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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The period, immediately after the end of the Second
‘ Wofld War, saw theiemergence of t%e Soviet Union as a
super power. Russia arose as a militarily.étrong country
. with a stable international repute, which can match the
might and prowess of another super power, 1i.e. the U.S.
The importance of Russian-US relationship lies in the
fact that the post-World War international politics has
been mainly dominated by the supef;power rivalry. It has
often decided the course of bilateral relations of even
-other countries";and hence  provided “the  very
infrastructure of post-war international politics. But
ironically, superpower relationship has beeh more marked
by the disagreements than the agréeménts. The formal
division of Europe at Yalta Conference resulted in the
polarisation of Europe in two hostile blocs. The mutual
‘mistrust created at the Yalta Conference and £further
répeatéd at Postdam Conference was so deep and intense

that it took almost fifty years to overcome it.

A close review of Russian-US relationship reveals

the fact that their antagonism had been a product of



éomplex and varied factors, 'rangihg from ideological
commitments to their outlook of world's problems. In a
sense thgir confrontation was destined to be inevitable
because -of basic differences in their system itself.
Right from the success of the Bolshevik.Revolution in
1917, Russia had posed serious ideological threats to the
Us. US has beén the exponent of the capitalist sYstem
based on 1liberal democratic values and free market.
economy . In contrast Russia has time and again
- challenged the validity of capitalist system for its
inherent imperialist and exploitative tendéncies. Thus
the clash between these two antagonistic systems was

bound to take place.

Traditionally, the Soviet view of Internétional
relation is rested on Lenin's theory of imperialism. To
Lenin, model of international rélations in which the
international behaviour of states is explained through
the simple projection of the alleged international
contradictions of capitalism into a crisis prone worid
capitalist system. = Class intereéts are the key, and the
national interests are definitely subordinate.
International relations are essentially the product of

the various socio-economic systems organised as . separate



states.l

Lenin identified three areas of highly developed
capitalism -- Central Europe, Germany, Great Britain and
US, that’ dominated' the world. Lenin fﬁrthér saw
revolutionary objectives best fulfilled in workiﬁg to
protect the interests of the Soviet State to promote the

" Cause of World revolution.2

The Soviet-US .ahtagonism can be traced in their
contrary world view. The Soviet Union and US became
adversaries, ' since their Dbasic .percéption and their
political system were so opposite that the two countries
-for ever remained coﬁfounding and alarming to each other.
Russia was committed to free the world from any kind of
exploitation, whereas US was reluctant to strengthen the
capitalist system - based on exploitation and
dehumanization of the working classes. This
qontradiction exists not in the international arena, but
also in the way they function internally.3 " The Soviet-US

relationship was largely guidéd by .these contradictions.

1. Lenin, V.I., Imperialism the Highest Stage of Capitalism
' (Moscow, Progress Publishers, 1978) p.83.

2. Martin McCaulen, The Motive Forces of Soviet Foreign Policy
A _Reappraisal (Denver: University of Denver, 1971), p.13.

3. Joseph S. Nye Jr. (ed.) The Making of America's Soviet Poli-
cy, (New Haven, Yale University Press, 1984), p.183.
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The first instance, Russia and US engaged in a
polemical war relating to the policy of "Soviet Russia,
was on September 10, 1920 when the vthen»_American
SeCretary of Staté, Brunbridge Colb1y toid.the Italian
ambassador that the American Government vwould like
friendly relations towards Russia provided its Government

should not be "Soviet one".%

In response, Russia called
this kind of statement an entirely unprecedented one in
diplomatic practices, which Soviet Russia could not

ignore.

Thus, the US objection was rooted in the very Soviet
System and its programme " to secure - international
revolution. The growing popularity of Communist ideology

after the Great depression was really an alarming

~situation for US, and the main objective of US
. administration  was  to check this ideological
proliferation. Ever since the establishment of the
Socialist regime in Soviet Russia, allegation and

counter-allegation had been a typical feature of

relationship between the two ideologically opposite

4. See, "circular note from Chicherin to Russian Representa-
tives abroad concerning the United States note to the Itali-
an Ambassador in Washington (extract)" in Jane Degras,
‘Soviet Documehts on Foreign Policy (1917-24), (London:
Oxford University Press, 1951), p.207.




states.

The major US hostility was further reflected in its
non-recognition policy. The fundamental reééon for this
policy had been said on the "irreconcilability of the
revolutionary communist theory and practiée of goverﬁment._
with the theory and.practice of American democracy and
capitalism". Thus, ideological hostility was the main
incentive behind the non-recognition politics of US. Max
Beloff has made a very interesting remark; "the
-non-recognition of the‘Soviet Goverﬁment had been one of

the political luxuries of US.">

Anyhow, despite these type of serious differences
between the tWo, both fought the Second World War uhder
the same banner. The conflicts and contradictions were
sidelined merely to defeat the bigger enemy of fascism
which was equally threatening for bo;h. Although this
alliance was held together, by the.necessity of the hour,
it was maintained during a time of Great national peril
for the powers involved, amidst events effécting- the
whole future of Europe. However, it should not be

surprising that the alliance was subject to serious

5. Max Beloff, The Foreign Policy of Soviet Russia (1924-41),
vol.1l, (Oxford University Press, 1968), pp. 116-117.




tensions and strains.®

DeSpite the fact that USSR and US'COOperations.were
high in the Second World War, and both equally shared the
pride of victory over the fascist forces, soon serious
diffefencés cropped up between them over the future of
Europe and their respective sphere of influence. Yalta
Conference held in February 1945 which envisaged the
division of Germany into zones df'oécupatioﬁ and a common
pledge to hold free elections in all those countries set
freev from Nazi army, ' became a major source of

7 Because the dreams of America to set a.

antagonism.
democratic regime in this region was ravaged by the Red
Army. The Western concern to this region and their
differencés with USSR became evident in the famous Fulton
Speech, made by Chﬁrchill. He advocated an allianée

between US and the Commonwealth Nations against the

growing threat from the Soviet Union.®"

Thus, in the wake of the Yalta Conference and the

Fulton speech after the end of the Second World War, the

6. ‘David Horowitz, From Yalta to Vietnam, (Penguin, London,

1965), p.25.

7. Walter Theimer, An Encyclopedia of Modern World Politics,

(Rinehart and Company, New York, 1950) p.685.

8. Walter Laqueur (ed) A Dictionary of Politics (The Free
Press, New York, 1971), p.195. ‘




hostility surfaced between the US and the USSR - the two
rigidly antagonistic camps. This hostility became known
" as the Cold War.? After the beginning of the Cold War,
Soviet US relations were marked by the continuous efforts
by the two blocs to humiliate each other and a complete

misunderstanding was a marked feature.

In the post-War period, a new type of foreign policy
emerged. America being the leader of the Capitalist
bloc, did everything to check the influence of cOmmunism.
During this period, Marshall Plan came as é solution ﬁo
reconstruct the war;torn economies of European cOuntry.lO
But the actual intention behind concentration on the
European economy, by America was to stop the growing
popularity of communism.

After thé War Stalin cri&icised the American
imperialistic and hegimonistic tendencies. While summing
up the American motives, Stalin explained, "ﬁhe Us hopes
to put its dangerous competitors, Germany and Japan, out

of action to seize foreign markets- and world's raw

9. Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr. "Origin of the Cold War", Erik P.
Hoffmann (ed.), The Conduct of Soviet Foreign Policy (Aldin
Publishing Company, New York, 1980), p.228.

10. Michael J. Hogan, The Marshall Plan (Cambridge University
‘Press, Cambridge, 1987) p.1l8.

/



material resources and establish its world supremacy.ll
Later on, Stalin put forward his own theory in 1952, in
which he argued that Capitalist collapse was imminent and
that War among capitalist States was more likely than war

between capitalism and communism.

Thus theientire post waf strétegy was shadowed by
their perpetual':effort to -curb the influence of each
other. An attack on communist ideological tenéts was
_éonceivéd -as an effective weapon to"obstruct Soviet
propaganda énd its propagation. . Thei 'containment of
communism' v/s 'containment of 'capitalism' became the
main objective of their respective foreign poiicies. And

except for direct war, no stone.was left unturned for.

this objective.

The division of world into two explicit blocs,
standing against each other as gladiators, also brought
with it a feeling of insecurity, which compelléd both the
blocs to review their security and threat perceptioﬁs.
The formation of NATO was its culmination. Harry S.
-Trumanvand Robert A. Taft, in a message to the Senate, on-
April 12, had aptly expressed this fear, "the World has
grown too small, thé oceans to our east. and West no

11. Joseph Stalin, Economic Problems of Socialism (Moscow:
Foreign Language Publishing House, 1952) pp.34-50.




- longer protect us from the reach of brutality and
aggression..... the North Atlantic treaty is an expression
of the desire of the peoplé ‘of the US for peace' and
Security, for the continuing opportunity to live and work
in freedom."lz' The basic objective behind NATO was to
secure the West Europe in case of Soviet aggression,
becausevNATO members were unanimous about the view that
Western values were seriously endangered by the Soviet

ideology.

»

However, as a result of‘encircleﬁent of Russia and
its East European allies by U.S., security of the
socialist bloc became the main agenda 1in the discussidns
of this bloc. On the 4th March, 1955 the Warsaw
Conference of European countfies, witnessed the emergence
.of Warsaw Military bloc to counter the threats that had
been posed by the establishment of NATO. Warsaw Pact
came not merely as a effective means to curb the American
ambitions, but it also legalized Soviet military presence

in the Europe.

Thus the creation of NATO and its counter part

-~ :
Warsaw Pact begins an era of exclusively military means

12. 12. Ernest R., (ed.) "Letter to President Harry S. Truman",

July 23, 1946 in The American Foreign Policy (Oxford and IBH
Publishing Company, Calcutta, 1967), p.211. :




of security and politics of deterrence which was one of
. the major reasons behind the Cold War. Soon after the
polarisation of States_ on these two military blocs

started, - President Truman's dangefous dogma also
accelerted the polarization of world politics; He stated

that "to be with US or to be counted against usn .13

With the arrival of N.S. Kruschev at the helm of
Soviet powet, and the revitalisatien of summit diplomacy
in world politics, we saw a decline in the intensity of
-Cold war. The new Soviet leader met the US President
Eisenhower, British Prime Minister Churehill and French
Prime Minister Mullet at Geneva in the Summer of 1955.
'Mest observers, both Soviet and'Western, see the year
1956, the year of the 20th Soviet Party Congress and
Krushschev's "Secret Speech' denouncing Stalin's.crimes
against' the party, as the critical .turning point in

Soviet thinking on international relations.t?4

This was followed by.the four power Summit held in
-'Paris in 1960, which was actually aborted due to shooting
down of the US U-2 Spy Plane. To lessen international

13. N. Sargergeva, "US Policy Today", . New Times, No.1l, January
19, 1949, p.11. -

- 14. Zimmerman, Soviet Perspectives p.275'and Dimitri Tomshevsky,
' on .the Peaceful Coexistence of States, (novosti Press,
Moscow, .1973), p.34.
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tension, the Soviet Union offered minor compromises in
marginal areas -- the return of the Porkkala Naval base
to Finland and the withdrawal from the eastern Augﬁria.
He favoured status quo in Europe and to enter into
"competitive co-existence" with the West in developing
areas. Krushschev also suggested that NATO and Warsaw

Pact be fused into an overall European Security.

In his foreign policy discussions, he also induced

several significant doctrinal shifts:

1) he stated that War between the two systems 1is not
inevitable;
ii) Krushchev accepted the Titoist contention that

there are several roads to Socialism;
iii) Communists were encouraged to seek power, where and
when possible, through peaceful Parliamentary means,

in Western Europe.

After the new US President, John F. Kennedy took
over, Kruschev met him in Vienna_in7June 1961. It was in
this meeting that the. problem of nuclear disarmament
engaged serious attention. By - all counts, the Cuban
Missile Crisis of 1962 initiated a process of the
relaxation of tension and it also inaugurated an era of
working relationship between the two countries. Although

the tensions and clashes of interests -remained, but a

11



trend towards negotiations and mutual accommodation and

compromise was definitely surfaced: 1

Thé Detente process in Soviet US relations was
started - in the year immediately after the end of the US
War in Vietnam. It was generally recognized that USSR
had achieved military parity with the US. It wés known
to have'developed the potential to destroy the US and
'Weétern Europe in a nuclear war: vThis parity, however,
essentially meant a start of the politics of balance of
terror ~or mutual deterrence.  Though the 'Brezhnev
doctrine' which proclaimed an inherent right of  the
Soviet Union to intervene anywhere in the Socialist world
rto preserve sbcialisnh was a major source ofj tension

between the two.

By the beginning of 1970s, the Soviet-US
relationship was certainly looking towards a new hérizon.
In a major breakthrough, the US President Richard Nixon
made his historic visit to the USSR in May 1972 and
signed aﬁ agreement on "Basic Prihciplesv 6f Mutual
relatibns between the US and USSR". A  memorable
commitment of the document was its declaration- that, "in
"the nuciear’age, there is no alternative to conducting

15. Alvin Z. Rubinstein, The Soviet Foreign Policy (Random
House, New York, 1960), pp. 247-281. ' :

12



Soviet-US relations on the basis of peaceful coexistence
of States". It also. committed the two countries" to
avoid military confrontation and to prevent the outbreak

of the nuclear age."

The Soviet Leader Brezhnev, paid a return visit to
the US in June 1953, and his talks with US leaders led to
further.relaxation of international  tension. bTO further
extend this cooperative environm?nt, thé USSR signed
SALT-1 Treaty with US putting mutual restrictions on the
number of nuclear missiles in Europe, in May 1972.
Accordingly, SALT;Z was boncluded in Vladivosték during

the Summit meeting with US President.

Thué during Brezhnev era a number of steps had been
taken to reduce the tension between two superpowers, and
the start of detente was a major breakthrough in this
fegard." Although even during the detenté period, the
Soviet foreign policy'was full with'contradictions._l.6 The ’
Soviet Union was on the one hand, trying to reduce the
- military tension and on the other hand, it was also
looking interested in spreading its sphere of influence
in the developing countries to draw them under the Soviet

banner.

16.. Imam Zafar, Soviet Foreign Policy, 1917-1990, (New Delhi,
Sterling Publishers, 1990), p.38.

13



Meanwhile, by mid-September, Russia's relatidnship
with itgr'junior brother' China began to embitter due to
border /disputes. Taking . full advantage of this
‘situation, US started strengthening itsvties:With'China.
- Thus Russia was confronted-withvthe-formidable.task of
ideological challenge put forward.'by  China as well as
. American.imperialist tendencies. This crisis was further
worsened by the Soviet Union's direct intervention in
Afghanistan in 1979. ~ The US reacted very sharply and
called it a "édmmunist imperialism", and thus the gains
of deténte were put to an end. With the Soviet invasion
in Afghanistan, the Soviet-US relationship entered a new

phase, i.e. the 'new cold war'.

'Thé beginning of 1980s bfought with it several
criséé in superpower relationships. The west had already
gone hostile to Soviet Union and several third world
vcountries were also not happy with the Soviet invasion in
Afghanistan.  The US took the lead in cancelling the
major disarmament negotiations,.rgimpésed trade embargo
on the USSR and stepped up its arms supply to Afghanistan
‘rebels.  This decade also saw for the first time,
involvement of sports and games in intefnational

‘politics. US and its allies boycotted the Moscow Olympic

14



games (1980).
During Andrapov period, who took over the Russian
leadership after the death of Brezhnev in November 1982,
Soviet-US relations reached its lowest point, unparallel

to even the worst days of the Cold War.lj'

A principle
cause of friction was the US nucléar arms modernization
programme, including the deployment of intermediate
Nuclear Forces (INF) in Western Eufope. 'Speaking_on the
January 17,1983, Mr. Gromykq,_ the Soviet - Foreign
Minister, described the US Government as "compulsive
Gamblers and adventurists who declare thét they are ready

to plunge mankind into a nuclear catastrophe for the sake

of their ambitions."

In response, President Reagan délivéred what was
regarded as a most harsh statement by any US Presgident,
at a Convention of the Nationél Association of
Evangelicals, in Florida, famous as "evil empire" speech.
He recomﬁended prayer, "for the salvation of all those
who live in totalitarian darkness, while they preach.the
: supremacy "of the State, declare its omnipotence over
individual man, and predicts its eventual domination of

all people of the earth -- they are the focus of evil in

17. Keesing's Contemporary Archivesg, Jan., 1985, p. 33346,

15



the modern world".18

But a serious .concern towards nermalizing the
‘relationship between the two was expressed at
Williamsburg Summit, on May 31,-1983. President Reagan
saidvthat he now anticipates an improvement in Western
_relationship with the Soviet Union. * Andrapov also
expressed deep concern about the normalization @ of
Russian-US relationship. However, this period saw a
fapid fall in trade between the two countries since the
1979, Vthe lapsing of eight joirnt Working Groups was
further taken as a sign of declining Soviet-US relations.
In short span of Andrapov and Chernenko, there Was not

any significant move, as they hardly got time.

Thus, before the arrival of the Gorbachev, - the
Soviet- US  relationship was running on a zig-zag path.
The main objective of both the superpowers remained the
same, The minor concessions in the field of disarmament
and other cooperations were only to deceive each other
end to make their image brighter before third world
countries, Invfact, before the arrival- of Gorbachevvno
Soviet leader ever expressed enthusiasm in breaking the
taboo between east ‘and west, except Kruechev.

18. quoted in Keesing's Contemporary Archives, Jan. 1985, p.
33353. o :

16



But ever since the arrival of Gorbachev -as the
General Secretary of the CPSU on March 10 1985 .we see
hlS genuine concern for the reforming of Sov1et Soc1ety‘
and maintaining a close relationship with US. The twin
intellectual  childs' of Gorbachev - Perestroika ' and
Glastnost were not merely concerned with the domestic
reforms only, but it also envisaged a  friendly ahd
cooperative environment in which Russian US relationship

was given a special attention.

In  fact, .Gorbachev was compelled by the complex
domestic crisis and needs to launch a reform movement.
‘Perestroika has its origin in the failure of Soviet
system to produce goods. Mr. Gorbachev may initially
-have supposed that. a kick start was @all that was-
necessary. However, he clearly bent on redesigning of

the whole vehicle.19

Soon after his accession to power
he realized  that so far, Soviet foreign policy has
produced nothing fruitful for Russia and the rigid and

adamant foreign policies of his predecessors has only

brought political and economic strains for the country.

Gorbachev's 'mew thinking' herald a new era in

19. Sir Geoffrey Howe, Soviet Foreign Policy Under Gorbachev"
World Today, March 1989, vol.45, pp. 40-45.

17



superpower'relationship;» Gorbachev by deideoclogizing the
Soviet foreign policy, came forward with an overall
changed notion of " security, in which- normalizing
relationship with West was a central theme._ As he argued
in his s?eech, delivered in the East Serbian City of-
Krasnoyarsk on September 16, 1988 "we have given priority
to the problems of untangling the knots of conflicﬁ and
confrontation and to bridling miii;arism".20 Gorbachev's
feforms were so overwhelming that within Five Years the
Soviet Union crumbled like anything. One of the chiéf
. objectives of Gorbachev's new thinking was to save the
declining prestige of Soviet empire. However, Gorbachev
failed in his ambition and the very Soviet System itself

collapsed.

With the collapse of Soviet empire, Cold War came to
its natural end. ‘Soviet Union -lost its Bast Eurbpéan
allies and its. international stature declined
éonsiderably. The'Soviet Union collapsed not merely a
nation but also as a system. = With the 'arrival of
Yeltsin, we see a more compromisive soviet attitude
towards US. Yeltsin in these years. seems to be. a
- subordinate of Washington, who 1is merely obeying the US

dictates. The Soviet Foreign Policy in this post Cold

20. Pparty Life, Oct. 1988, vol.XXIV; No.10, p.12.

18.



War era is not able to assert itself fully because of
transitional nature of Russian society and its inherent

contradictions. -

19



" CHAPTER : II
RUSSIAN-US RELATIONS DURING GORBACHEV PERIOD

- The thawing of Soviet-US relations which had already
made itS 'way in the wake of. commenéement of detente
theory during Brezhnev era, was further Concretized by
the arrival of Gorbachev as the General Secretary of the
.CPSU: on March 10, 1985. Although, the death of three
Soviet 1leaders - Brezhnev, Andrapov and :Chernenko in
quick'sﬁccession/ had caused someldamage by paralysing
" the relationship between the two'key'adtors of post¥waf
‘iﬁternational ‘scenario. This period was marked by. an
increased Communication gap between the two and the
shadow of mistrust was clearly visible on super power

relationship.

The Soviet-US relations reached its lowest point
deing Andrapov period. The bitterness was reflected in
mufual mud—slagginé between the politicai leader and
Media. For the Soviet Union Americé's image' as the
'Compuléivé gambler' remained the same and similarly
Russia's 1image as the 'evil empire' remained unmoved in
the US . official language. That is why the arrival of
Gorbachev was not much Celebrated in US and west. Keeping

in mind their previous relationship records the political

20



)

\

analysts were not much hopeful to Gorbachev. Although, it
was expected from him that he would concentrate on
domestic policy and the Soviet foreign policy might see a
little»innovation. At best ﬁe was expected to pursue old

Soviet objectives more vigorously.

In the first year Gorbachev did not come out with

any . significant  and radical desire to - improve"

»relationship with US. Although, during the April 1985,

plenary meeting of the CPSU central Committee hevgave a
slight-hint that he is .not going'to continue with the
rigid foreign policy of his predecessors. In this meeting
the optiohs of humanity were stated as 'eithervstepping
up tension and cdnfrontation still further. or searching-
in a constructive spirit for mutually acceptable accords
that would stop the process of material preparations for

a nuclear conflict.l

But this hint was not much noticed and endorsed in
the US. Washington was looking it as merely a rhetoric
and a part of old Soviet game plan. This view was ela-

borately found expression in president'Reagan!s Statement

1. Congress of peoples Deputy's of the USSR Documents

and Materials (Novosti Press, Moscow, 1989) p. 112.

o 1% 5 e o e
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in which he commented that"as much as we hope for greater
stability through armsg control we must remember that the
Soviet record of compliance with past agreements. have

2 He further announced that he has decided'not

 been poor
tb attend the funeral éf'pfesident Chernenko. Here it
~should be mentioned that he had not attended the funefals
of either of the ‘two previous -ieadefs. Thus amdist
suspecion and mistrust the year 1985 failed to produce
any major break through in Soviet Us relations. This yeaf
was marked by o0ld allegation and éounter allegation
politicé by both the countries and thus hampering the
prOgreSs of = new dimensions in thé : éuperpower

‘relationship.

The Geneva Summit (1985) didn't come out with any perﬁanent
solution and the serious differences remained the same.

Although the two leaders,>Reagan'and Gorbachev reaffirmed
their commitment to the non-proliferation of nuclear
- weapons. Reagan's SDI programme was the main hindrance which

also appeared during the Reykjavik summit.

2. Quoted from Keesing's Contemporary Archives, 1985,

Vol. XXXI,p.33927
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However, Gorbéchev offered a unilateral freeze on
development and deployment of nuclear weapons iﬁ Space.3
US welcomed the summit call by Gorbachev but said his
announcement of freeze of medium range missile was an old

proposal.4 However, the Americans perceive it as a hope

for a new beginning.

Meanwhile, the 27th Congress of the CPSU, held in
March 1986, was crucial turning point in the history of
superpower relationship. The reforms = introduced by
Gorbachev were so profound and its intensity were so deep
that later on it culminated in- the demisg of the Véry

Soviet system.

Howevef, the reforms of Gorbachev can't be said
merely an adventure which failed to save the déclining
' preSCige of the Soviet Union. It was a result of profound
analysis of the situation and the'harsh realities which
the Soviet Union was facing.5 during the middle of the

eighties.

(3) See, Telegraph (Calcutta), March 13,1985.

(4) See, Indian Express (New Delhi) April 10, 1985.

(5) Mikhail Gorbachev,Perestroika : New Thinking for our
- Country and the world (London : Collins, 1987),

pp.21—22f
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The question arises here that what were‘ those
situations and realities which 'compeiléd GQrbacheV to
launch such type of overwhelming réforms. Keeping in mind
the magnitude of the problems that the Soviet Union was
facing, the prbbléms seemed to be transparent in nature.
The rigid and inflexible foreign'policies adopted by his
predeéessors were. chiefly responsible for those
situations. Over emphasis oﬁ the role of Marxist-Leninist
ideology in international relations and the  military
'_aspecﬁ-of security has led to a mere increase in the rift
betweenAthe two superpowers. The bloc.mddel of security
had failed to réduce the increasiné fear psychosis and in
turn it has only brought seribus strains for,ﬁhe soviet

economy .

Soviet resources Were further overloadéd by the cost
of supporting the seek East European and third world
allies which had nothing to offer in éeturn. .This
economic distress had reduced the Soviet union's stature
as merely a military super power. In'military’stfength
ﬁhe Soviet Union. was a super power, but its economic
éapacity was no more than a middle income country.6

"Soviet union was rapidly becoming a third world _economy .

(6) The World Fact Book (Washington D.C. CIA. 1988).
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Soviet Union is the only industrial nation in the world
" with rising infant mortality rates and declining 1life
expectancy Statistiés an well as worsening 1iving
standards contributed for the felt need of change.7
Russian dilemma were further increased. by the growiﬁg

Soviet Security threats posed by US.

-In binding.barriers to Soviet 'expansionism' the US relied
heavily on military means and President Reagan's Strategic
Defence Initiative"(SDI) was its. culmiﬁation.8 This
ambitious security programme increased Moscow's fear that
the US might gain certain military and political advantage
over the Soviet Union. This concern was expressed in
Gorbachev's attempt in Reykjavik‘to confine the SDI to

1aboratory research only.

(7) Jeane J. Kirkpatrick "Beyond the Cold War" Foreign
Affairs 1989/90, Vol. 69, No. 1, p.4 |
(8) - B.K. Shrivastava 'American perspective on issues in

US-Soviet Relations in Sushil Kuamr (ed.) !Gorbachev

Reformg and International Change' (Lancers Books,

New Delhi,1993) p.60
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Thus Gorbachev inherited from his predecessors not

only a staggering and seek economy but also an increasing .

.. rigid and uncompromisive foreign policy. Gorbachev was

successful in evaluating  the fact that in relation with
US, the Soviet leadership vacuum andiattendant diplomatic
inflexibility had so far produced nothihg positive; The
Soviet in&asion in Afghanistan had not caused merely
serious strains in its relationship with US, but it has
-also bléckened'the Moséow's reputation among non-alignéd.

and Third World allies.

Soon aftef Gorbachev_came to power he realiZed that
a..relative calm relationship . with US’ wiil be quite
useri in context ofvfalling oil prices,’increasedvsoviet
_needs_éfihard‘currency stringency and-heightenéd soviet.
need fér western techndlogiéal "and Capital imports to
help fulfill Gorbachev's grandiose plans for
‘technologicél advance and the ' expansion of the
.méchiné—building industries.? Thus' he was induced by his
internal needs to maintain a line of pursuing biiateral

"engagement with the US.

9.  Harry Gelman, ' Gorbachev's - Dillemas - and his
Conflicting Foreign Policy Goals'_OQrbis, ;1986—87,

vol. 30 P.104
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But Gorbachev was aware of this fact that a
fﬁndamental reform of the Soviet economy can only succeed
if cher areas 1ideology, the party, goverhmental
institutidns_and societal structures Were also modeled
according to the complex néeds. In order  to
operationalize thé reforms there was a need “for

fundamental structural change.lo'

The 27th congress of the ICPSU,.vheld in Kremlin
Palace Moscow from February 25 to March 6, 1986 was very
instrumental in this context. |

’Gorbaéhev came out with his 'new thinking' primarily
aimed to end the Marxist orthodoxy. Gorbachev address,
lastiﬁg'more than five and half hours, was marked by the
calls of extensive economic reform and fidelity to.purist
‘Marxist Leninist ideology. One of the most important
objectives of this new thinking was to restructure Soviet
American relations. An ambience conducive ﬁo debate and
_ re—examination’ of the fundamental premises of Soviet

foreign policy was thus created.1l

10. Mikhail Gorbachev, October Revolution and perestr-

oika. The.Revolution Continues Soviet Review;'Novem—

ber 5,1987, p.8

11. Margot, 1light, The Soviet Theory of International

Relations (SUSSEX: Wheat Sheaf Books, 1988), p. 295.
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Gorbachev was convinced that the :ideological
confrontatioh between Moscow and Waéhington, which had
for decades provided the ground for cold war, was the
- main stumbling bloc in reviving the good relationship
with the US. So he emphasized for a deideologized foreign-
policy. He criticizes the foreign policy of Brezhhev and
GromykqQ The Brezhnev doctrine was termed’ihvélid_aﬁd the
invasion of Afghanistan and  the 'deployment  of
intermediate range sé—20 missiles ‘have been publicly

denounced.12

The resolution of the 27th  CPSU Congress on the.
political‘report of.the CPSU Central Committee makes it
| clear  that if the’ 'new‘ thinking', has to do anything
noble in internatioﬁal politics, it has to maintain a
reVised‘ and non-confrontationist relationship with US
'with *mbre . emphasis on moderni day . realities. and
'developments. The report came out with the gonclusion
‘that "the continuation of competition and historical
. context between the two systems with the mounting

tendency towards the'interdependence of states within the

12. Horst Teltschik, Gorbachev's reforms policy andvthé

_outlook for East-West relationship Aussgen Politik,

1989, wvol.-40.
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" world community is the real dialectics of the modern day,

‘'world deVeiopment.13 "

Gorbachev leadership has concluded that a févourable
international environment can only be cieated ion‘ the
basis of political accommodation with leading industrial
powers, especially the US. For this, Gorbachev revised
. the central dogmas of Marxist-Leninist ideélogy .by'
abandoning the CPSU's claim to undivided power and that.
the 'triumph of socialism' is historically predetermined.
Bﬁt here de—ideologizétion deemed to esSentially'mean the
abandoning of only those dogmas which has been rejected
by the historical experience and those who are not coping
‘with the  new realities. As Gorbachev had himself said,v
"The new phase also requires deideologizing relations
among states, we are not abandoning our convictions, oﬁr
- philosophy or tradition, nor do wevurge anyone to abandon

theirs."14

Thus 27th Congress of the CPSU came out with a

concrete plan to restructure the Soviet foreign policy

13. Soviet Review, March 17, 1986, vol. XX111 No. 12,

p.14.

14. Party Life, October 1988, vol. XX1V, No. 10, p. 18

World Marxist Review, March 1988, wvol.31, No.3 p. 37
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especially with US -and - of course to keep aside the
ideological barriers which had been hampering the way of
' good relationship between the two superpowers so far.
Addreséihg. the ideological conflict between"capitalism'
and Cémmunism, Gorbachev stressed that an understanding
-of "thé‘ key tendencies of the current reality" was
essential to the'pursuit of a coffect and scientificélly

grounded policy. These realities arel®

First, the development and. accumulation ofvnuclear
weapons, allow human kind to destroy all life on earth.
It is now generally, recognized that there can bé— no
victors in a nuclear war. Such a war means univérsal

ruin.

SeéOndg the world itself has changed substantially.
It has become both  more complex, diverse and
contradictory and aiso more interdependént_ It continues
a. contradictory entity with common problems dictéting the
need for mutually acceptable soiutiéns precisely because

of its diversity.

The basic aims and directions of CPSU'S foreign
policy, designed during the 27th Congress was mainly

aimed at .reduéing the traditional rivalry between Soviet

15. World Marxist Review March 1988, Vol.31, No.3, P.37
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Union and the US. The new thinking was very instrumental
in changing the Soviet Security perbeptions. As Gorbachév
explained that = the Central committee had defined
practical steps which might lead to an improvement in the
situation, guided by the following éonSiderations.l6'

i) Secﬁrity can't be Dbuilt endlessly on fear of
retaliation, in other words, on the doctrines of
"Containment' or deterrence. |

ii) In the context of the relationship between the USSR "
and US, security can only be mutual, and if we take
iﬁternational relations as a whole it can only be
universal. |

iii) Oné can't confine oneself to relationship with any
single( even avvery important country but we attach
considerable significant tb the state and the
»Charaétervbf the relations between the Soviet Union
and the US.

iv) The modern world has become much too small and
fragile for wars and a policy of force. It is no

~longer possible to with an arms race. And
aspirations to wiﬁ’military'superiority can.bring no

political gain to anybody.

16._Keesing's Contemporary Archives,1986,vol.32,p.34369.
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Thus the main points under lying the fouﬁdation of
new political thinking are the unity and interdependence
of the world, supermacy of universal interests freedom of
-choicep-deideologising state to state relations, demili-
tarization and humanizatiOn of international relations,
‘comprehensivé éoncept'of internatibnal security and the
doctrine of reasonable suf_ficiency..17

- Although the ‘'new thinking' was véry‘ fruitful in
opéniﬁg a new Qutlodk iﬁ‘Soviet—US rélationship.,Russia‘é
changéd'military perception was perhaps its most profound
impact..By'the time of the 27th party Congress, Gorbachev
" not only argued 'the complete unacceptability of nucléar
war' bﬁt also of the insufficiency for security of
defence or deterrence in the nuclear age. The character
of cénﬁemporafy' weapdns he .said,' does not permit any

state hope of défending itself by military technical

means  alone, even - by creating the most powerful

defence .18

17. Andrei G Bochkarev, 'Perestroika in Soviet foreign
Policy', The Korean: Journal of International

Studies, summer 1991, vol. XXII, No.2, P.282.

'18. Derek Leebaert and Timothy Dickinson (ed.) Soviet

Strategy and new Military Thinking (Cambridge

Univer- sity Press, New York,1992) .p84
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However, despite the Gorbachev's radical refofms and
continued effort to reduce tensioh between the East and
the West, the 'new thiﬁking' failed to produce expected
' results in the int;tal years. There Wére. several
occasions.when 'new thinking"seemed to be shortlived.
" And  shortly after the Gorbachev 'new - thinking®
-formulaﬁions, a Uus -presidéntial directive on Mérch7,
1986,’ calling for the reductioh of the number of
employees' at .the Soviet, Ukrainian and Byelorussian
: mission tb the UN' in New York cause in the Way of
visualization of 'new thinking"in practice. The arreéﬁ
of Col. Vladimir Izmaylov, allegedly collecting
'classified documents further weakened the hope for the
normalization ~of  relationship between  the = two.
- Soviet Union reacted in a similar manner and Mr}-Nicholas
Daniloff,. a US Journalist was detained in - Mescow on
August 30, 1986, on the suspecion of espionage. US
official claimed that he had been detained in relation
for the August .23 arrest of Dr. Gennady 'Zakharor.
However; good sense prevailedi and a compromise was
reachéd according to which both Daniloff and Zakharor

were realeased.

This situation was further engraved by the. expulsion

of 25 Soviet diplomats from US in sep;1986. This was
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largest number of Soviet diplomats ever expelled‘by the
US. The Soviet Union retaliated on october 19 by odering

the expulsion of five US diplomats.

Meanwhile, the Reykjavik summit held in october 1986
triedvto compensate the loss of these‘minor'strains over
the superpower relationship. The summit was succeséful in
. long-range nuclear weapons, INF, short.range missiles and
nuclear testing areas. Although Mr.vGeorge.Shultz, the US
_ Secrétary of state, disclosure in a statement ;b press'at
tthe end of the summit came as a SurpriSe to many
pélitical ahalysts. He stated ‘that there were no
agreements on INF, strategic weapons reduction,
‘apparently because of Soviet insistence on an o&erall
'péckagé including agreements on SDI and US unwillingnéss
to make sufficienﬁ concessions on SDI. Earlier President
Reagan had said that " I told him (Gorbachev) I have
pledged'to the - American people that I could not trade.
aWay SDI.. SDI is what brought the Soviets back.to arms
control“talks".19 ‘Thus, US was all setvtb éash the SDI
prograﬁme to pursued Soviet Unicdn for unilateral and

‘unconditional concessions. That is why Gorbachev while

19. See Times of India (New Delhi) , october 14, 1986,

'see also, International Affairs, 3 march 1986, p. 56

and International Herald Tribune, May 14,1985.
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returning from the -Reykjavik summit,' criticized the
" validity of US view that Soviet Union can't bear the
ecdnomic burden of most shophisticated arms race, and
would break under the pressure and bow down before the

west,20

The signing of INF treaty _in December 1987 _in
‘washington was a genuine breakthrough on the_ road of
‘nuclear,disaémamentvliving no dbubts as to whether or not
the task of phasing.out nuclear arms was utopiah. This
was first ever agreement to eliminate two classes of
nuclear weapons. |

Apart from this it creatéd a congenial political and

psychological environment for negotiating other major

issues regarding nuclear, strategic and othér weapons.

- The Political'bureau of the CPSU, ‘while assessing
~ the summit stated that "The signing in washington.of the
treaty between USSR and the US ‘on the elimination of"
intermediate range' and short raﬁge 'missiles is. an

important milestone in international development. - The

practical beginning of creating a world without nuclear

20. See, CDSP, November 30.1986. 21. Darshan Sing (Ed)
"Soviet Foreign Policy Document (Sterling

Publishers Private Limited 1987), p.V1l
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arms has been laid".21_The agreement concerning the basic
‘outline of a new treaty on 50 percent reduction in‘Soviet
- and US strategic offensive arms,was another important
outcome of. washington summit. - The two .leaders also

instrueted their respective delegetions positioned at
Geneva to work ont an agreement that would commit both

the sides to observe the 1972 ABM treaty.

EarlierL on September'15,1987, tne Soviet foreign
Minister EdWard Shevardnadze and.US Secretary of state
George Shultz signed an agreement.on establishment of
‘risk reduction centres in Moscow and Washingten' to
lessen the chances of accident, at white house. This was -
first direct communication channel between Moscow and

" washington since the establishment of hot line in 1963.

Bilateral economic scientific environmental and
cultural ‘ceoperation and joint "handling of "~ global
probiems recieved a  fresh push.. Inter parliementary,
cultural and public contacts also recieved a new boost.
'In 1987 five delegation of the US senators visited USSR
~and in turn the two Soviet delegations visited U.S. In

context - of these achievements  the Soviet Foreign

21. Darshan Singh(ed.) "Soviet Foreign Policy Document

(Sterling Publishers private Limited, 1987), p.VI.
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minister's statement hardly 1looks exaggerated when he
described 1987 a relatively fruitful year for Soviet-US
-relationshipﬂ. But one could easily see. that the TUS
administration was yet to rely upo@ exclusively political
means of security. The growing US infatutation with
'miracle weapons' and persistence on SDI prbgramme made

the agreement anything short of fully statisfactory.

The INF treaty was welcomed in Europe by and large'
- and the Warsaw pact nations fully approved the résults of
the sﬁmmit. However, some NATO strategists came out with
,the conclusion that the treaty would weaken. the NATO,
1eaving' the western Europe at - the mercy of & FUSSR,

because of Soviet superiority in conventional weapons.22

Regional _conflicts together with Afghanistan was
.~ also a very hot issue during thé talks. The So&iet side
repeated ité familiar posifion that the USSR would start
with drawing its tréops from Afghanistaﬁ as soon as érms
supplies and material aid to Afghaﬁ rebels would be
stopped. Soviet also cleared their stance that if it did
not want a pro-moscow regime in Kabul, certainly it would
not like the vice a versa case.

Encouraged by the vital break through gained during

the INF treaty in December 1987, President Reagan visited

22. 1bid.
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Soviet Union for s summit'meeting with Mr. Gorbachev on
May 29 - June zi 1988. During the talks, arms control,

human:rights and regional issues were high on the agenda
and a considerable progress was made in all these areas.
But the ' result of the summit fall anything ‘short  of
expectations. As Gorbachev while summing his assessment
of the summit said, " we Aave gone up by one‘rung»may be
two. ... we could have achieved more, but politics is the

art of possible.23"

Earlier a major confidence building  step Was taken
by both the countries en January 11-14,1988 to Wash‘out
'the'cleuds of mistrust. The 20 US Scientist'toured the
Russiaﬁe main nuclear- test site at semipalatinsk in
Kazakhistan and on Jan. 26-29 Soviet scientists visited
the US test site in the Nevada desert The two gides
expressed hope towards already expandlng Soviet- US ties
and noted with satlsfactlon that a number of bilateral

issues agreements in such fields have ‘been secured so

far:

1) Transport, science and technology ;

ii) = Maritime search and rescue;

' 23. Keesing's Contemporary Archives, 1988, vol. 34, p.

36060.
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iii) The recent signing of a new-memorahdum-on
civilian nuclear reactor safety wunder the bilateral
agreement on the peaceful uses of atomic energy, and

iv) The start of bilateral agfeeménts on combating

narcotics and trafficking.

The Soviet Union began the proéeSS'of implementing
the first stége of INF accord  in February 1988 by
withdrawing its SS-12 missiles from East Germany and
Czechoslovakian territory. The counter step came from
‘ west Germany who - announced that cruise-and pershing IT
missiles would be withdrawn from German.fterritory in

October 1988.

Further, a series of meeting were held between Mr.
Shultz and Mr. Shevardnadze in Waéhington, Moscow and
Geneva alongside the ninth round of the nuclear.andrépéce
talks = concerned primarily with strategic weapons.
Gorbachev himself at a session of Yugoslav Parliament on
‘March 17, made public proposals for a Balkan nuclear free
zone and for an effective fréeze.on the number of Ué'and
Soviét Warships in the Mediterranean whichlﬁe described

as one of the explosive regimes of the world.

The planned series of regular military level -

bilateral exchanges provided in the INF treaty were

39



implemented in 22 July 1988 by the visit of the chief of
the Soviet General.Staff, Marshal Sergeil Akhromeyev to
the US and a visit to Soviet Unidn.by the US Secretary of
Defence Mr. Frank Carlucci in August of the same year.
Again the US and Soviet inspection teams carried out
"baseline inspections" of Soviét_and Us militarY‘bases in

accordance with the Moscow summit.

Meanwhile, Mr. Gorbachev was elected as Chairman of
the Presidium of the USSR Supereme Soviet (de facto
President of Soviet .Union)’ 6n October 7,1988 at at

extraordinary session of the Supereme soviet.

Thus throughout the year 1985-88. We can sée a
‘qualitative és_well aé quantitativé changes in Soviet ﬁS
bilateral relationship. During these years a séries of
'bilateral summit meetings were held, eSpecially to.
overcomefthose barriers who were hampéring the way of
good _relationship ~between '~ the two. Most notable
‘agreemehts were Reykjavik ahd Geneva. While the‘signing
of. the INF treaty in December 1987 was ‘a major
breakthrough aimed at reducing the tension between the
two. Gorbachev first two years, witnessed the éager
-attempts by him to free the Soviet-US ties from the year
. old shackleS"of'the cold war politics. His 'new thinkingf"

was especially designed to achieve the Soviet security at
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a minimum possible cost, and to make the -world less
threatening. The traditional 'containment of communism'
" vs. 'containment of capitalism!' poiitics which'had.been
the basic infrastructure of Soviet-US relationship is
seemed to be disappeared from super power_relationship,

and it was no "longer based on 'zero-Sum-Game' politics.

The'abandoning of confrontationist politics éndvthe
adoption of cooperation was in accordance with the felt
Soviet needs of foreign aid and helping hand from ﬁhe US.
But the US in these initial years of 'new fhinking' was
deemed to be acting like a political blackmailer whose
motive was to take advantage of the weak doméstié
situaﬁibn. of the USSR. The minor strains in Soviet—US
relational in the initial years of Gorbachev’Were mainly

the result of this thinking of the-.US.

Moreover, thesé years provided withvthe prelude to
the end of the cold war. The deideologization of Soviet
foreign'policy and similarily US'promise tb'help Russia
in its extensive economic, political. and cultural
- reforms, aimed at democratizing the Soviet syétem-was;
very instrumental in starting the process towards‘the.end

- of the cold war.
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- CHAPTER : 111

THE END OF THE COLD WAR AND THE
RUSSIAN-US RELATIONS, 1989-91

The'withering away of cold war was a major event in
- post World war era not merely because it saw the thawing of
Soviet-Us rélationship and the end of traditional rivalry
~between the two - superpowers, but it also opened the
opporﬁuﬂities for the new foreign policy'éhoices for both
the countries. Gorbachev's new thinkingfs'ih interhétional
~politics which sought for the cooperation and cobrdihation

in place of conflict and confrontation was instrumental in

- breaking the taboo between east and west. Although, the

mutual_distrust'and4a kind of fear psychososis which had
been the dominating factor in Soviet-Us relationship during
the cold war périod was already -started showing a
diminishing trend as a result of commencement of concept of
detenté during Brezhnev period. Gorbachev's new thinking,
.ahd the events in the eastern Europe prOVéd to be final
‘blow to the cold war. In the chénged situation heither
Soviet Union  nor Us was willing to bear this mental,
material and psYchological burden furthermore and both were

eager to do away with this 'unnecessary burden'’.

However, the 'nmew thinking was very helpful in
breaking the earlier 'zero sum game' relationship between

the two superpowers. Gorbachev came forward with a much
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broader and more defused notion of security. The Denial of
unilateral military solution and acceptance of multilateral
‘cooperation and mutual‘ réliance in order to reduce the
-poSsibilitiés of military confrontation, provided thé
initial break through in. assuring the end of the cold war.
The summit.meeting at Reyjavik in October 1986, and the
‘signing of INF treaty in December 1987 further confirmed

that the cold war is breathing its last.

Finally, the post-war era collapsed in 1989; the year
has made it clear that the Soviet Union and the Us now
_have'itvin their power to put_an end to theVCold Wér —'the
most impbrtant, expensive and dangerous.phenomenon of -the
.post war era.l The drastic changes.in Eastern Europe are'in.
themselves able to finish it off the nightmare of Cold War
because it staftqd. from there and ended there too. The
single set of events that was decisive in ending war ﬁime
hopes for lasting.'Soviet—Americaﬁ» friendship was the
Stalinization of Eastern Europe'bétween théﬂérrival of red
army in 1945 and the death of Jan Masaryk in 1948. The
Roosvelt's efforts were pulled into vain, and the pledge of
yalta cdnference to held a free elecfibn in all those

countries set free from Nazi army were mercilessly trodden

(1) . Mc george Bundy 'from Cold war towards trusting peace'.

foreign affairs; 1989/90, Voi.69, No. I, p. 197.
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.by'Stalin's red army>and,his local henchmen. In the 1last
-years:of 1990s interﬁational communism had seems to have
lost its hissionary appeal. Many of the communist regimes
had been. thrown out of Eastern Europe on the charges of
equsea as corrupt, tyrannical and incompetent. During the
fall and winter of 1989 communist,rﬁle was tbppled in three
‘key northern tier states of the Wafsaw pact --- Poland, the
German Democratic -~ Republic and Czechoslovakia. . The
communism was a declining force in Hungary and was on the
'slippery, slope of multiparty reform even in.vBulgaria.i
Although there were stil communist regimes in countries

like China, Cuba and North Korea.

But‘communiSm as a world wide political movement died
in 1989, which was a méjor'source of,unhealthy relationship
_between»ithe East and West. Thus for a layman a more
appropriate question may be who'lost more in the Cold War
rather than who won the Cold War ? But for a keén.observer
‘of the international politics and by every measﬁres- of -
conventional post-war score keeping, 1989 was the year in
whichvthe-west won the Cold War.? The Us was successful in

deterring the Soviet Union from gaining prepon derance in

2. Arnold L. Horelick, 'Us-Soviet Relations: the Threshold

' of a New Era' Foreign Affairs 1989/90, Vol. 69, No.1l, P.51.
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Eurasia, and in exhausiting it economically along with

discrediting its ideology.

'Thus post war era collapsed in 1989. By the end of the
year the East European Countries seem - to have been
liberated themselves from the shackles of Brezhhev
Doctrines." The division of Europe had been: overcome
symbolically with the collapse of the Berlin wall and
literally with the opening of borders between Hungary and
Aﬁstria,'Czechslorakia_and Austria, East Gérmany_and west
Germany.3 The Moscow was seeing all these events helplessly
or unwilling to prevent the sudden. deterioration of 1its

- most sensitive geopolictical position.

The Cold war thus ended without a hot war. In doing so
it generator fundamental changes in th critical _areas
" --the geostrategic and philosophical.4 In Eurasia Sovlét
power not merely shrank back to its 1940s. ffontiers, but

now it 1is being challenged even within its own borders.

\

3. Jean J. Kirkapatrick.' Beyond the Cold war' foreign
Affairs 1989/90,Vol.69,No.1i,P. |
4. Dr. Zibigniew Brezezinski, 'The consequences -of the

end of the Cold was for international security,'

Adelphi Papers, winter 1991, no, 265, p.5.
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United germany joined the NATO ‘and - thus geostrategic
charges brought severe implications for Soviet security

perceptions.

PhiloSophically, Soviet Union itself élbng.wiﬁh its
- earstwhile Eést'European.partners.was dominated = by the
Western concepts of'democracy and free market. Onge g ={e)
iﬁtellecturally dominatral competing notion of Marxism was

discredited.

The geostrategic Changes brought abbut,by the events
in EasﬁernvEurope, compelled the Soviet Union to revise it
security needs and perceptions. Because beforé the fall of
.its‘east‘European warsaw allies they were'working as the
‘Russian's hatural castie and a; guarantee to = Soviet
security. Until the changes occurred iﬁ East Europé the
Soviet nuclear forces had two main missions .0
i) to neutralize major strategic targets in western

Europe; and | | |

ii) to deter a first strike on the part of the Americans.

But with the collapse of Eastern Europe these motives
of Soviet Union automatically become a non-entity. Soviet

Union's ‘profound concern for its - safety was elaborately

5. Jean-Louis Gregorian 'Deterrence in post Cold War',

Adelphi Pabers, winter 1991,'VQ1.267, pp.3—13.‘
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found expression in the 1llthe round of Nuclear and Space
Talks (NST)'began in Geneva cn June 15, 1985, aimed at the
reduction and control of the supérpower strategic nuclear

weapons. The main areas of contention in the draft text

were
a) Soviet demands for a linkage between START accord and
the development of Space Weapons.
" b) Soviet insistence on the inclusion of submarine
launched cruise missiles in any agréement;
c) ghe question of mobile iand—based missiles; and
d) Verification procedures.6

At the nmita summit "held in December 1989, between
George Buslhh and Mikhail Gorbachev, the convergence of
American and Soviet-positions on most agenda items was with
minimum tension, low risk and prospectively at a greatly
redﬁced cost.? The two leaders displayea broad agréement on

devélopments in East Europe, the aim of unprecedented.

6. Kessing's Record of Wworld Events, 1989, Vol. 35, p.
36751
7. Arnold L.Horelick 'Us-Soviet Relations. The Threshold

of a new era' Foreign Affairs 1989/90, Vol.é69, No.1,
Pp. 51-69.
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There relationship seemed likely to develop concluding a
START treaty by June 1990 and a conventional weapons treaty
by the end of 1990. The need to move towards a Global ban

on chemical weapons was also felt and widely discussed too.

While assessing the Soviet-Us.relationship, Gorbachev
pointed out that the soviet Union was attempting " to turn
drastically its economy towards cooperation with other
countries and said that what had happened during the

meeting on this subject had been of principle importance.

President Bush also assured that he would recomend
observer status for the Soviet Union within the GATT. It
was further reported that Us had agreed to remove the
existing-restrictions oﬁ Us-Soviet trade and to award thé
Soviet. Union most favorable natiéns treatment once the
supereme Soviet had approvedv laws codyflying the

liberalization of emigration.

Thus malta summit witnessed the coilapse of the
international order created at the yalta conference which
later led to a massive polarisation of world and of course
provided a breathing ground for the cold war. Malta summit
alsot aésured the assimilatidn of soviet union in world
economy as it was promised by US to-give it observer status

within GATT, and most favour nation status. US was seemed
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to be convinced withv the Russian progress towards a
liberated market economy and was already pressurizing
Russia for the softening. of its emigration laws. Thus Mata
Summi£ marked the end of traditional rivalary between the
two and the life span of cold war can best be described as
from 'Yalta to Malta. Anothervmajor achievement of'1989 was
the soviet acceptances that it would withdraw its troops
from the Afghanistan . The soviét—presence in Afghanistan
had been'one of the key sources of tension between the two
superpower. To many scholers the‘iSOQiet intérvention in
Afghanistan in 1979 provides a new lease of life to the
‘cold war, and period after it is often descriyedvas new
cold war' era. There were criticism all around the world,
ever since Russian troops landed in Afghanistah.
'Washtingtoﬁ was of the. view that the military intervention
in Afghanistan was an expansionist action on the part of
 Moscow and that Moscow had to be beaten back.® There was
immense diplomatic pressure on the soviet union to withdraw
from Afghanistan. There was, howevér, a ray of hope when
Gorbachev referred of Afghanistan as the Soviet Unions

"bleeding wound" .2

8. See Times of India, April 14, 1988.
9. Louis Dupree , " The soviet Union and Afghanistan in

1987", Current History (Philadelphia ), vol. 86, No.
516 ,1987,P.385
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Soon after Gorbachev came in power Regan
administration decided to idcrease support tc the Afghan
guerrillas. Actually , localized the Afghan conflict might
have looked , it was fraughot with fearful possibilities of
histofy' being repeated on a newly enlarged gecpolitical
scale which could have calumniated into a mwuch wider
conflict . Because the superpowers, Russia and America, had
a direct stake in Afghanistan, they were pursuing
diametrically opposite aims.10 1In fact the Russian presence
.in Afghanistan had become a a,economic liabi1ity of soviet
.union.

Gorbachev also realized that it is indeed very difficult to
wit a war against Gorillas . Finally he decided to withdraw
soviet forces from Afghanistan . He was willing to withdraw
his forces without any accord.1?l Hdwéver, the UN sponsered
agreement paved a face saving way to the withdrawal of
Russian forces.1? The agreement was signed by-Pakistan and

Afghanistan and guaranteed by the US and the USSR

10. Igor Malashenko, " soviet American relations after

totalitarianism and the coid war ," International

Affairs, June 1991,P.I. _
11. See Times of India, April 2,1988.
12. See Hindustan Times (New Delhi), May 11,1989
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The QithdfaWal of soviet tréopé from  Afghanistan
flush out a major stumbling bloc between the two. The
success of the superpower in providing solution over
Afghanistan also provided lessions for other regional
conflicts. First , if the superpowers cculd act rationally
and pragmatically other regional conflicts can also be
solved in a similar way . Secondly , that Russian's are

true to their words.13

Anoﬁhér important decision has involved the reduction
in military spending. In 1989 the military budge:t came to
77.3 billion roubles and in 1990m it is planned to further
reduéé this figure by 8.2 percent. - According to Dimtri
Yazov, minister of defence , there conversation in military
spending will permit additionai financial resources to be
dirécted into produétion for civilian purposes. Four
hundred military factories and one hundred civilian
factories, which produced'miiitary goods, will be_converted

into plants which will produce civilian goods.14

13. See International Herald Tribune, January 6,1988

14 D.T. Yazov ; report on the 28the congress of the CPSU,

Pravda, July5, 1990, P. 4. in Andrei G. Bockkarev,
Perestroika in Soviet Foreign policy ' The Korean

Journal of international Studies, summer 1991, vol,

xxii, no.2 P.281
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To further strengthen the newly achieved cooperative
enviorement. The soviet and US president, each send tele-
vised new year message to the other's country on January 1,
1990. The two leader expressed -enthusians in developing
closer ties between their countries during the 1990s and
referred to the Malta Summit in December 1989 as a terming
point in their relationship and in disarmament talks.
Gorbachev declared that '1990" could become a genuine
turning point in the efforts to limit and reduce arms and
that it woﬁld open up a period of genuine Soviet US coope—-
ration aimed .at building a world rulling out subversive
ac;ion ‘pressure, interference and gfouhd i.nvasion."l-5
In accordance with this spirit the Soviet Union and US, in
January, 1990 concluded th;ee-preliminary agreement on the
levels of their forces stationed in Europe, the phasing out

of chemical weapons and inspection of each others nuclear

arsenals.

Bush and Gorbachev hold their second summit meeting in
Whastington on may 31 June 1990. The main results of the
summit were:

a) the signing of an agreement banning the production of.

chemical weapons;

15. Keesing's Record of World Events, 1990, vol.36, p.37201
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b) A set of accords normalizing commercial relationship
beéween tﬁe two countries for the first time in 50
years |, and’

c) A provisional treaty on nuclear weapons. The
comprehensive agreements on reductions in stratégic
huclear arms {START) and conventional forces in Europe
(CFE) , which were thought imminent at the time of
malta summit, were not achieved but were assured to be
concluded by the end of 1990. Further a trade
agreement between the two provided for a reduction of
customs duty on goods traded by the two countries was
,also_conciuded.\The agreement also provided for better
copyriéht protection for US companies and for
reduction .in the time US companies would have to wait
for approval to begin commercial operation in Soéiet
Union. An agreement ‘to extended commercial ai¥’£ravel
and relations Governing_umritime transport between

the two were also simplified.

Meanwhile, by the end of the year 1990, the east
European upheaval came to an end following the unificétion
of German- Democratic republic (GDR) with the federal
Republic of Germany (FRG) on october 3,1990. However , the
.heads of state and Government of the 34 participants in
the conference on security and cooperation in Europe (CSCE)

assembled in paris on November 19-21 ,1990. The Paris
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summit has a "special importance in east west relationship,
as it marked the end of four' decades of military
confrontation between East and west . It adopted a charger

of paris summit for a new Europe.

Further, the agreement to dissolve the warsaw pact by
the bigning of 1992, provieds a new impetus to the
east-west relations. Oh November 19, leaders of the 16
member states of Warsaw pact signed an unpresented treaty
on éonvéntional ground forces in Europe and endorsed a
jpint'declaration rgnouncihg the use of force. The Warsaw'
pact was also came under severe attack by its member states
itserf . The Czechoslovak p;gsident Vacléy Havel described
the-warsawlﬁacﬁ'as a remenant ofipast and a typiéal product
of 'Stalinist expansionism.' At their final session on
" November 21, summit_léader's formally inaugurated a new era
of démocracy, peace and unity in Europe. Thus the German
'unificatioﬁ_resulted in the unification fo Europe and a
agreed understanding betweeh the east and west, condemning

the bloc model of security.

The year 1991 started with the  mounting chaos in
soviet baltic Republic and the soviet nacked use of forces
4éame in the wayvdf Soviet US relationship'fpr a while. At
éhe washington talks it had been agreed to postpone the

summit meeting between Gorbachev and president Bush,
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scheduledlfdriFébrdéry 11-13. Alphoaéh'botﬁ_sides said that

Bush @as too busy:wfth Gulf war but Us unease with events
. in baltic was widély asserted aschaving also been a factor.
However this waé Qreatly ﬁempered by western recognition of
the need to maintain soviet support for the ‘campaign

against Iraq in the gulf war.

The Gulfvcrisis was a real test time for the éost-cold
war soviet foreign policy, not merely with gulf countries
but also with west and the US. The'Gulf crisis dominated
the superpower relationship dﬁring the second half of the.
d1990.wIn entire Gulf crisis, the soviet foreign policy was
in",dilemmé,',especialyy in= a era when many régional
cbnflicfs were resol&ed through ﬁeaceful negotiation.
Soviet union had gainédzavlot of pdlitical advantagé since
the termination of the devastating iran—Iraq war. It was
sdqcessful in ééepening its relation with Iran,
esgéblished a satisfactory relationship with thé Arab Gulf
statesjls'Thus Moscow's*: fear was genuiﬁé ;hat it might

loose all these positive developments.

Secondly as evidenced by the last stage of the Iran

Iraq war where the US navy shielded kuwait from Iranian

16. Alex Pravoda (8D.) year Book of soviet foreign

relations (I.B.Tauris publishers , London, 1991)p.22
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. attack, the destabiiization of the Gulf involved a viable
risk of western deployment in the region, <a - highly

undesirable dévelopmeﬁt from the soviet point of view.

Lastly, given the mounting turmoil in the USSR asiatic
republic throughout the 1990, the soviet feared that any
surge of nationalistic or religional sentiments in the gulf

would entail grave consequences for these republics.

Hence, from movement Saddam made his quarrel  with
- Kuwait public, the .Soviet went out of their way to
convince him of the merits of peaceful negotitationsvthat
,will‘satisfy'the intereét of the both partiés, The Soviet
unions official stand was describedi as . "the USSR is
convinced that ﬁhere are no conflicts, no matter_ hdw
difficult, that can not be settled across-thé negotiation
vtable.17_That is why Moscow moved-to direct criticism only

‘when the Iragi leaders did not headed towards escalation.

The out break of Gulf war and the naked use of power
by the united states against Iraq was under the disguise
of UN resolution 678 was reaily a frustrating events. What
could have been achieved through a sincere and effective

'negotiatidns under the aegis of UN, could not even achieved

17. Ibid, p.282
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by the . high technology warfare indulging the entire

west.

What was more irpnical for ‘Soviet union was that it
did not merely suppdrted the US stahce against one of its
traditional ally but also failed "to provide effective
mediation and a peaceful solution to the <crisis.
In the initial moments of the gulf war the Soviet decision
makers were highly confused over the issue, that whether it
should actively participate in action against 1Iraq or
should ”éonfine itself inv mérely criticizing the Iraqi
invasion‘and suppbrting*the 6N reéolution; On the other
hand US was determined to involve Soviet ground forces in
' Iraq directly. In the helsinki Summit held in Sép}:e_mber
1990, the Soviet Union failed to convince the US to accept

the Soviet position.

Similarly Soviet mediation role also resulted in a
ludicrous fiaséo as the veteran Soviet diplomat Yevgeny
primakorls ideas and solutions were outrightly rejected by
the G.C.C ‘members. Thus in the entire gulf crisis the
Soviet relations to US was more opportunistic,as the Soviet
leaders were 1looking at the gulf crisis at a golden
oppbrtunity to show affinity witthS interests and in turn

gain maximum economic age and a often US reaction against
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Sovietm operations. in Baltic lilept..iblaics.18 _.éi-nally Soviet
Unioﬁ Supi)orted the UN resolution No. 678, authorizing Vthe
-use of force againsi: irag. Although earlier Gorbachev held
the view that "a military -solution was fraught with the
unpredic table consequences". In entire Gulf episode the
Soviet leadership stood shoulder by.shoulder. with US with a
view to maximize economic and other benefits from west,

overlooking the long term Soviet interests.

'-I:hus‘in the Gulf crisis we can see the entire Soviet
policy osc-illating‘betv}éen maximizing the benefits from
west a£1d hangover of..bein‘g a superpower. The Sovi‘et offi-
_cial position takem in »Gﬁlf war not merely differed from °
*pubi'ié opinion but also from so;ne of its core decision
: makexfs; Thatcis how the then Russian vice-President Rustkoi
while | aps:wering a gquestion frém a Washington post
corAr‘espond;envt, said. "I ‘am against methods that rely on

force, which with rare excepi:ions, do not produce

18. Mustafa Golam, Soviet Policy towards the Gulf crisis
Realist or opportunist' Biis Journal, Jan. 91, vol.12,

No. 1, P. 74
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“results.;lg‘ﬁowévér;5even if convinééd“by the fact that the’
ugé;pf force is not a ﬁermanent solution to .any problem,
Soviet 1eadershig.went for a support to US, which was for a
long time w§iting to exhibit its hi-tech war  instruments.
Gennady Vasilyev, one of political commentator of Soviet
Russia rightly stated Gulf war as a 'unprecedented prbving

ground for latest U.S western military hardware .20

However, amidst the -qulf crisis there were serious
developments taking place in Soviet domestic erena, which
had Qhas a profound ﬂimpact on Soviet us relations. The:
‘differences between Gorbachév and Yeltsin were started
téking place in' Russian Federation. President Yeltsin, use a
live _nation wide teievision used a 1live nation wide-
television ‘bfoadcaét on " February 19 to iaungh a personal
attack on Gorbachev and to demand his immediate
resigna;ion. He also called on ﬂié fellow radicals to
declare war on gﬁe leaderéﬁip of the country which had led
‘us into a’qqagmire.

Earlier Prime Minister Pavlov's announcement had

already caused a serious strain on developing Soviet US

closer ties. He wmade a astonishing announcement that

(19) The Current Digest of ;hg Soviet Press, 1991 vol..
XLIII, No. 7, P.9.

20. 1Ibid, No. 6, P 18.
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vJanuary's sudden withdrawal of Rbs 50 and Rbs 100 bank
- notes had been prompted by the discovery_of a western plot
to flood the Soviet economy with billions of Roubles to

create artificial hyper-inflation.

'Two, further developments in February itself were also
- taken by4commentators.as signals of thé deterioration in
Soviet US relétions. Firstly, £he US administration
announced emergéncy medical aid.to to be channeled directly
to. the Bltic republics. Secondly, the US secretary of
state, :James Baker, recommend that the President»should not
Summit'the treaty on coﬁventional armed'forcesvin Europe
(CFE), signed in Paris in November, 1990; for Senate
satification. Baker <coupled his recommentation with
'eXpreéSions of support for the caurageous people of the

Baltic States and warning to the Soviet leadership that

Perestroika can't succeed at gun point.

However, these harsh US.reaction can be analysed as
the old American Pressure tactics to pressurise Russia to
follow  a soften policy towards the Baltic 4Republics and
most important to accelerate the democratization and
liberalization process. The Soviet leédership, keepihg in .
mind thé demand of the situation, tried to satisfy US: by
destroying. the 1last of its $S$-20 intermediéte-'range

missiles at the Kapustinyar test site, on May 12, ending a
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three year process initiated under the terms of the 1987

INF treaty.

In June é number‘df steps had been»espeCially'designed
to repair the political damage caused earlief in'the.year
by differences over.thg Gulf war, the Soviet crackdown=iﬂ
the Baltic Republiés and 'difficulties in arms chtrol
negoﬁiations. on June 3 President Bush announced the waiVér
for a . further year of " the so called: Jackson‘ Vanik
restfictions, and on June 11 congress approved credits of
1,500 million to Soviet Union, for the purchase of US farm

products.

The lést phase of the year 1991 saw the emergence of
Baris-Yeltsin-és the national leader and declining prestige
of Mikhail Gorbachev both inside the ‘country as well
‘outside. The election of Boris Yeltsin as the President of
_the russia confirmed this fact. By the end of the year

'1991, 'US also started taking more interest fin. Yeltsin
| because Gdrbachev's popularity was on decline. In contrast,
vyeltsin was expected to accelerate ﬁhe ongoing reforms more
vigorously and hence serve the US interest in Russia better
'.thén Gorbaéhov. What was more important from the Us point,
view, yeltsin was not at all cohcerned with  the task of
- halting the declining Soﬁiet'prestigé,_rather he was more

interested in overcoming the domestic economic problems.
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:Thﬁs the Russian Foreign poiicy after thé end of the cold
war suddenly became transparent and predictablé, as
'RussiaLs domestic problems increased. The end of the cold
war resulted in the decline of Soviet Union's iﬁternational
‘stature which in'turnHréduced its bargaining capécity With'
United.Stétes. By the end of the year Russia suddéniy found
o itéelf groveling before the US. The ,zerb sum game
.relationship came to an end the US was seem to piayihg from

the both sides in the new international game with Russia.

The eﬁd of the cold war proVed #eiy cbstiy fdr the
Soviet .UhiOn, it lost its cold war satellites in East
Europe and its own integrity came under serious threat.
Finally ﬁSSR disintegrated under the severe domestic ‘and

international pressure.
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‘CHAPTER IV
THE RUSSIAN-US RELATIONSHIP AFTER THE
COLLAPSE OF THE -SOVIET UNION, 1992-94

The storm of maSsivé political, economicvand social
reforms started from east Europe SO§n rééched the soviet
.ﬁnion,.crossing-the‘urals through its Baltic Republics.
By the time this devastating storm reached the soviet
Union it'was'already fighting with the ﬁenacing domestic
problemS‘— crippled eéonomy, endleés ethnic conflict.and
a growing tide of rising nationality probiem-étanding'in
’.é bellicose gesture to come out of soviet Umbrella. This
situation was added with GorbacheVﬁs disparate attempt to
solve thé guardian knot of problems by deideologizing the
soviet'stfuéture and his unwillingness to continue With 
.;he old soviet policy to retain its empire at any cost.
Once'ﬁhe cradle of marxism-Leninism loosened, the soviet
'republicé came out in direct revolt agéiﬁst the central
authority, oﬁe after another. The‘well'cherished shock
therapy, proved futile for the dieing soviet economy,
political negotiation and even the use of'sﬁeer hecked
force failed to end the ethnic prdblems and conflicts and
eventﬁally the prestigious soviet empire succumbed to its

own contradictions.

With the conclusion of minsk declaratioh, " which

reads "we the republics of Belarus, Russian federation
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and thé Ukrainé as the founder states of USSR which
Sighed the union treaty of 1992, henceforth’descfibed as
'thé high contracting parties, conclude that the USSR has
ceased to exist as a subject of international. law and as.
nwl

"~ a geopolitical entity, marked the final disintegration

of soviet union.

Kéeping in mind thé magnitude?of'thé problems the
:soviet‘uﬁidn was facing, it came hardly aé a Sﬁrpfise-for"
;world,-of even for Russian leadership itself;:fdr-that
matter. Even since Ehe beginning of 1980s the country had
 been facing phe multivafied crisis and the crisis also
progressed as the decade progressedt The . soviet union
could have existed with the crisis and its. continued‘
>-efforts to&overcome it?
butfit.might ha&e beén a worst situation even than its
diéintegration. Thus this e&ent come as a news for whom

the world was waiting for a long time, rather, than as

»a_disbelief.

1. SIPPRI Year Book (oxford university Press, 1992) p-
558
2. Zafar Imam, 'How and why soviet Union disintegrated'

International Studies, Oct-Dec., 1992 vol. 29, No.

4, P. 378
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Gorbachev himself has  analysed the réasons which
had brought = the downfall of the communist system. In his
fareWell address to the nation, telivised on 25 december
'1991.3; He identified the dismal economic performance of
the system as primary season. He stated"»Fate had it that
when I féund myself at' the head .of the state it wés
already clear that .all was not . well 1in the country.
There was plenty Qf'evérything, yet we lived.much worse
than the developed.countries and kept fallihg's béhind
them more and more"!_He further idéntified three ills of
the Soviet Society  primarily responsible--the fcommand
bufeaucratic structure, it's subservience ideology >andi

consequently the terrible burden of arms race.

Thué'forASoviet‘Leadership itself it was.an unhappy
event but not the surprising oﬁe. - For the west,
especially for US it was a most Welcomed event as it is
.clear from the President Bush's christmas messége'of'1991
over the US victory in the cold War. He exclaimed in jéy
while.saying that" who éould have thought twelve months

‘ago that the Soviet Union would no longer existn.?

3. See Times of India (New Delhi, 27 Dec. 1991).

4. See Times of India (New Delhi) of 24 Dec. 1991
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However, immediately after the formal disinte—
gfation of Soviet Unioﬁ west did not show any hesitation'
~in giving recognition to the Russia = as :the legal
successbr of the former soviet union. Onf24 Décember'
' Russia was recognised by the British Government as a

‘Sovereign state and as the inheritor of the international
‘rights and obligations of . the soviet union. - The
 folloQing.day, after gorbachev's _dignifiéd valedictory
télevised-speech, Russia recieved diplomatic recognition
 from the US. .By éarly January 1992 more than 110 stétes
had graﬁted diplomatic recognition to the Russian

- Federation.

The US was awafé'of,thé fact that,eVeh'aftef its_.
disintegration - Russia remained a ‘very  significant
geo-politic entity and maintaining aingood. relationéhip
"with Russia would serve its own interests. The US had
obvious reason behind thisrthinking
I) Even.if~after its disintegration no one can deﬁy

the potential military strength of Russia.

II) Russia still reméins the biggest country in the
world in" terms of territory.

-~ III) Its pléce among . permanent member -of Security’

Council enables it  offer ~ambitious plans for

restructuring the world system.
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IV) Still Russia has effective influence over the lafge

number'of déveloping third world countries and this

“influence can be channelised in NPT and . other
saféguard.areés ; and

V) In Us view Russia was capable.of keeping the spread

of nuclear arms in CIS, under control.

Thus Russia was fu1filling all the requiéités to be-
aptly _called‘ the legél -éuccessor of the USSR) Russia
occupies ‘the 'bulk‘ of soviet territory -and has a
population of 150 million, just more than half of the
soviet total ; more important, it controls most.80viet
natﬁral . resources. According 'to the most recent
'availablé figﬁres, Ruésia maintains 90 percent of the
Soviet o0il, nearly 80 percent of the natural gas,_60
percent of @ its electricity, -70 percent of gold
 production, and 10 percent of trained workers for the

overall union.>

However, Russian diplomats were Slbwly but surely
-enlarging the écope of their independent éctivities
eversince the August coup. The for most difficulty in
_this wainas;that_Russia was yet to achieve international
diplomatic' recognition as a separate entity.

Nevertheless, in anticipation of the logical end of this

-impasse, the Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Koerev had
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. already, at the  beginning of october 1991, spOkeﬁ ébout
Ruésia assuming its place at the united Nations uﬁder its
own name. Finally Russia got recognition in early 1992,
as a separate and independeﬁt entity, and soon after it

Russia came out with its own foreign policy perceptions.

Anyhow, it will be a miétake'to consider Russié as
the synonym of erstwhile soviet ﬁnion, evénthough-itvis-'
widely recognized legal successor of the soviet union, At
‘best Russia can be a good substitute of USSR, 6therwise
there is no comﬁarison between the two ehtitles in
- matters @f power, influence and authqrity that the former
soviet union had and the présent Russia is having now.r
.The interﬁational role of Russia hés weakened now, it has
- lost its bargaihing,capacity with united states, and more
importantly, so far it ‘has not ‘showh .interest  in
‘assertiﬁg'itS‘previous_super poWer stature. For this, the
.present Russia neithér has the capacity nor the political
will: So in this pOSt communist, neo-capitalist era
‘Russian relétionship with US is 1likely to be gﬁided by
its deeétic international imperatives rather than by the
geo;political and exﬁernal éﬁnsiderations. In the initial

years  of its recognition = Russian  foreign policy

i

5. Quoted in Dimitri Simes. "Russia Reborn", Foreign

Policy, Winter 1991-92,No.85, p. 42.
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. showed its unwillingness towards those moves that was
‘destined to threatening its international reforms and

confront it with other countries.

The eérly Russian relationship with US was seemed to
be guided by the - norms and compulsions of new‘
international world order, whichf.is.'based on two
premises. VFirst, the end of the cold war vand ‘the
confrontétion between the two superpowers and two'blocs,
reduced threats of nuclear . of encounter “and  the
'.liquidation of a threétening military bloc like.rthe
Warsaw pact.6 And second, that western style democracies
based on multi party system and frée market'ecohomy has
‘proved itself more .efficient and flexible than the
command economic and the Russia ié trying to consolidate
it in there domestic‘sphére} This bééomé most marked. in
stateméntsvwhich came from Russién Foreign Ministry'in
early, = 1992. It was repeatedly stated that Russia
intended to enter the club of ‘the most thamically
"developiﬁg democratic- countries “and that it wasv the

missing component of the democratic pole of the Northern

6. Vladimir verse,M.A., New Foreign Policy'of'Russia;

From world aspirations to Realism', _Review of Inter-

national Affairs, Vol. 43, No.1009-11, p.20,1992.
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Hemisphere.7.

In the initial years Yeltsins fofeign' policy is
seems to be fdllow up of what was pursued by his
predeccessor Gorbachev. In these years Russian policy to
Us contihueS'_to be based .on hopes of aid and credit

packages.

As Russia . is looking towérds a new céntury,' the
leadership of Yeltsin was wseemed to be intended .on.
. reconciliatioh withx.the vwest eépecially 'US.‘ MOscows_
attitudé is no longer considered as hostile; though there
were some differences over its nuclear forces and‘
militafy. Industrial complek.vThat was evident following
- a friendly and informal four hour méeting between
Y-Président Bush and Gorbachev at Camp David inveariy 1992
Boﬁh the leaders declared that their nations no ioﬁger
cohsider themselves potential adVersaries and ‘instead a

trusted friends.

They‘ also issued camp david declaration of New
Relations between the two nations . In accordance
with the. provisiOns -0of the declaration they pledged

to together to remove ‘any remnant bf cold war

7. Neil Malcolm,' The New Russian Foreign Policy’',

world today, Feb. 1994. Vol.15,No.2,p.28.
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hostility.®

They also promised to make every effort to support
the promotion of shared wvalues of democracy, the rule of
law, respect for human rights and peaceful change around-
the globe. Yeltsin became more enthusiastic and proposed
a joint research by scientists of the two countries'to
.evolvé a global defence that will protect the worid from
sﬁrprised»nuclear attack. by terrorists{’Right frbm the
vbeginning oné of the key concerné.of USvforéigh policy
had been to disarm the soviet union and dismantle the

" concept of parity from their bilateral relationship.
Russia was never a economic power is new past history and
its'parity with US was 6nly in itsxbapacity to destroy':
’eaéh other. Russia's main strengthlliéé chiefly in its
_superiority in -strategic nuclear arsenates. After the
coilépse Russia had only one thing to offer in return to

. US economic aid and that was its super power statﬁre. The
.Signing of START—II’ treaty in February .1992 made the
entire soviet foreign policy fully transparent living no
doubt about its real intentions. |

Although, the treaty was a land mark accOrd_designed.

to Wipe out the most deadly'weapons of. the cold war by

g;Bangkok Post (Bangkok) 3 Feb. 1992.
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'the year 2003. The agreement reduced TUS andv Russian
arsenals by tWo thirds, cutting the number of strategic
nuclear war ‘heads from.lo,OOO to a maximum of 3500 on
each sidé the levéls.of neafly 30.years ago. But avclose
analysis of the treaty reveals the faét» that US
.especially design this treaty in its favour and bto.
deprive Russia from . its super. pqwef position.'
Traditidnally, the basis Qf'Russia stréngth lies in its
land based missiles while the ‘source' of American
superiority was its nuclear submarines. According to the
provisions of the treaty Russia will destroy aii of 1its
‘land based missile while the US will only reduce its
nuclear submarines. Thus‘the provisions of the tfeaty is

clearly tillted towards the US.

That is why the westefn.analysts and media endorsed
the tféaty in poeticfway)‘ThUS supergeon-Kehny, President
‘of the Arms control association, a pfivatevthink ténk‘
- said shortly after thé‘conclusion of the treaty that the
pact is an example of a treaty in which both Sides_are
- clearly Winners.9 He further asserted that STARTV— II
codified the end of .the cold wa£ and under scores a

fundamental change in thinking about the role of nuclear:

9. New Strait Times (Kuala Lampur) 2 Jan. 1993,
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weapons 1in warfare. President Yeltsin also took up the.
western line and said in defence that the real power of
any nation should be judged by the living standered of

its citizens rather that by the number of its missiles.

However, the US started worrying that the landmark
START - II treaty slashing long range nuclear arsenals
may never be approved by the Russian parliament. the US

has obvious reasons behind this fear.

Right from the beginning-the,harliners attacked this.
treaty‘ severely, aceusing Yeltsin for selling the
countries sovereignty and denying_the long term national
interests. All though the conservatives hardliners arevin‘
minority in russian Parliament, but still they are able
to :.make their presence felt. Conservatives  argue that
‘retaining huge nuclear stockpiles is some how neCessafy
to prove the importance of Russia in todays world. Thus
- hardliners in a way are talking of continuation of old
balance of terror politics-and this'type of thinking can.
help Qﬁly revive the uniamented days of the eold war. But
still they had -a point to be heard earefullys‘Their reali
concern is to save the Russia from its deteriorating

international stature.

The'American fear became evident in Nikolai Pavlov
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statemeﬁt. One of most prominéﬁt members of -a hardline
'faétion‘he suggested that the opposition could resort to
terrorism if necessary to stop the: cuts in the 1bng.range_
nuclear weapons, agreed by Mr. Yeltsin. He told reporters
 I am not calling for violation of constitution, but if
parliament does not “prevent Russia . from éoming” under
Americaé-ﬁuclear umbrella, the clashes ére inevitable.lo
Further, the destruction of such arms is very costly}and
technical. It is 'aléo time consuming. The: Russian
economists have long warned thét destroying\their:nuclear
‘weapons Could. bankrupt the country. Thus the 'foremost
question arises here, will Russia be able to beaf. such
economic burdeh, which 1s already facing a eConomic
lcfunch.'Another argumentbagainst this ambitious tfeéty is-
that at least three members of the nuclear club China, -

France and Britain are not covered by the treaty.:

vTHe three former vsoviet ~republics,  Ukraine,
KZakhistan ‘and Belarus, which together' have more than
3.000 strategic nuclear War heads are élso noticoVéred by
the treaty provisions. Ukraine has already showed its

" reliable unwillingness to ratify the treaty.ll In such a

- 10.See, Times (London) 19 Jun. 1992.

11. see;fBangkok Post (Bangkok) 4 Jan. -1993.
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" hostile environment ‘the provisions of the treaty

‘automatically becomes meaningless.

Finally, as the most extensive of any disarmament
treafy’ ever 'signed,’ START-II is . undoubtedly  an
‘achievement of historical significance. But it may be
mentioned here that START—I, signed in June 1991, is yvet
to be ratified and Yeitsin Will have to steer START II
'through the Russian Parliament which is seemed to be very .
- tough keeping in mind the hardiiners_empathyvtoWards the_

treaty.

On 17 June, 1992 during a. state visit to Washington,
D.C. President}Boris Yeltsin joined with'President Bush
in signing the chartér of Russia-American partneréhip and
friendship. The agreement affirmed their commitment to
the establishment of a and durable basis for relatibns
',festing' én partnership and frieﬁdéhip to vdemocratic
principles and practices énd to the quest for aA
stréngthening of _interhatiOnal peace and security.
Yeltsin committed the Russian Federation to acceieration
of the.processes‘of‘privatization and democratization and
to implementation of extensive structural'reforms invall

sectors of society and the economy.

HoWever, a number of moves by the Russian Govt. is .

considered to be potentially serious disagreement and a
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breach to the Yeltsin's commitments. In early 1993

Yeltsin removed his vpromarket Deputy . energy Minister,

Victor Lopukhin and signalled that movement towards world

level prices for Russian oil and gas, 'ar-key IMF

condition, will be postponed.

But " this decision of Yeltsin was taken by US as

merely a move that will silence his hardliners rivals

~ rather than Russia asserting its previous adamant

posture. Bill Clinton continues his support to Yeltsin

saying, he is,the first elected leader of the Russia in a

' thousand years and one who had shown a great_deal of

courage ‘in sticking up for democracy, civil liberties,

and market reforms. j,. Earlier, warren Christopher, the-

US secretary of state after meeting Andrei KOZyrev,:his

“Russian counterpart, in Geneva, 25 Feb. 1993 has asserted

the‘same voice, " the US" 1is determined to support the

- cause of reforms in" Russia."

In fact US has its own interest in supporting the

ongoing domestic reforms in Russia. As President Bill

Clinton argues, the US has three intereSts"in our

~cooperation with Russia. first, was to make the world a

safer place, by continuing to reduce. the threat of nuclear

"12. See, The Hindu (Madras), 25 March, 1993.
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"war and huclear proliferat‘ion.13 Ciinton“s this motive
was already expressed in his Feb. 1992 agreement with
Russia iﬁ'which they -agreed to se@ up an international
centre to provide work to top nuclear scientists from the
former Soviet Union now facing the unemployment. -‘This
‘sympathetic treatment of US towafds.thé starving'nuclear.
scientists is not an example of American 'benevolence,
rather‘itvis Americén concefn to reduce the threat of
(nucleaf proliferation what was more perturbing for US'waS'
the news that éome middle east countries are trying to

hire these nuclear scientists.

Secondly to support the development of democracy in

Russia.

Third, to support the development of a free market

in Russia.

The ﬁost serious concern of clinton administration
is to assufe the final death of communism in Russia and
its conversion in a capitalist country. Although,  the
eVokiﬁg of a" Communist Ghost" is far from reality.but
can't be totally wiped out. The failed August Coup was an

eye opener for America. There is a influential lobby in

13. see, Times, (London) 19 June; 1992.
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America who emphasized that Russia should not be
considered safe. The former US President Nixon- has become
one of the most dedicated advocates of the notion that US'

must not ignore Russia that communism has collapsed now.-

Uﬁited staﬁes also needs Russian help in solving
some of .the regional and ethnic_lconflicts' for :example
Russia can pléy a majof role in reaching at a péaceful
negotiation in Bosnia .Herzegovina._ Because »of Ruésia‘s
historic links.with Serbia, her support is essential if
.Amefica attempts tovnegotiate a -peaceful seﬁtlement in-

Bosnia.

’HOwevér, the goodwill Mr. Yeltsin ~en§endered.‘ih
‘Washington in mid 1992, was unquantifiable, and seems
bound to translate into concrete rewards. An US reward
- came very‘soon as an official statement said that America
was dropping claims for 30 millibn against Moscow for
bugging its‘ﬁew embassy. He made such an impreSSion on
‘Mr.- Bush, congress and the general,Americén peoplé that
the congfeSS'passes a US aid padkage for Russia, even in»

an election year. Bush also promised to put pressure.

On the IMF to stop quibbling about details -of
Russians economic reforms plans and speedly to free up a

24 billion western aid package.
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Similarily, on the evé of thevClintoaneltsin summit

in Vancouver in early 1993, Wéstern creditors took a

decision in a meeting ‘at Paris to financially back the

~ Yeltsin regime by agreéing to feschedule the bulk of the
-estimated 26(000 million debt service obligatidns. The . -
: vancou?er summit was éltogether"different. from .other_

previoué summits. The summit no longer was the talk
dominated by guns and missiles or-who gave'to whom 14 in

'contrafy the both pfesidepts talked abouﬁ aid and

investment, about democracy and development.

In the year 1993 Russia has sﬁown some interests in
COming'out of US infiuence. The Ruésian reluctance to put‘
,pfessure on Serbia, and ' Mr. Yeltsin remarks that Russia
may be moving away from wéétern'emphasis clearly shows
this trend. However,'thé Russian Pafliaments refusal to
ratify the START-II, are pointers which are éausing some
dismay,

But these types of differences are fortunately not
coming,ih the way of Russian- American felatibnship. for
the obvious reason that US 1is ‘aQare of the Russia's
internal contradictibns it ‘continues to help Russia with

'-aid and package obligations. There are two reasons for

not penalizing Yeltsin for Russias current foreign policy

14 .see,

14+ The Hindu (Madras) 4 April, 1993.
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premise. First he is not in the control of situation and
secondly he can not force the Russian Parliament to
‘ratify START II Apart from Pro Russian lobby in US is

also arguing that Russia has its own domestic problems.

In the yéar 1993 Clinton administration showed more

interest in keeping up the pace of economic reforms'in'

- Russ1a and to wipe out the legacy of communlsm at any

cost,. rather than concentratlng' ‘on the arms reductlon'
treatiés. Clinton stressed this view in his flrst summit
visit ‘to Russia in Jan. 1994. .Certainiy the both

countries are compelled by the complex need to maintain a
close reiationship and haﬁe come to know the importance
- of each other. The US vile President Al'Ghré's meeting
with Yeltsin.in Moscow in the December 1994 has waved to
underline the continuing fluidity in Russian ‘American
rélationship. He held out a prospect of "a Strong'and

healthy partnership" between the two powers.

Althohgh the year 1994 saw may 'upa and downs in
their 'relationship. On June 1994 Moscows. politicalv
temperature suddenly shot ‘up high when President~BQris
Yeltéin and Russian Prime Minister Chernomyrdin canceled
‘their planned'meetinngith former .US President Richard
Nixon. The reason was leon S long and hlghly publlshed_

meéting with former Russ1an Vice- Pre81dent Alexander



Rutskoi 15 one of key rivals of Yeltsin in the country.

,Knowing the importance of their close ties President
Yeltsin and President Clinton held fine summit meetings’
during'their tenure. The summit meeting<held iﬁ octobef-
1994 waé also marked by some disagfeements ranging from
Iran to -Bosnia. The Americans were unhappy over the
reported Russian sale of arms Qorth $ 1,000 million to
Iran. But despite their differences the Rﬁssiahﬁ Us

relationship is now running on a plane surface.

The Russian US felationship in'ﬁhis post soviet énd
post communism era.is likely to be guided by_the'complex_
and transitional réalities of the Russian sodiéty. In the
wake of cataclysmic changes;.the new institutions'are yet
to replace the” 0ld communist struétures. Russia 1is stili
“working with the - o0ld constitution. Dangerous .= power
vacuums have been créated at the levels of.bureaucracy, a
COntinued. power struggle betﬁe?n legislative and
executive. These all symptoms present a picture of a
transitional Russian Society where decision makers aré
themselves confused ovef the Russia's relationship wiﬁh

the US.

15. see, Times (London) 23 June, 1994.
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The"Russiaﬁ Foreign Policy making apparatué is also
éitremeiy contradictoryﬂo&ef the Russiaﬂs'position and
.role 1in iﬁtérnational politics. The Russian decisibn
makers are sharply  divided between several school of
thoughts 1like "westerners", "nationalistS","_EUrasians"
‘and "Geopotical school" each having its own thbught about
the_RusSian foreign:relationshipf More Irohically they |
are not merely different in opinion but aiso.gontradictoy
to each other.

Aithough the 'Yelfsin- regime is Dby ahd. large
dominated by the pro-western decision-makers and. bureau-
crats. But dﬁe to serious policy differences with other
factions, ”ﬁhe Ruésian_vrelationship with US‘ is hinging
.  between persuing west for the econoﬁic aid to . asserting

Russia national pride and its supre power place.

FOrtunately, Bbris Yeltsin has come to rescue and he’
’is. trying very hard to overéome the inherent
~contradictions of the Russian Society. In the years after
the 'collapse of Soviet Union he has steadly'aséerted
himself as the only acceptable leader of the Russia to
the west as well as'ihside the nation. Yeltsin has bver
the years come to know this fact that there is no
~alternative to the Russian - US partnership, and he is

behaving accordingly-to this basié-premise.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

No Single event in the posﬁ—War history has been so
dominant in deciding the course of history, than the end of
the Cold'War} It has.alteréd the entire iﬂfféstructure of
international rélations and Ruséian;US relations are nots an
exception to it. The Russian-US relationship in this
'.pbst—Cold war énd. post—communist era is decided vby the
unipolarA nature of international order in whiéh‘ Unitéd
States"hegimonistic tendencies and its uncurbed domination
has no match. In contrast, the Russia which had for lOng
-been provided a challenge to capitalist, imperialistic and
exploitative ~ dangers, 1is itself fighting' with the

- formidable task of restructuring its own society.

The  Cold War was destined to wither away because of
©its unfruitfulness and futility._ The immense dangers it
-had. posed for ﬁhe very survival of the mankind and
voluminous tension itlhad-involved; was unbearéble for both
the countries.' In the chahged situation, neither Soviet
Union nor US was ready to bear this unnecessary burden.
iBut_it-is quite éurprising that the two superpowérs took

almost 50 years to realize this.
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However, Gorbachev took initiéﬁive'in bringing it ‘to
‘an end. Although his ﬁwin brainchilds - Perestroika and
Glastnost were initially aimed at to put his own house in
order and to save the declining economy ahd prestige‘of the
Sé#iet‘Union. But later on-openneés'and restructuring"of
Soviet: Society set .a course which- was instruméntal in
ending . the nightmére of Cold War. - -Gorbachév's'.'new
thinkingzin international politicS' came oﬁt with extensive
ideas of restructuring the bilateral relationship.. His
" more defused notion of security and abundanée'of'claims'of
So&ietvUnion”és'a champion for the' cause of international
revolution, added with a deideologized foreign policy wiped

- out all the suspicions about his real motives.

Deideologization of Soviet Fbreign policy assured the
fact thatgGQrbacheV'is seriously concerned with the cauée
of ending.the year long antagoniém and hostility betwéen
'Russialénd US. He criticized the Stalin's dangerous‘dogmaé
'of - 'two worlds theory' and 'saving the Communist Wdrld
~at any cost'. Lenin's idea of ineﬁitability of collapse of
capitalism was also denounced while the 'Brezhnev Doctrine'
caime under severe attack. Gorbachev was aware of the
‘mistakes of his 'predeéessors ahd he Was not' ready‘ to
continue with thosé mistakes and errors, whiéh had so far
producing~,nothing fruitful .for thé So&iet Union:‘ in

contrast it had brought only serious  strains for soviet
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.~ economy -in particular, .and in general, for the entire

SovietvsyStem.

‘In fact Cold War was never appreciated by any  of the

two Super powers. This fact becomes clear‘.in_ Henry

" Kissinger's definition of the very term Cold War and the

behaviour of the Super powers during those days. 'He‘

describes it as "the superpowers often behave like two

‘heavily armed blindmen feeling their way around a room".

But despite its futility, it continued merely because none
of them were interested in ending it. - It was merely a war

of ego, considering the fact that the both countries never

-directlyv fought a war against each other in the past

history. What was needed more was an initial bréakthrough,

and that was provided by Gorbachev.

The traditional rivalry rooted from Yalta and Postdam

were mainly created by Stalin's expansionist tendencies and

were further intended by George F. Kennan's ‘'policy of

containment'. The encirclement of Soviet Russia by
_miliﬁary"alliances v(NATO, CENTO etc.) were -the final
results. .of containment policy. So&iets also réacted
vsharply- by establishing Warsaw Pact. - But éven after

creating huge military alliances and'pOSSessing devastating
nuclear weapons, their security was falling anything short

of satisfactory. Because cold war was more a psychological

.. concept rather than a physical and material one.
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Meanwhile Gorbachgv came as° a saviour' and his
[édntinued éfforts'assured the end of the Coid‘War. And
Swedish Noble Committee has aptly remarked him as the 'mén
of thé'epoch'. One_of.the’chief objéctives of GQrbachev'é
new thinking.waé to restructure the éupérpower'rélatiOns'oh
new lines. Gorbachev was induced.by his domestic needs to
follow a compromisive foreign policy towards U85 " He

concluded-that a faVourable internationél envirénmént can
only be created on the basis of bolitical “accommodation
with leading industrial powers especially_the US. Because
,USSR was lagging behind the Western countries, in technical

advancement and economic development.

The abandoning of exclusive milita?y.means of security
and the realization of dangers of nuclear Weapons compelled
the Soviet Union to reduce its nuclear burden. That is why
.éVef since the Gorbache& arrival disarmament and non-proli-
 fefation of nﬁclear_afms gained central place in each and
every summit. The maintenance of these weapons were too
- heavy for .a economically exhausted countryvflike‘ Soviet

Union. )

Howéver, US took fuil advantage offthis situation and
it was'_suéceséful in disérming 'iﬁ.,thsidérabiy. . The
:conclusidn'of START II made the whole American intention

fully transparent. In fact US wants td_ establiSh its
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:hegemony'in international politicé and this hegemony can
"only be secured through a superior military étrength,
unchallenged by any power. Keeping in mind- the Russian
military potential, US had obvious féar that - it might

challenge its hegemony.

Further, Russia had nothing to offer invfeturn to US
économic'assistance accept.for its super power status which
was mainly based around its military parity with us. US
has been;so far successful in bringing'about'this balance
in hié favour. - Gorbachev was helplesé to concede the US
demands despite the repeated warning from;_hérd—core
nétionalists;that Russia is‘rapidlvaOOSiﬁg its previous
.pride and pfeétige. However, Gorbachev shbwed ‘some
resistance against the US in his initial years, bﬁ; after.
'_the arrival of Yeltsin Us seems'to'be‘playing from both

i

the ends.

In fact, now a days, Russia after ioosing its empire
is paséing through an interregnum and presents a classical
examplé of a transitional society. The system is finding
.it véry difficult to cope With the new realities. The new
inStitutionsrare.yet to replace the old one, the lack of
communication between State and Civil society, sabdtage by
old bureaucfécyi and‘ the ongoing power struggle'_between
'législature and executive are some of its marked features.

,The_adjustmént of new'capitalist institutions with the old
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communist structures are reducing the adaptiveness  of the

Russian system.

The complex needs of é.transitional society providés
the decision makers with amplerscopé to:get cohfusedQ: That
~is what is happeﬁing in Russia now. There is no unanimity
among decision makers about the role of Russia in interna-
tional politics. The parliament is divided among several
factions ~-- ‘'Burasians', ‘Euro—Atlantists'; 'Westerner',
'nationalists’' and 'géopolitic school!', each having ité own
’conception about the’future_rOle 6f.Russia in'intérnational‘
politics. This confusiop became apparent during the Gulf

War and Bosnia-Herzegovina problem.

Present Russian decision making apparatus is largély'
dominated by the prd—westerners who are committéd to model
Russia on Western development pattern and fof_them Rﬁssia's
‘relations with West is the only possible choice.  The
importance of . the third world countries in Russian Foreign
_Pélicy agenda 1s certainly reducing. The former al1ies of
the erStWhilé Soviet Union'has beeﬁ cited now as 'distant

countries.

Ué has become so important for Ruésia nbw that itvis
~also deciding Russia's relationship with other countries.
This became clear in cryogenic episode. India has beeh a
traditional and natural ally of. Qussia even dUring_'the'

“bitter déys of Cold War. There has been an ‘agreement
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between India and Soviet Union regarding the transfer of
cryogenié technology. But despite the repeated éssurances
by the President Yeltsin that "ﬁe would not 1like any
country to come between Russia and:India", he finally bowed
_his head under American Pressure. Earlier, US had. warned
Russiafnot to transfer crybgenic'technology-to India.__US
plea waé that India méy Use this technology for its
ambitious missile programme and that it wouid violate thé
‘Missile'Technology'Control Regime (MTCR). More intefesting
thinglin this entire cryogenic episode is_that.Russia'is,
not a signatory to‘MTCR, it had only éssufed UsS that'it,
will act in conformity with the. MTCR. The cryogenic
episode highlights‘the American infernce_on Soviet foreign

policy.

"Iﬁ. present conﬁext,- Russia 'is..neitherA pursuing its
national interests sﬁfficiently, nor it is asserting itself
before TUS. Though in May 1993 foreign ‘policy' pefcepts
Yeltsiﬁ declared that 'Russian Eederationbforeigh policy is
oriented .towards the vital intereSts of the couﬁtfy;' These
“interests iﬁCluding : defendihg territorial integrity,
fOstering conditions that would ensure stability. and
irrevérsibility of political and economic reforms, and
eﬁsﬁring_ Russia's active and  equal participation ‘in

- building of a new system -of international relations.
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But here,'the.Russian decision makers are ﬁot mérely
confuséd'OVer the basic national interest, there is also a
confusion over howv to achieve these national - interests,
Qith .what 'meané and how? = Merely liSting 'the  National
interesté doés not make any sense until and unless there is
a strong political will lacking to visualise these in real
practice. So far Yeltsin has failed to éssert the Russian
foreign policy before the US and fof that matter before the

World community too.

Yéltsin is posing himself as.the‘champion of Wéstérn
democratic norms and human rights values. But the Chechnya
pfoblem unmasks his.real_face. The brutal and naked usé of
force by Russian troops may be ah eye-opener for ‘a layman

who considers him as the champion of democratic values.

However, the dismantling of Soviet Union bdth. as a
system as well as .a nation has certainly reduced its
- political and strategic status, resulted in the overall

reduction in the bargaining capacity of Russia. In this
~complex situation, there is a need of strong conviction and
determination to come out of the shadow of American
: hégemony( The present Russian -situation has ‘been best
elaborated by Francis Fukuyama who has drawn an analogy
between Hegelian guist and presént Russian . society;. "Wev
‘.Stand on the gates of ‘an important epoch,' a time of

ferment, when spirit move forward in leap, transc¢ends its
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previous shape and takes on a new one. All the mass of
previous representations, concepts and bonds linking our
world together are dissolving and  collapsing like a dream

picture. A new phase ofvthe spirit is preparing itself."
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