Gorbachev wanted to have 

the maximum mileage out of it. His announcement of unilateral 

moratorium on nuclear testing and deployment, fifty per cent 

reduction in strategic weapons and his assult on the SDI 

were to ~how to the world that the Soviet Union can go any ·., 

extent of compromise. But Reagan's intrasiegence remains 

- 1e only major obstacles to a radical reduction of nuclear •.. , 
"' 31 arse~'als. 

· .. 
. , 

:1 
Also, the unexpected Soviet offer to slash strategic 

nuclear arsenals by half was bound to generate pressure on 

Regan to aPply breaks on the " star war 11 prograrrune, both 

vd thin the US and outside. At time when the American Congress 

was coming down heavily on the SDI, the Scientific World 

remained divided over its feasibility and the European allies 

opposition to it, the SDI was made more vulnerable by the 

frontal attack launched on it by Gorbachev. 

The American strategy was operating from the assumption 

that Soviet Union enjoys potentially decisive ~ilitary advantages 

in strategic arms. A parity can only be brought by a process 

of " US addition and Soviet substraction 11
• The A11erican 

32 
strategy was geared to this objectives. Reagan wanted to 

---------------------
31. Azarel and Others, n. 22, p. 493 

32 Strobe Talbott, " Build up and build do,m", Foreig£ 
~a~, 1983, p. 590 .. 
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broaden the agenda beyond arms control to other issues of 

bilateral relationship vJas to ensure t.hat nothing substantive 

emerges untill an agreement is reached on international range 

(Strategic)Weapons, in which the Soviet Union has a definite 

edge. 

The other purpose of expanding the agenda was to prevent 

Gorbachev from, wresting concessions through hard bargaining, 

33 under the severe time constraint of the two day meeting. 

Also Reagan. was av-mre of the fact the US holds the trump cards 

in the talks on INF and space weapons. 34 The Soviet have 

nothing to counter the US technical superiority in space-based 

weapons. Therefore, he had to try and push for Soviet 

concessions using these advantages. 

The reason for Reagan's tough stance was due to the fact 

that Gorbachev, to the applause of a startled world and much 

to the ehargin of Pmerica was calling the shots from almost 

the day the later took office. And Reagan could not be seen 

as mere reacting to Gorbachev•s initiatives. 35 Further Reagan 

could not afford to allow Gorbachev to extract· concessions 

from the US which will put Reagan and the US further in defensive 

. ..--.......... ---~--
33. Jeremy R.Azrael.- and Others, n.22, P• 483 

34. Zores t-1edved, n .16, P· 242 

35. Times of India, r-'lay 5, 1988. 
" 
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and possibly prevent the SDI from taking off. Therefore, not 

giving away anything of substance, he could get maximum ideological 

mileage and prove his determined leadership. 36 

Considering the outcome of the summit, .it HaS deemed 

as a victory for ~~agan who always wanted to emphasize the 

process. He succeeded in deflecting 11 Substance into style", 

·and ~egotiations into public relations". He succeeded 

in using the arms control talks to make legitimate a 

further escalation of arms build up by arguing that the 

Soviets were sobered do\m by the preceding massive military 

37 build up. The summit was on the otherhand a setback for 

Gorbachev who had staked so much personal prestige on arms 

control break through. 

The Soviet media coverage of the summit hinted that the 

meeting was less optimistically received in certain quarters. 

While commentators in .P.ravada and Izvestia spoke of their 

110ptimism and Satisfaction", the "breath of something new 

in the air", and the "new psychological climate created in 

Geneva", the military journal Krasnaia Zvezda wa~ for less 

enthusiastic. 38 Instead of joining in the endorsement, it 

repeated the allegation that such summitry was intended to 

••conceal an intention to upset the existing military-strategic 

parity 11 and cited Western Press Commentary that Vleinberger 1s 

36. Ibid., 
37. James Petras, n.10, P• 156. 

38. Donald R. Kelley~ no.1, p. 196. 
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hardline position in opposing any agreement with the Soviet 

actually reflected Regan's true intention. 39 

Gorbachev•s report to the Supreme Soviet a week after 

the Geneva meeting 'l.vas more- defensive in tone, suggesting 

that some element of the Kremlin leadership had been critical 

of the lack of progress on arms control issues. He offered 

the more cautious conclusion that the "overall balance sheet 

of Geneva is possitive". He also took pains to justify the 

decision to meet with Reagan, and although he ; Spoke of the 

11Sham Peaceableness n of Washington • s pre-summit maneuvers, 

he argued that " the US international behaviour began to 

undergo changes, something that, needles to say, we could 

not fail to take into account in considering the question 

of a possible summit meeting". He stressed the importance 

of his private conversations with the President, which he 

described as a "stabilizing factor" .in a world filled with 

conflict. On the critical issue of space weapons, he 

understandably neqlected to mention Moscows seeminq n8'1.v 

flexibility on pure research and countered that any attempt 

to gain advantage through the strategic defence initiative 

would produce a 11 response that will be effective, sufficiently 

39. Pravada, November 23, 1985. 
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quick and perhaps, 1 ess costly than the 1-\.merican programme". 40 

In terms of subs·tance, the Soviet didnot achieve much. 

However, in a joint statement bo·th the povwrs agreed in 

principle to. accelerate the arms control negotiations. Both 
· .. 

called for a fift,y per cent reduction in nuclee.r arms and also 

both the leaders decided to meet tv1ice more in washington 

in 1986 and Jl1oscovJ in 1987. 41 

The Geneva Summit failed to achieve the desired objectives. 

Nevertheless, it could be considered significant in many waygs. 

It vlaS the first summit in six years. Even more important 

was the fact that both the superpowers were running out of 

time for a meaningful bargain on arms control. Also considering 

the magnitude of the super.poHer hostilities in an era of .. 

nuclear sta·lement no instant solution is in the offing. Thus 

the summit for all its failures provided the 'process for 

42 
future progress. 

The Geneva Summi·t, despite it::; failure, considerably 

narrovled dmvn the differences between the super powers on 

40. Prava~, November 28 

41. ~' December 2,1985, P• 15 

42. News 1'ieek, 2 December 1986, p. 10 
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specific anns cc;mtrol issues. It shovled among other things 

that 'personal diplomacy' in the form of sum~its can lead 

to a better understanding of the problem and an effort to 

curtail the arms race, provided there is the political will 

to do so. Even after the swn~it failed, Gorbachev continued 
· .. 

hiS 'peace offensive 1
• Despite mounting opposi·tion from 

conse~Jative quarters in the politburo and the military he 

persued measures that not only addressed to the US and its 

Western allies but also that restrained Soviet conduct in 

arms build up. These measures outlined by him in various 

43 proposals were. 

1) Extension of the unilateral moratorium on nuclear testing 

by the Soviet Union till January 1, 1987. 

2) Call for elimination of all nuclear arms by 2000 AD 

3) A 25 per cent reduction in the NATO and Warsaw pact 

troops. 

4) Abolition of the t1 . .JO military blocs in Europe. 

5) on site verification of arms control agreements as 

demand(.:ld. by the US before. 

Gorbachev•s i~itiatives were part of his policies directed 

towards the us- west-European Countries and the Soviet Union's 

----------·- -- --·-
43. ~onomic And Political weekl~, October, 25, 1986,p.187h 
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East European allies. His comprehensive proposals skillfully 

blended with propaganda and substance were designed to promote 

detente in Europe. A conducive atmosphere, he hoped, would 

make the US allies to increase pressure on Reagan to be more 

forthcoming on is~ues such as nuclear testing and the SDI, 

taking into account the reservation of some Europe;:m Countries 

on the SDI. The move to solve European Security problems within 

a 11 Pan-European Framevl/ork" was designed to strengthen the 

Western-European: Voice vis-a-vis the US and to dr.aw them 

closer to Soviet Union. 44 To lessen the European fear of 

Soviet Conventional arms superiority in June 1986 he called 

for a 11Wider negotiating zone" on conventional arms(from the 

Atlantic to the Urals) that would also include the European 

rt f th S . t u . 45 pa o e ovle nlon. 

Moscow's walk out over the Geneva summit in 1983 and its 

hardening attitude towards the West had troubled its allies 

in Eastern Europe, especially, East Germany, Hungary and Romania. 

Discord within the Warsa1.-1 pact was bQginning to grow as 

all of them pursued a policy of tidamage limitation". 46 

44. F. Stephen Larabee and Allen Lynch, 11 Gorbachev: 
The Road to Reykjavik," Foreign Policy,Hinter 1986-87,p.10 

4 5. Ibid, p • 9• 

46. Robert English, 11 Eastern European Doves ". Foreign Policy 
Fall 1984, Vol. 56, p.4~ 
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So Gorbachev•s proposals and initiatives were part of an 

effort to soothe the nerves of the Soviet allies, by showing 

them that the Soviet Union is not interested in an unbriddled 

arms race with the us • 

. , 

Even after the Geneva summit failed, both Reagan and 

Gorbachev had kept their opti~ns open regarding another 

meeting bet"~.-.reen them. While the momentum seemed to be growing 

towards the summit, at the end of the year a minj. crisis 

broke out over the arrest of a Soviet diplomat at the UN 

and the retailiatory arrest of Nicholas Danilof. 47 The 

momentum towards the summit slowed down and Soviet-American 

diplomatic relations nose-dived. Despite the crisis however, 

both the leaders were firm in their decision to have a sum~it. 

On September 19,1986 Gorb~chev wrote to Reagan on the 

need of the two leaders to involve themselves personally in 

another arms control talk sq~s to impart an impulse to the 

11 d d . 1 . 48 sta e lp omatlc process. -

On October, 11 and 12, 1986, Gorb.::Jchev and Reagan, for 

the second time in their career met at Reykjavik, the capital 

47. Gerhard Wetting, " Gorbachev's Strategy for Disarmament 
and Security'', Aus_(·m Politik, Vol,38, 1987, p.9 

48. Michael ri1-J.ndS2::_tbaum and Others, 11 Reykjavik And Beyond", 
Foreign Affairs, Winter, 1986-87, p.219 
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of iceland. The USA had expected the INF to be the main issue 

of the summit, where Gorbachev would probably link l;iln INF 

agreement to an American/ Pledge to observe for &'1other two 

or three years the strategic limits envisaged by the SALT-II 

treaty. Besides_,they expected the summi·t to deal with other 

proposals such as a ban on nuclear testing. But Gorbachev 

insisted on a greater ran<:;Je of proposalso So the summit came 

to include comprehensive disarmament proposals including the 

INF, strategic arms reduction talks(START), the SDI and other 

issues as nuclear testing. DJ.ring the Summit bo·th leaders 

engaged each other on the biggest and most difficult issue 

dlividing them - how to structure and limit their huge stockpiles 

of nuclear \veapons and then proceed to improvise most practical 

measures that could become part of achievable and verifiable 

49 agreements. 

On INF proposals Gorbachev suggested that the American 

and Soviet missiles should be withdrawn from Europe. He 

agreed to scale do\m the Asia- based SS-20 INF Warheads from 

513 to 100 which v.;as to be equally matche:l by u_s based missiles. 

He also consented to freez SS-21 and SS-23 shorter range 

49. International Herald Tribune; october 8, 1986 
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missiles in ·_E1...1rope and to negotiate their reduction. 

Reagan agreed to both the proposals. Besides he 

proposed on-site verification measures, the destruction 

of the missiles and their factories. Gorbachev agreed to 
·., 

them. 

In his START proposals Reagan called for the elimination 

of all ballistic missiles within 10 years. In their place 

both side were to adopt defensive systems like the SDI. 

The proposal in effect, would have deprived the Soviet Union 

of its most foL!nidable stra·tegic missiles while leaving the 

US with an advantage in nuclear-armed bomber and Cruise 

missiles.. Gorbachev oh the other hand counter-proposed., a 

reiteration of his January proposal for elimination of all 

nuclear weapons. The proposal, if accepted vJould hu.ve 

liqu:Cdated the American advantage in medium-range missiles 

without affecting the Soviet edge in conventional arms. 

This v-1as agreed by Reagan. 

on long-range missiles Reagan proposed a stunning fifty 

per cent cut to 1600 delivery and 6000 war heads on each side.50 

50• The Observer(London), October 13, 1986 
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Gorbachev agreed to the proposal but linked it to restrictions 

on the research and testing of the SDI to 'laboratory'. 

On nuclear testing an agreement on principle was reached 

on the banning of nuclear testing which would have providt=d 
· .. 

the foundation for overall complete disarmament. But nothing 

concrete emerged out of the discussion. 

On SDI, there has been a small and significant shift 

in the Soviet Union's position. While it still opposed any 

deplo}~ent of any space-based anti missiles system, in its 

June proposal, 1986, it accepted .,laboratory research" of the 

anti-missJ.le system .. 51 This change in stance was reflected 

in the Reykjavik summit 1.r1here Gorbachev was willing to accept 

significant cuts in the Soviet missiles forces in return· 

for an US agreement to confine the SDI to laboratory research 

and abide by the anti-ballastic treaty for the next 10 years. 

A stalement arose over Reagan's interpretation of the 

ABM treaty as permitting research, development and testing 

nevi technollgies - jus·t about ever-ything short of actual 

deployment. 52 His justification as to how the SDI would 

51. The Observer (London) October 9, 1986. 

52. ~~ October 20,1986, p.11 
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produce a purely defensive shi::::ld against all offensive 

nuclear forces and was therefore a moral alternative to 

t.radi tional deterence based on "mutual assured dest.ruction" 

(MAD) • For Reagan the SDI vms an "insurc:mce policy against 

cheating, an insurance policy against some-body getting hold 

.. 53 
of these weapons n. The summit sank over the conflicting 

interpretation of the ABM treaty. 

The summit v1hich v1as almost on the way of producing the 

most comprehensive disarmament agreement failed over the 

question of SDI. The sumrni t showed that the SDI plays a 

crucial role in Soviet thinking. And Gorbachev in his proposals 

and negotiating postures pursued a carefully calculated 

strategy aimed at restricting the debate to areas vJhere he 

hoped to limit western options vJhile preservir..g Soviet geo-political 

54 advantage. 

In terms of outcome, the Rejkj avik sumrni t turned out to 

be a great retreat from anything the world has been expecting 

from it .in terms of progress towards disarmament. The summit 

represented simultaneously, the culmination and ·collapse of 

realistic hopes for arms control. The summit failed because 

53. News Week, October 20,1986, p.11 

54. Jermy R. Azrael, n.22, p.482 
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both leaders 11 were engaged in .. bout of feverish one-upmanship, 

vli th ec1Ch trying to outdo the other in demonstrating his 

devotion to the dream of a nuclear free "~tlorld. 55 The summit, 

underlined the fact that much can be achieved given enough· 

political v1ill on both sides. The only heartening fact was 

that the summit cleared the air and further narrowed. the 

differences on INF, nuclear testing, deep cuts in offensive 

miSsiles and even in principle on t)~es of missiles. The 

only snag remained the SDI. 

Till the end of 1986 and e<:Jrly 1987, it appeared that an 

ince-age has set on Soviet-American arms talks. It appeared 

almost impossible to bridge their divergent positions on 

nuclear and space arms lirrti tation. The impromptu Reykjavik 

summit came so near to an agreement, yet so far from it. 

The Reykjavik efforts v1ere beginning to be dismissed 

as a setback, when Gorbachev in a bo~d gesture gave a barrage 

of further proposals. After failing to encourage the United 

States to make concessions on the SDI and on the critical 

issue of inteq)retation of the ABM treaty, Gorbachev made 

another pragmatic proposals, catching the US by surprise. 

55. Michael Handelbaum, n. 49, p. 32 3. 
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On February 28, 1987, Soviet Union declared that it \vould 

t t t th ~ 0 0 0 ] 56 accep a separa e agreemen on e meulum range mlSSl _es. 

In the earlier two summits the INF issue Has not a 'self 

contained package', that is any deal on them can not be 

made to the exclusion of agreements on space-based and 

strategic weapons. 

Delinking the INF, issue from the •star \r1ars 1 and START, 

Gorbachev proposed that both sides remove their· intermediate 

range missiles from Europe, with each retaining 100 missiles 

out Side it; he committed to elminate the medium-range 

missiles from the European part of the Soviet Union; agreed 

to exclude Frence and British nuclear forces from the talks; 

and finally declaring his intention to destroy the remaining 

100 INFs based on the P.siun part of Soviet Union without a 

. 11 1 U,... 0 

.._ t 57 para e J comml~men • 

After Reykjavik Soviet Union wanted to held separate talks 

on short range missiles. ThiS wa.s firmly rejected by the United 

States since it left the possibility that the short-range 

weapons(with a range of 500-1000 kms) will remain unconstrained 

56. Michael R .. Gordon, II INF : A hallmoJ victory, II Foreign 
Polisx, Fall 87, P· 167 

57. Summit Chakravarti, .. Reflection on Washington Summit," 
Mainstream, December 12, 1987, p.5 
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after an agreement on medium-range weapons took effect. From 

the beginning, the American position was th0t an INF accord 

should also set lirrdts on short range missiles. The purpose 

was to prevent the Soviet Union from circumventing a treaty 

by moving furt0~r short range weapons into Europe. A treaty 

on short range missiles will also neutralise the Soviet 

advantage in Europe 58 (the Soviet Union has 130 such missiles 

in Europe Hhile the us had none). 59 Soviet Union displayed 

further accommodating spirit by agreeing to remove all 

short-range missiles from the GDR and Czekoslovakia which had 

been installed in response to development of US inter-range 

missiles in Western Europe. 

A new Soviet philosophy accompanied by continuity, 

caution and consensus had hitherto characterised a system which 

is revolutionary in doctrine but deeply conservative in 

practice. 60 Gorbachev's outlook \vas a marked departure from 

the earlier Soviet v:orld view. The basis of his 'new thinking' 

was the belief that the 11Situation created by nuclear confront-

ation calls for ne\·J approaches, methods and fonns of relation-

-----------------------------------
58. Michael R. Gordon, n. 57, p. 16~ 

59. o .N. Mehrotra, " The INF Tre<Jty: /l_ Step Toward Nuclear 
Anns Reduction". Strategic {\!!_aly_sis, March 1988, 
Vol. XI, No.2, p. 1371. 

60. Roderic Lyne, " l'-1akincJ waves: Gorbachev's Public Diplomacy'' 
Proceedings of the Academy of Pol~tical Scicnce(Ne\-! York) 
1987, p:-234.--
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ship bet-v}een the two different. social system". 61 

The nevi thinking extends to the sphere of ideology also. 

Socialism, the very basis of Soviet political and social system, 

came under a new rationalisation. Gorbachev called into 

question the theories of those who consi.dered peaceful 

coexistence by definition counter-revolutionary. He accepted 

realistically that socialj_sm can be built if a nuclear war 

can be avoided. A successful process of democratization and 

modernisation, he believed, will help Soviet Union gain more 

political and ideological terrain for socialist advances in 

other parts of the world. Hence, Gorbachev' s disarmament 

policy therefore, created space for political and ideological 

offensive with much better perspective of success, 62 because 

a successful disarmament policy ltJould improve his political 

standing and help to create a stable political ._ 

environment necessary for carryihg out his innovations. 

Gorbachev has expli.citly placed Soviet economic interests 

at the centre of his foreign policy and gave priority t.o it. 63 

61. The Hindu, 29 September, 1987 

62. Bas Wielenga, H Moscow on the moVe: Gorbachev' s 
balancing act," ~2~ic and Political Weekly, January 2-9 
, 1988, P• 35 

63. Henry Kissinger, "Summit the great danger ahe.3d 11 Times 
of India, December, 21-22, 1987 
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The Soviet economy wu.s bogged do'i!Jl1 under heavy military 

expenditure. His proposed economic reconstruction(Perestroika) 

programme was crippled by a heavy resource burden, a situation 

that could be avoided if money is diverted from defence to 

development. He therefore, restored the traditional primacy 
·., 

of economy over foreign policy. ThiS realistic approach, 

further, led Soviet Union to propose arms control and 

disarmament measures, inorder to lessen the defence burden. 

'rhis new approach gave a push to the arms reduction 

talks, culminating into ~vashington summit on INF. The basis 

of the INF agreement. was the 'zero-option' proposed first by 

Reagai.n in 1981 • vlashington offered to cancel its planned 

development of Pershing-Il and Cruise missiles in Europe, if 

Moscow eliminu.tes its already deployed SS-20, SS-4 and SS-5, 

missiles. But the prop5sal was largely for show and no one 

I 
1 

seriously expected Soviet Union to accept it. 64 The Soviet 

Union predictably, rejected the proposal - Drezhnev called. it 

an absurb demand that \·JOUld require the Soviet Union to disarm 

'1 11 65 
unl. atera Y• 

The dramatic moves by Gorbachev since February 1987 

converted the original 'Zero Option' for INF in Et1rope into 

'Zero-Zero Option', t,.;hich vJas to include both short range 

64-. ~~ March 16, 1987 

65. Hichael R. Gordon, n;,·S 7, p. 16 5 
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weapons and the INF. Hj_s proposal also en vis aged a global 

• Zero-Zero Option', which me;_:o.ns scraping all such ,tJeapons 

throughout the vmrld, thus gaining one step beyond Reykjavik. 

After the stage was set and the main agenda finulised, the 

two leaders met December 7-10, 1987, in a three day talks. 

If not anything else, the summit represented an urgency 

involved in the issues of arms control. It showed that the 

Soviet-American negotiations and the summit process in 

particular v-ms not dead as yet. The two leaders got around 

to the business of finishing the unfinished business of 

Reykjavik. 

Under the treaty the USA over the next three years has 

to dismantle 436 nuclear missiles out of which 108 were 

Pershing-II missiles, 72 Pershing-IA, and 256 Cruise f'-1issiles, 

stationed in West Germany, Great Britain, Italy and Belgium. 

The Soviet Union would scrap 703 nuclear missiles out. of which 

441 were SS-20, 130 SS-12 and 112 SS-4, and 20 SS-23 in 

East-Germany and Chzekoslovakia. 66 

The main' goal of the super:- pov1ers had been to achieve 

-------------------------
66. Ibid. 
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an agreement on fifty per cent reduction in long range weapons. 

The US has at present 7,900 nuclear war heads on nuclear missiles. 
. 67 

while the Soviets Union has 10,0~7. During the negotiations 

the US proposed a limit of 5, 100. A compromise was struck. 

Both sides agreed in principle to limit their strategic missiles 
·., 

to 4,900 each. 

The US for itS part agreed that there could be limits 

on a number of sea-launched Cruise missiles as the Soviet 

Union had insisted. But the limits and procedures has to be 

made by separate agreement. The Soviet Union acceeded to the 

US demand that there shcmld be a ban on the encoding of the 

electronic signals during the missile tests. Some progress 

was achieved as to how to verify a new treaty on long range 

nuclear weapons and the •counting rules• ·to determine how many 

v.,rar heads are carried on their missiles. 68 

The INF accord \vould create an atmosphere that would 

encourage the denuclearisation of Europe and the institutiona-

lisation of the arms control process. By paying a disproportionate 

costfin vJeapons destroyed, Soviet Union will achieve its 

67. Editorials on File (Denver Post) December~ 9 1987. 

68. O.N. Mehrotra, n. 60, p. 1376. 
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principal milit:ary objectives - the elimination from 

Europe of Pershing-II missiles, a highly accurate and powerful 

one. I<urther a ban on US missiles fits the evolution of: 

Soviet mili t'ary doctrine which now stresses the importance 

of trying to limit any conflict in Europe to the use of 
.. 69 

conventional forces. 

By sing-le minded pursuit of his objectives, Gorbachev 

achieved something that seemed impossible before. By clinching 

an arms deal with Reagan, he not only displayed his statema·nship 

but also in the process carved out for himself a place in 

history. 

The accord symbolises the feasibility of disannoment 

approach, hi. therto written off as Utopian. Till novl the 

dominant philosophy of nuclear str:ote9y was 1 arms control 1
, 

which sec}<;:s to manage the anns race than to eliminu.te it. 

The result of this approach has been the i!1Stitutionalisation 

of the arms race. The INF accord goes one up on this 

approach and to·tally eliminate a particular class of weapons. 

It sets a new standard of openness on arms limitation 

agreements. It helped create trust and confidence, so vital 

to the progress on nuclear disarmament. 

69. Michael R. Gordon, n. 57, P• 167 
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Thti!.s, Gorbachev 1 s radicul approach provided a 

breakthrough to international peace and a new beginning 

to the process of nuclear disarmament. His initiatives 

reflects ari innovation, not seen in Soviet Union since 

Khrushchev. He has displayed greater willingness to 

agree on arms control agreement than his predecessor. 

In the beginning, Soviet proposals for arms control 

were rejected as a propaganda ploy. Hm-vever the pressure 

of vmrld public opinion and allies 1 insistence forced the 

US to reach an agreement on arms control measures \nJith 

the Sovie·t Union. This realization has culminated into 

three summit meetings bet.;v,.reen Gorb··1chev and Regan at 

Geneva, Reykjavik and. Hashingt.on rcspect.i vely. The first 

two meet:ings could not produce any substantial result. 

Hov;ever, it considerably narrowed dovm the differences 

between the super poHers on specific arms control issues 

ultimateJ.y resulting in the signing of the historical 

agreement on INF at the 11ashington summit. Hence, Gorbachev 1 s 

bold and courageous initiatives in all these summits created 

an atmosphere, that would encourage the denuclearization 

of Eu.rope and ·the institutionalisation of ·the arms control 

process .. 



CoNCLUSION : ENERGING TRENDS AND FUTURE PROSPECTS 
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Soviet policy of arms control and nucleCJr disarmament 

has passed through different stages of development. To 

begun with, it was directed to huve a 11breothing space 11 

as the Soviet Union did not possess nuclear weapons. 

While advocating nuclear arms control, the Soviets 'dorked 

vigorously to· develop their own nuclear bomb. At the 

second stage the objective of t.he Soviet Policy vJas to 

achieve parity. Having achieved that objective the 

Soviets like the Amer.ican realised the danger which 

nuclear weapons pose to the existence of the Horld. In 

a nuclear vJar their would nei.ther be victor nor vanquished. 

l'1oreovcr, the danger of an accedental nuclear war and 

the burden of nuclear anns race has forced the Soviet 

Union and to·a lesser extent to the USA too, to come to an 

understanding on this question .. 

'rhus, we found ·that the Soviet ini ti a ti ves towards 

arms control and disarmament first arose out of the genuine 

fear of the strategic encirclement of the Soviet Union 

' during US monopoly period. During this period Soviet Union 

faced tremendous risk to its security vJhich· led it to 

follow a two fold strategy to develop a Soviet nuclear 

strike capability and to prepare a policy of nuclear 
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disarmament. The Soviet Union had to resort to the 

development of nuclear weapons and to cont.inue vJi th the 

policy of nuclear diplomacy. Hence, the Soviet campaign 

for arms control and disannament is vievJed as a part of 

the Soviet nuclear diplomacy to ovoid nuclear confrontation, 

to reduce East..::tvest tension and if possible to build confidence 

in each other. Though the West, portj_cularly the US 

rejected outright the Soviet proposal for disarmament on 

the plea that it was a clever SoviPt move to ·weaken :the 

western Security, the fact remains that at least in the 

mid 1950s, the US nuclear weapons vJen.: a symbol of 

America's nuclear superiority over the Soviet Union more 

than anything else. With the attainment of mutual deterrence 

and mutual assured destruction capability by the super power, 

the Soviet fea, of US nuclear weapons diminished. After 

achieving strategic parity the Soviet felt confident about 

defending their security interest.. That explain the more 

confident Soviet response to US nucle<:1r weapons DO\·!, 

instead of the nervous reactions of the 1950s. 

We h~we also observed that the slm·J gruv:th of Soviet 

economy due to high costs of defence, forced it to•vJards 

strategic accommodation. Only an improved relations with 
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the US, ih the fi.elc~ of a nns control, could enable Soviet 

Union to divert its resources tm-vards solving econom.ic 

problems at home. Hence, economic cons·traints are 

exerting pre-ssure on Soviet Union to persue a policy- of 

nuclear disarmament. 

The above study showed that despite Brezhne•I' s daring 

steps and bold initiatives in the field of arms control 

and disarmament, t.he final period of his reign was beset 

1-vith inunobilism and stagnation. The detente of 70s did 

not lo.st for a longer period. Brezhnev left his successor 

with a sit.uation f-ull of risk and increa~3ed tensiono A 

ne\v cold war carne into forefront and the new Soviet leadership 

prudently decided to reforrnulc;.te its external and defence 

policies and liberalize its domestic system. 

'I'hus, the rnala.i~::;e and stagnc:jtion of the final years 

of Brezlmev era underlined the need for nevi and forceful 

lec:lders1lip, Hhich led to the selection of Andropov to 

head Soviet Union. For the fifteen monthas, he stayed in 

pmver, Andropov sought to place his mettle on the nation. 

Despite his initiatives towards nuclear disarmament ond 

arms control measures, the regime differed little from 
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that of its predecessor. The setbac}z t.o Soviet-American 

relations, which began in the latter phase of CaEter 

admir::is·tration because of Afghani::>tan problem, accelerated 

with the defence buildup of Reagan administ.rat.ion, which 

cont.inued despite Soviet call for a return to detente. 

·., 

The deadlod: in Soviet-US relations that had begun 

even before Brezhnev's death continued for at least the 

first half of Cherenenko's reign in office. Chernenko's 

regime succeeded in responding to the arms t.alks ;:md proposed 

a ne"~.-J format for negotiations. Hence the Soviet reversal 

on arms control negotiC'Jtions marked the most significant 

change towards the Soviet policy of nuclear disarmoment 

during the short period of Chernenko's administrution. 

But. the coming of Gorbachev to Sovi.-o;t scene marked 

by radical rethinking created a new atmosphere in the field 

of arms control and disarmament. Gorbachev's outlook, 

marked by new thinking,was a real departure from the earlier 

Soviet \'iorld view. He believes that situation created 

by nuclear confrontation calls for a nevJ approach between 

the two different Social systems. 

While analysing in our s·tudy, the various aspects of 
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negotiations 1 in the field of nuclear disannament we 

found that in the last four and a half decades, the US

USSR summit meetings have been rather co:mnon. And almost 

every surnrni t meeting represented a fresh attempt to save 

the situation at a point when the feeling of irnrninent 

danger of a nuale~r '..var had become acute; and umbearable. 

In ·the period of the cold war, Soviet - US summits 

represented a special high level effort to resolve the 

i~sues of war and peace and problems of security. 

·During the 1980s there started a period of uneasy 

lull in Soviet - US relations. Almost all the achievements 

of the previous summit became a casualty of second cold 

Hur.. Hili tarism again raised i i:s ugly head in the US and 

the bid for military superiority bred unprecedented . 

mistrust between the tv·o super powers and detente became 

a dead word. 

The ar::ms race not only assumed alarming proportions 

but began to get transferred to outer space. The threat 

of a nuclear holocast loomed larger than ever before. The 

demand for &"1 ixnrnediate halt to arms race gre\,! universal. 

Gorbachev's persistent efforts and bold peace initiatives 
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have begun to remove te:;nsions between the t·v.ro power blocs. 

The summit.: meeting between GorhJchev and Reugan in Geneva, 

ushered in a ne,,., era of Soviet - US as well as in East-

West relationsa 

The leade,rs of the t\·lO countries for the first t.ime 

reco<;rnised their special responsibility for maintaining 

world peace and agreed that a nuclear war cannot be vlon 

and must never be fought. They also recognised that any 

conflict, whether nuclear or conventional, between the 

two could have catastrophic consequences. 

The Geneva summit paved the wCJ.y for another Reagan-

Gorbachev summit at .Reykjavik. Unfortunutely the 

negotic:rtions stumbled due to star-vmr issues. InsDite of 
J. .. 

failure, the ReykjaviJ<: summit provided a foundamental 

breakihrough in the two cou[ittries perception of the process 

of nuclenr di sarmarnen t and narrowed dmvn differences on a 

num1~er of iS sues. 

All this had created a congenic.l atmosphere for 

conclusion of the historic INF treaty by Reogen and 

Gorba.chev, during their third summit meeting in Washington· 

This treaty on the total elimination of Soviet and US 
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intermediate and Short-range missiles wu.s a his-toric 

milestone in their quest for building mutual confidence 

in order to keep the world safe from the danger of a 

nuclear war. 

Again, this process has culminated into a next 

super power summit at Moscow on May, 1988, on the 

question of strategic Arms Reduction Treaty between 

Gorbachc:v and Reagan. This symbolises narrowing down 

of differences in the approaches of the t 'c·'O super powers 

towards faith in international peaceo 

However, in some circles the Moscow summit, inspite 

of euphoria ha,s been described as a failure and a setback 

for Gorbachev. There Has no dramatic break either in 

arms control or in bilateral relations. 

However, the Moscow summit cannot be treated as an 

isolated event apart from the renewed process of Soviet 

American dialogue begun by Gorbachev and Reagan at Geneva 

in November 1985. The distance the tvJO side have travelled 

since then is of gre<:1t significance. The very high level 

of expectations that the latest summit had generated is 

itself indicative of the enormous change in the internutional 
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mood since th~ mid 1900s. 

The four sumrd t between P residF-:nt Regan and General 

Secretary Gorbachev have demonstratr::d th<~t ending of the 

four decades of cold war is a ret.'ll possibili t_y today. 

They have alS~ indicated the outlines of a course that 

caul d take us f.rom the current overarmed peace to a more 

ra·tional and disarmed peace. They also shovl the pos .sibilities 

for ending the vexinq regional conflicts on a principled 

basis .. 

Thus for Gorbachev, the inabil..i ty to get the S'I'ART 

agreement need not be a setback. He has other avenues, 

particularly in Europe, to explore. In the coming period 

one con expect new initiatives from Mosco-v.1 specially· 

directed at vlc=:st:ern Europe on conventional arms and 

other European concerns. We might also expect nevr moves 

on Asian peace 2nd security. 

----------------
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