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PREVPFACE

Although there is no dearth of work on Mikhail S.
Gorbachev, but an analysis of the role of his personality
is missing from the heaps of research work. It is not due
to the delibrate ignorance of the subject matter by the
scholars and experts. On the other hand, it was the self-
imposed image of the Soviet diplomacy as a product of
collective wisdom of the Soviet Communist Party and the
government which apparently did not only overshadow the
role of the individual but rendered it insignificant. But
one wonders, why this was not taken into coﬂsideration by
scholars after the abolition of Article 6 which put an end
to the monopoly of the CPSU. Either it was understood
that Mikhail Gorbachev's personality had nothing to do with
Soviet diplomacy, i.e., steering wheel of diplomacy was
not in the hands of Mikhail Gorbachev or he has got a
Liliputanian personality, or his personality had virtually
no significance while negotiating with towering personalities

like Ronald Reagan, George Bush etc.

But everybody knows that Mikhail Gorbachev transformed
the world in just s8ix years. He turned his own country
upside down. He woke a sleeping giant, the people of
Soviet Union, and gave them freedoms they had never dreamt
of. He also gave them their own horrific history which
his predecessors had hidden and distorted for around

sixty years. He loosened the ties with the allies in
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Eastern Europe. He pronounced the message of peace by the
signing away of many treaties, viz. INF, START, etc. He
ended the Cold War that had dominated world politics. He
inspired others for these things by his coin word ‘New
Thinking'. That is why, the investigation of personality

of Mikhail Gorbachev becomes essential.

The present study is divided into five chapters. We
begin by a theoretical framework. Here, interrelation of
diplomacy and personality has been analysed., We have dealt
with ﬁarxist perception of personality. Simultaneously

it has also been examined how has personality influenced the

course of Soviet diplomacy so far. .

The second chapter is concentrated on the base upon
which Mikhail Gorbachev constructed the structure of
diplomacy i.e. 'New Thinking®'. The ‘'New Thinking' is no
more really new for today but it enjoyed political signifi-
cance during that time, He propelled his new ideas and
views through °'New Thinking'. It displayed his state of
mind, and concern for global peace etc, Apart from the
philosophy of ‘'New Thinking', its historical background has
also been examined. We have also dealt in brief with the
development of Gorbachev's personality in the beginning
of this chapter. His diplomatic' style, norms of conduct

and strategy etc. are the focus of discussion in this
chapter.

The third chapter is on disarmament diplomacy of Mikhail

Gorbachev. We have examined disaémament diplomacy chronologi-

\.
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cally i.e. from Geneva Summit (1985) to Moscow Summit
(1991). INF Treaty and START Treaty are our special focus
of discussion. Apart from these, many other treaties were
also signed, e.g., Chemical Weapons Treaty and CPE Treaty.
How far was Mikhail Gorbachev's personality responsible for

the conclusion of these treaties has also been examined

here,

The fourth chapter relates to Gorbachev's diplomacy
with other countries. First we have examined Gorbachev's
diplomacy with U.S.A. After that Gorbachev's diplomacy'
with Europe has been discussed. West Europe and East Europe
have been separately examined. Germany has been discussed
separately because Gefmany has remarkable significance on
Gorbachev's diplomacy as well as wofld politics and also
due to the fact that Germany has the potentiality of becoming
a dominating power in future. His diplomacy with Third
World has also been discussed. With the advent of Gorbachev,
Third World started losing their patronage which was ulti-

mately eroded by the disinstegration of U.S.S.R.

In the last chapter, we have made concluding remarks.
But before concluding our discussion, we have attempted a
comparative analysis. Here, the personality of Gorbachev
has been compared with stalwarts of U.S.S.R., viz., Lenin,
Joseph Stalin, Nikita Khrushchev and Leonid Brezhnev. 1In
the second part of this chapter, pqsitive as well as negative
aspects of his personélity have been discussed. Last but

not least, Gorbachev's contribution to international relations
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and diplomacy has been accounted for.

This study is primarily analytical in nature. It is
based on primary as well as secondary sources. Books,
articles from Journals and Newspapers constitute the chief
source material.

This study would not have reached its culmination
without f_atherly treatment given to me and to the study

by my supervisor, Professor Satish Kumar,

It would be embarrassing to me if I do not acknowledge
the source material provided by various libraries. I am
greatly indebted to the American Center Library, New Delhi.
However, most, of the source material was available in the

JNU librarye.

I am greatly indebted to my friends, Manoj,Murari,Sumanji

for their valuable suggestions and encouragement,

And finally, I remember my mother late Smt., Urmila
Kumarl and my father Shri Bharat Bhual Prasad who have

been constant source of inspiration for this study.

K

(NARENDRA KUMAR)



Chapter 1

RERSONALJTY ZND DIPLOMACY

Diplamacy is influenced and determined by a lot of
factors. It is the result of the interplay of various,
of ten competing, considerations and motiwves. Schelling
rightly views diplomacy as mixed motive barcaining.l The
leaders do not have a campletely free choice of how they
might pursue or interpret the goals and needs of diplamacy.
Their priorities as well as manceuvring abilities are
influenced by the size of state and location, social and
economic development, national interest, military strength,
public opinion, pressure groups, ruling elite, prevailing
mternational. situation, the policies of near neighbours

and distant powers,

Snyder has beautifully analysed the factors that
influence the decision-makers which gave structure and
content to their choices. He divides them into three main
sets of stimulis; (i) internal setting, (ii) extermal setting

and (iii) the decision-making process.Z all these factars

1 For an excellent analysis of Bargaining Strategy,
see Thomas C. Schelling, The gtratecy of Conflict
(New Yorks Oxford University Press, 1971), pp. 4-=52.

2 Richard C. snyder, H.W. Bruck and Burton Sapin,
“"Decision-Making as an Approach to the Study of
International Politics', in Richard C. Snyder, H .W.
Bruck and Burton Sapin, ed., Foreiagp Policy DPecision
Makindg; An ARRIoac nal
Politicg (U.S.A.: The Free Press of Clenencoe, 1962),

pp. 60-74.



influence the policies of the leaders by providing opportuni-
ties or by placing limitations on what is feasible in both
diplomatic motives and programmes. In addition to these
general characterigtics, it is however, important to note
that the basic determinants vary in importance according to
time-periods, situations and personalities of decision.makers.

Whether analytical perspectives employing personality
and attitude influences are helpful in the study of diplomacy
is an empirical question. It is true that psychological
influences daninate the course of diplomacy. Their roles
are decisive. They incline the actors to take one course of
action rather than another. It has been confirmed by various
researches that personality is an impartant determinant of
political attiwdes.3 Research on the relation of personality
to diplomnacy is less extensive, but findings turned up on

this question are consistent with those fram other parts of

attitude research. 4

Rerspectives on Personality

Before going into other details, the meaning of
personality must be understood. By personality, it is meant

a readiness or disposition to respond in a patterned way to

3 For detailed analysis see T. Adaro, E. Frenket
Brunswik, D. Levinson and R.N. Sanford, TIhe Authorj-
tarian Personality (New Yorks Harper and Row, 1956).

4 For an excellent review, see B. Christiansen,

de ds Fared Func of

persopaglity (Oslo; Oslo University Press, 1959).



stimuli of many different types across the subject areas.5

Let us now take a standard definition given by psychologists.
Personality refers to “more o less stable, internal factars
that make one person's behaviour consistent from one time

to another, and different from the behaviour of other people

that would manifest in comparable situations*.

A personality disposition may encompass more than one
Class of objects or behaviours and those objects need not
be manifestly related. Personality is both a more general
and more fundamental or genotypic temrm in the sense that it
often underlies attitudes and furnishes the motive force
that impels them. The use of personality means talking
about such things as needs, motives, effects, defence
mechanisms and the like. Persons of more appetitive dis-
position are characterized by their openness to experience,
their acceptance and trust of others, their tolerance of
human sympathy and their desire to reliewve human suffering.
Indeed, the question as to.what is the basic element of
personality, has been an enduring point of controversy.
At various times, rivals to traits have included instincts,
motives, goals, desires, beliefs and attitudes. Recently

goals and motivational states have been favoured as alter.

5 Herbert Mc Closky, ‘''Personality and Attitude
Correlates of Foreign Policy Orientation', in James
N. Rosenau, ed., pomestic squrces of Fareiap Policy
(New York; The Free Press, 1967), p. 56.

6 Sarah E. Hampson, Jhe constryction of Perseonality -
Ao Introdyction (London: Routledge, 1988), p. l.



natives to traits. Nevertheless, the majority of past and
present research in personality has centred on the trait
concept. For the assessment of persmality, *his/her
effectiveness to elicit positive reactions fram a variety

of persons under different circumstance, is taken into

account® .7

Development of attitudes to and beliefs about the
political life starts from the impressionable years of
childhood and cantinues throughout adult life. When a child
is bom in a family, he is destined to be affected Ly the
political awareness of his parents and other senior members
of the family. In_ his school and university, he picks up
values which shape his political thinking. For instance,
vAamerican education ... does tend to support major values
apparent in the political system, encourages the maral of
equality and democratic participation, and there are strong
links with the parents which temper autharitarian tendencies
on f.he part of the exchools“.8 Similarly, the voluntary
arganizations of which he becanes member and the mass media -
all offer him with views which he chooses sane and rejects
others, and there 1is always the chance of being indoctri-

nated by political parties. On the one hand, while his

7 Calvin H. Hall and Gardner Lindzey, Jheories of
Personality (New York; John Wiley and Sons, 1970),
po 7.

8 Allan R. Ball, Modern Politics and Govemment

(London; Maamilan, 1977), p. 65.



interaction with these ‘agencies of socialization' shapes

his emotions, beliefs, values and attitudes to political

life, on the other it also depends upon his overall personality
development. A8 he gradually matures into an adult, he
formulates his own views about the enviromment to which he
belongs, be it political or social, depending upon the social
design of his parents, econanic status, type and quality of

education and influence of persons close to him.

There are two thearies in regard to the actions and
motivations of individual actars. These are important because
they attempt to explain and understand the course of diplomacy.

They are non-rational and rat:iom.a.l.9

Non.rational models assume that when an individual
is faced with a choice situation in relation to diplomacy,
a government decision-maker faced with a threat framn an
adversary nation, responds in temms of what is called non-
logical pressures or influences. A non-logical influence
acts upon the decision-maker in a manner of which he is
unaware. Normally he does not caonsider a legitimate

influence upon his decisions if hé is aware of it.

On the other hand, rational models of individual
decision-making are those in which the individual responding

to diplomacy bases his response upon a cool and cleérheaded

9 Sidney Verba, ‘Assumptions of Rationality and Non-
Rationality in Models of the Intermational System®,

in James N. Rosenau, ed., W_ané
Fareign Policys A Reader in Research and Theary
(New York; Free Press, 1969), p. 218.




means-end calculation. The rational decision.maker may,
respond aggressively to an international event but the
aggressive regponse will have its source in calculations
based upon the nature of international situation. 1t will
be directed agains£ the real enemy and the decision-maker
will have some reasonable expectation of achieving his ends
through the aggressive response. Furthermare, the decision
will either have no psychological side-effects on the
decision-maker or if there are psychological effects, they
will be irrelevant as far as the nature of the &cisiqn is

concerned.

Af ter the analysis of the perspective, we must
account for the jmportance of personality. With the passage
of time, leadership has gained prolﬁinence as a subject of
profound interest in the realm of diplomacy and probably
today '*leadership is one of the most observed and least
unders tood phenomenon on earthv. 0 1t implies that the
personality of leaders induce t:ﬁe "*followers to act for
certain goals that represent the values and the motivations -
the wants and needs, the aspirations and expectations -
of both leaders and followers’l} an exceptional individual
is capable of playing a significant role *‘in moving histcry!
in the desired direction. 1If a political leader is entrusted

10 James M. Burns, Jegdership (New Yorks Harper and
Row, 1978), p. 2.

11 Ibid', p' 19.



with decision-making and policy-formulation, his ‘beliefs
about the nature of politics and political conflict, his
views regarding the extent to which historical developments
can be shaped, and his notions of carrect strategy and
tactics, whether these beliefs be referred to as ‘operaticmal
code' ... ‘cognitive map' or ‘an elite's political culture' -
are among the éignificant factors influencing that actar's

decisions’ .12

The discussion of the significance of personality
will be incomplete without an account of the role of
char ismatic personalities in diplomacy. Charisma is the
ability to inspire devotion and enthusiasm. The tool in
the hands of charismatic leaders tc; derive obedience is
direct emotional appeal. Under the present day democratic
set-up of governments, where there is a fixed hierarchy of
off icials and where legal rules govern the organization of
the leaders and the subordinates, charisma cannot supercede
the constitutional norms. But within the constitutional
framewark a political leader can skillfully use his Charisma
to influence leaders of other nations in negotiating
processes. Bvery leader does not have charisma, but those

who possess it, they make it felt by others.

12 Alexander L. George, "“The Operational Codes A
Neglected Approach to the study of Political Leaders
and Decision-Making®, 1 ) r

(Detroit), vol. 13, no. 2, June 1969, p. 197.



Marx View_ ers

Karl Marx repeatedly stressed that the issue of
personality could be analysed in terms of specific historical
circumstances. He saild that personalities were produced
by histary itself. 1In his view, "the people are represented
as dull.witted mob, ordained by their own nature to submit
to the will of o‘tA-.l-xers".l3 Specific ideas were propagated
in history in arder to justify the right of an insignificant
minority to oppress the majority. Such unsignificant '
minority project the masses merely as passive factor in
historical pr:ocetss.14 According to classical Marxists such

a handful of exploiters suppress the majority population.

Marxism shows that historical necessity finds its
main expression through the masses that play the determining
role in social development. The production activity of the
masses alone would suffice for them to be acknowledged by
the real creatars of history. In this context Marx has
8aid that the only genuine revolutions are made without
leaders, so much so that he has denounced any personality

cu.lt:.l5 Marx has concluded that the proletariat has no

16

need for leaders. In his view, they often hamper real

13 Marxism Leninism (Moscow, 1956), p. 125.

14 Ibid.

15 BH . Hazan, From prezhpev m_m;ln_i.gh&mg
An Kremlin (London, 1987), p. 1.

16 Ibid.



action instead of inspiring it.

Engels later modified this view. He maintained that
even in the supposedly leaderless camunist society a
nunber of organizations, such as industrial enterprises,
would still require persons to coordinate planning and other

activities, 17

Lenin did not share Marx and his predecessars' contempt
for 1e§dersh1p. Lenin believed that leaders were to provide
the spark to ignite the cambustible social material and set
off a general eXploS:Lon.]'8 He doubted the abilities of the
proletariat and its tendencies to act spontaneously. That
is why he e€volved the concept of the personality of leader
of the party, whose function is to educate the proletariat,
to raise the level of their consciousnéss through agitation
and propaganda and to land it toward victary by acting as

mobilizers, organizers and strategists.

After the Russian revolution and the establishment
of the Cammunist regime in the U.S.S.R., Lenin developed
the theoary of 'Dictatorship of Proletariat'. This theary
when implemented soon developed into a system in which the
personality of leader was not limited by tﬁe legal consti-

17 Ibid.

18 A.G. Meyer, '“Histarical Developments of Communist
Theory of Leadership', in R.B. Farrell, ed.,
o r d e
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tutions, even not in diplomatic dealings. But still
theoretically, this system did not give a sanction to any
personality to affect the course of histary signif icantly.

At the best, it was collective leadership.

Role ers e
Diplomacy

However, the histary of the Soviet Union is a witness
that personality does play a role in foreion policy decision-
making. There can be no better example of this than Lenin
himself during the formulative phase of éhe Soviet fareign

policy.

The basis of Soviet diplomacy i.e. peaceful coexistence
and proletariat internationalism are synomymous with Lenin.
Lenin himself derived the inspiration from Marx who argued
for a transnational perspective conCentrating specially on
increasingly intermationalist character of the forces of
producucn.l9 For Marx, diplomacy was an extension of the
class struggle on the international 1evel.2° According to
Marx, diplomacy is characterized by the nature of the ruling
elite of that state. International relations for warking
class is a kind of struggle against bourgeoisie and is a

part of general struggle for emancipation of the warking

19 A. Lynch, The Soviet Studv of Interpational Relations
(Cambridge; Cambridge University Press, 1987), p. 10.

20 Zafar Imam, goviet Foredan Policy 1917-199¢ (New

Delhis sterling Publishers, 1991).,
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class.

But it was left for lenin to develop Marx's under.
standing of diplomacy into coherent ideas which served as

a sound foundation for shaping the Soviet diplomacy.

Marx restricts himself to capitalism whereas Lenin
goes beyond. To him imperialism is the highest stage of
capitalism that is to say Capitalism in transition or more

21 His analysis focussed on

precisely moribund capitalism.
dynamics of internal contradictions of capitalism. He
exblained that the international political behaviour in
diplomacy is merely a resolution of these contradictions.
The economic factor is dominant.. It is the character of

individual unit which gives the essence of diplomacy .22

Lenin found three forces, the capitalist imperialist
continuum, proletariat movement and national liberation
movement. Lenin said that it is the contradiction and
harmony among these that really determine diplomatic

3
activities .2

Under Joseph Stalin all decisions of the politbureau
were in one form or another his own. The role of the

other members could best be described as consultative.

21 V.I. Lenin, gelected Horks (Moscows Progress
Publishers, 1977), pe 26.

22 A. Lynch, e
(camuidm' 1987)l P- 14.

23 Ibid.
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The Soviet political superstructure prior to 1953 was a
complicated mosaic of shifting and interlocking institutions
resting on an entrenched foundation of one--man.r:ule.24

All powers were delegated from above. The institutions of
both party and state as well as their relationship to one
another were egsentially the creation of Joseph Stalin and
were designed not to limit_ his own power but to limit that
of his subordinates and rivals. Both institutions and
subordmétes were liquidated with remarkable dispatch when

occasion demanded.

It is during Khrushchev's tenure that the Soviet
diplomacy passed from the passive phase of peaceful co-
existence to active phase.25 The first phase was marked by
a process of building and consolidating socialism in the
face of extreme hostility from the cgpitalist world. The
second phase was known by the acceptance of the soviet
Union as the ascendant histarical force. This was marked
by a realisation on the part of the Soviet ruling elite
that in the new third stage of capitalism's general crises,
it was no longer the case that the international system
was a rigidly hierarchical aorder headed by a single power

24 V..V. Aspaturian, ‘*‘Soviet Foreign Policy', in

R.C. Macridis, ed., Foredgn policy in World politicg
(Bnglewood Cliffss Prentice Hall, 1972), p. 178.

25 Robbin F. Laird and others, 'From Cold War ...
Soviet Foreign Policy', in Hoffman and Fleron, ed.,

dhe_Conduct of Joviet Foreign policy (New York, 1980),

ppe. 290-1.
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and now there were two leaders -~ USSR and IBA.26

Nikita S. Khrushchev was very dynamic. He himself
had great interest in foreign policy matters. But he could
not muster monolithic. suppart for his initiative. 1In his
time, Politbureau encouraged Central Cammittee to became
most important organ of power and authority in determining

foreign policy decisions.

Leonid Brezhnev was a consensus buildér unlike N.
Khrushchev who Was a confrontationist in his nature and
approach. Leonid Brezhnev was very cautious in the beginning.
It is because of this reason that peaceful co-existence
which was in Khrushchev time, cornerstone of the Soviet
foreign policy, was reduced to equal status with other goals

and principles as it had been under Stalin and Lenin.

If Brezhnev era was marked by competitive peaceful
coexistence Mikhail Gorbachev replaced it by cooperative
coex:tst:ence.27 Garbachev gawve a néw direction to the
Soviet diplomacy. He was neither a theoretical innovator
like Khrushchevnor a conservative as Brezhnev was. At the
most, he can be called a reformist who knew that the Soviet

economy was lacking confidence and its institutions were

26 W. Zimmerman, Soviet perspec

_Relationg (1936-71)(Princeton, 1973), p. 277.

27 G. Mirsky, *"Deideolocgisation of Inter.State Relationss

Perestrolka®, goviet Monthly Digest, 2, 1980, p. 15.



14

crumbling - a person more down to earth, pragmatic one.
That is why he was more concerned about global interdepen-
dence.28 He wanted that the Soviet Union must share the
fruits of scientif ic_technological Revolution to ficht out
the ecologvi.cal hazards and to save the warld from nuclear
catastrophe. Despite emphasis on U.S.-Soviet relations,
Gorbachev focussed upon multipolarity in diplomacy. He
advocated that local and regional conflict be more effectively
insulated from the East-Heét rivalry. He condempned the
arrogance of omiscience in relastions with the Soviet allies
especially socialist states. He was against 'Erezhnev

doctrine*’ and did not believe in expart of revolution.

He relied more on his inberpretatic.m, pragmatic
Judgement than on docti'inaire formulation of the Marxism
than his predecessors did. Ability to adjust to new
realities was what distinguished him from any Soviet leader
in the paat:.29 It was the charisma of his personality
that within a short period of six years he had changed the

world, specially socialist bloc.

From the above discussion, it is clear that the
personalities of the leaders of former U.S.S.R. played wvery

signif icant and remarkable role in Soviet diplomacy.

28 B. Bklof, gSoviet Briefing, Gorbachev and The Reform

Reriod (London, 1989), p. 2.

29 David Remnick, ‘Comrade Personality', EBsgauire,
February 1990, p. 78.
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Especially, M. Gorbachev is more impartant because he
managded to change the course and direction of Soviet
diplomacy. The most crucial element in his personality
was his °'New Thinking' which served as the basis of diplo-

matic negotiations. We shall examine his ‘New Thinking'

in the next chapter.



Chapter 11

NEW THINKING AS A REFLECTION OF GORBACHEV'S PERSONALITY

We cannot have a clear-cut image of Gorbachev's
personality unless we comprehend and grasp his 'New Thinking'.
Mikhail S. Garbachev constructed the structure of diplomacy
upon it. As the name specifies, ‘New Thinking' was novel
in connotatim which gave a U-turn to the Soviet diplomacy.
It modified each and every concept, e.g., Soviet security,
policy on disarmament, realisatiotz of the current situation
and methods to tackle them, negotiating style, ideclogization
of the soviet foreign policy, stand on N and its role, uses
of science and technology, stand on environment, human
rights, freedom of travel and information etc. Definitely,
the 'New Thinking' produced metamorphic changes which were
of considerable significance.

G chevy!
ers

Before going into details of Garbachev's'New Thinking,
we must discuss the development of Goarbachev's personality.
Mikhail s. Garbachev was born of peasant stock in the
village of Privolnoye, in the territory of Stavropol.
Symbolic, as it might be - Privolnoye was a derivative of
the Russ;Lan ward ‘volya' meaning freedom. "In the year of
of his birth 1931, Stavropol, like most rural regions of

the country, was crippled by the great famine caused by
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Stalin's terroristic collectivization. Undoubtedly, he
heard about famine's horrors while growing up".l In his
youth, Mikhail Gorbachev had an enviable experience in the
hard work of farming and at the age of eighteen he won the
prestigious 'Order of the Red Banner of Labour‘. When he
was studying Law at Moscow University he met a student of
philosophy, Raisa Titorenko, who later became his wife.
wZdenek Mlynar, Gorbachev's room-mate in Moscow ... believes
that part of Gorbachev's success in Stavropol Krai (a large
territorial subdivision of Russian Republic) was due to his
wife's influence and advice ".2 In his youth, Mikhail
Gorbachev became a lawyer but link with the land and farming
was never lost and in 1967 he completed a course in agrarian

economics.

As far as ideology is concerned, there is no doubt
in his adherence to Communist déctrine. From his Komsaomol
days Mikhail Garbachev was a canmitted party activist
scrupulously woarking his way Up the political ladder. iIn
Tismaneanu's opinion, "he advocates a return to ‘true
Leninism®' and his references to Lenin and Leninisﬁ are
always reverential .... He remailns a radical Leninist at

heart, faithful to his career above all, and convinced that

1 Robert C. Tucker, Political Culture and Leadershio
Jdn soviet Russgig (Sussexs Wheatsheaf, 1987), p. 144.

2 Zhores Medvedev, Gorbachev (New Yorks W.W. Norton,
1986) ¢ Po 47.
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future of mankind lies in cammnism®.3 But at the same time,
Gorbachev evidently considered policy-initiatives and
tactical flexibility to be a more effective strategy for
attainment of Soviet objectives 'than a defensive, i1deologically
rigid approach practised in the past, and in extreme cases,
even departure from Leninism depending upon the eXxigencies

of the situation was not completely ruled out. After five
years sharing a room with a Czech intellectual Zdenek Mylner
in Moscovw, Gor:bachev'was thoroughly influenced by him.
Czechoslovakia was traditionally a ‘western' nation in

its culture and attitude anéd 'if' Gorbachev has become
‘westernized' in his appearance, manners, dress and the

image he projects of tolerance and cordial behaviour, all
the small signs which marks him as different fram the usual

4
Komsamol and party boss, it was probably Mlynar's doing.

Mikhail Gorbachev in his political behaviour was
closer to Yuri Andropov than any other. Yuri Andropov too
had a desire for change and he introduced into Soviet Union
the term '‘glasnost' which became a reformist watchward when
Mikhail Garbachev came to power. *“What probably impressed
Yuri Andropov about Mikhail Gorbachev, apért from the
younngman's commitment to change, was his unusual cagpacity

for fulfilling two cardinal policy-making functions of an

3 Vladimir Tismananeanu, “Is Gorbachev a Revolutionary®,
orbis (Philadelphia), vol. 32, no. 3, Sumer 1988,
ppc 423-25.

4 dheores Medvedev, no. 2, p. 43,
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effective leader; incisive analysis of problem situations
and devising creative ways of dealing with t:hem.5 When

Yuri andropov died, Mikhaill Gorbachev was already the chosen
leader-to b2 but as an apparént compromise with old guards -
the Brezhnevites - ailing Konstantin Chernanko was made the
General Secretary. But once Mikhail Garbachev was elected
to the top post after Konstantin Chernenko's death, he wasted

no time in emerging as a reform leader.

Soon after coming to power, Gorbachev started propa-
gating his new vision of the world. These new ideas were
given a definite shape in the 27th CPSU Congress of February,
1986-6 The study of 'New Thinking'® would be incomplete as
well as méaningless if it is not dealt with in a historical

perspective.
distarical Backaround to ‘New
Jhinking'

It was none but Mikhail Garbachev who had a clear
vision of the fundamental realities of the warld. a key
conclusion was drawn in 27th CPSU Congress that “the real
dialectics of development of today's world is determined by
a combination of competition and contest between the two

systems, on the one hand, and a growing trend towards

5 Robert C. kaer, No. 1'-po 144.
6 For details, see, pDocuments and Materjals, 27th
Conaress of Communist Party of the Soviet Unicp

(Moscows Novosti, 1986).
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interdependence of the world cammunity, on the ot:her".7

The analysis of the 27th Congress is as follows:
Nuclear militarism emerged in the international arena as a
social reaction to socialism's consolidation, to the develcop-
ment of revolutionary processes and democratic movements in
the warld. Naturally, due to political, military, strategic
and technological factors nuclear weapons could not remain a
monopoly of only one country or a group of countries.
Socialism had to defend itself. It is known that in the late
19408 and in the 19508, Washington was fewverishly drawing up
scenarios of an atomic bombing of the Soviet Union. It was

only the appearance of a nuclear shield in the soviet Union

that frustrated these designs.8

The ‘'New Thinking' on international relations took
into account the following realities of the nuclear age.
One-twentieth of the arsenal of either U.S.A. or former
U.S.S.R. would be enough to Cause irreparable damage to the
other power by hitting targets on its territory. Adding
the fires that nuclear blasts would spark off, less than one
percent of the nuclear ammunition would suffice far the
‘guaranteed destruction' of the largest industrial country.
Taking into account the effect of a ‘*nuclear winter' (a sharp

7 Spartak Beglov, "New Political Thinking and Present

Day Realitles®, Iptempationgl Affairs (Moscow),

November 1987, p. 58.
8 Yuvgeni Akersandrov, ‘New Political Thinkings Genesis,

Factors, Prospects', Jnternational Affairs (Moscow),

Decemker 1987, p. 88.
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increase in temperature all over the planet due to the
blanket of ashes and other emissions that would enwvelope it),
this would wipe out life everywhere. The first nuclear
strike would doon the striking country itself to painful
death, not necessarily as a consequence of retaliation,

but due to the effects of the explosion of its own wax:'heads.9

The yield of the ammunition detonated during wWorld
War II totalled roughly 2.5 million tons of TNT. At present,
however, one U.S. Poseidon-class submarine carries 16 missiles
each of which is equipped with 14 nuclear warheads (each
with a yield of 50 kilotoms). It follows that the yield of
one Poseidon broadside exceeds 11 milliori tons, or four or
five times as great as the yield of all the shells,’ mines
and bombs that exploded in the World War 1l1. Aand each U.S.>

submarine of the Ohio class is to have a total yield scores

of tinmes greater than total.lo

These facts were ignored for four decades after the
Second World War. Instead, there appeared various theories
and concepts called for by the idea of the inevitability of
uncompromnising struggle for the sake of one's country. These
theories were based upon the strategy of deterrence which
gave rise to the concepts of ‘flexible response', 'balance

of fear' or 'mutually guaranteed annihilation! and the like.

9 Spa.rtak Beglov, no. 7, Pe 60. ’ P
0 Ibid. DISS D
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Due to many historical circumstances, theése conCepts deter.
mined the mechanism and dynamics of strategic confrontation
between two military and political coalitions for a long time.
The idea of a victorious nuclear war was substantiated both

on the military and political plane. Nuclear blackmail was
supplemented by the 'liberation of the pecples of Bastern

Burope and Soviet Union from communist tyranny' and ‘rolling

back Sxialis“. .

Harsh political confrontation combined with the arms
race turned the entire planet into a nucleai‘ cremator ium.
Confrontation could not but poison the entire range of inter-
state relations and,for that matter the very psychology of
intermational contacts. Thus, the problem was outgrowing its
original military, strategic and bloc framework and was

turning into a global political issue vital for all mankind.ll

It was essential to build bridges between the main
opponents before the damage. 1t was realised that polemics
about the degree of each other's fault should be moved to
the backgrounds These were totally ine@édient and only
strengthened the existing stereotypes of the opponent. The
goal of reaching consensus between the opposing parties on
the senselessness of risking a nuclear conflict, which could
not be justified on any rational political considerations,

was brought to the front.

11 Yevwni Alexsandrov, no. 80 Do 87.
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The revision of old notions in the space age has
some fundamental objectives. It should be recalled here
that back in 1955, a group of renowned scientists headed by
Albert Einstein, Bertrand Russell and Frederic Joliot Curie
published their famous manifesto in which they stressed that
nuclear war was absolutely irrational and unwinnable. They
added that under new conditions new norms of international
conduct were needed. That 1s why they concCluded that nuclear
wegpons should not be used as instruments of politics. They
also pointed out that genéral human values should be placed
on top of the international list of priorities so that all
nations feel they were members of a united family of nations.
In those years the scientists' appeal could not receive a
due response from the leading powers, but nevertheless, theii

ideas continued to live and became more and more relevant.

Soon attempts to revise international practices were
made at the state level. In Bandung, the first forum of
newly free nations proclaimed the principles known as
Panchshila aimed against war and violence. The socialist
countries made a special contribution to reassessment of the
postulates of the prevailing international behaviour. 1In
this respect, the 20th CPSU Congress should be mentioned.
Here, the canclusion was made that peace-loving forces can
prevent a nuclear war by joint efforts and that such a war

is not fatally inevitable.

Garbachev was confronted with serious economic

crisis in the Soviet Union. That is why it would not be
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out of place to say that "foreign policy crisis that Mikhail
Gorbachev faced in March 1985 was only part of a hroader
economic and social crisis affecting the country. The
buildup of Soviet military power had been accompanied by
the erosion of the economic and technological basis of that
power, and by a general demoralization of society, as
evidenced in such sociai ills as alcocholism and corruption“-lz
It is further illustrated by E. Shevardnadze who said that
the main requirement in foreign policy "is that our cauntry
should not bear additional expenditures in connection with

the necessity of supporting our defence capabilities and

the defence of our legitimate foreign policy interests.

It means that we must seek paths to the limitation and
reduction of military rivalry, to the removal of confron-
tational moments in relation with other states, to the

dunping down of conflicts and c:rises“.13

dhe Philosoohy of ‘New Thinking’

‘New Thinking' was nothing but the reflection of
Gorbachev's personality. 'New Thinking' was a new way,
which turned the direction of the Soviet diplomacy. 1t
displayed Mikhail Gorbachev's courage, wisdom and under-
standing of the problems of the warld. Mare important to

12 David Holloway, ‘Garbachev's New Thinking', Foreiqn
Affgirs (New York), vol. 68, no. 1, 1989, p. 77.

13 Ibido, Pe 85.
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it was Mikhail Gorbachev's realization of the econamic crisis

of former U.S.S.R. The basic contents of ‘New Thinking®

must be scrutinized.

As far as the philosgphical aspect of the new political
thinking is concerned, its concept of the warld as a united
but socially heterogeneous arganism must be understood.
Naturally the warld has internal contradictions but they are
insignificant compared with the common interest of all nations
to preserve civilization and ensure its progress. I1If we
regard all such states and their interrelationships as a
system, the main feature of such a system would be its
incompatibility with a nuclear war which would lead to the
system's disintegration, i.e., the annihilation of mankind.
That is why Mikhail Gorbachev says, "nuclear war cannot ke
a means of political, economic, ideological or any other
goale .... NuClear war is senseless, it is irrational.

There would be neither winners nor losers in a global nuclear
conflict; world civilization would inevitably perish. It

is a suicide, rather than a war in the conventional sense

of the word".]'4 His efforts towards nuclear disarmament
has been emphasized by many writers, suCh as T.N. Kaul.

He says, "“New Thinking shows his constant initiatives and

indefatigable efforts for Nuclear Disarmaments, and his

14 Mikhail Gorbachev, WJ
Country and the wWorld (Londons Fontana/Collins, 1988),
pp. 140-41.
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patient attempts to reduce conventional armaments, military

budgets and personnel®'. 15

Apart from this most important sphere, the ‘New
Thinking' seeks interdependence in the entire range of cammon
interests; development of warld economy, environmental pro-
tection, aid to the hungry who constitute the majority of
the planet's population, the fight against disease and
natural disasters, the search for new energy sources, the
conquest of outer space and the World Ocean in the interests

of raising living standards worldwide.

In this context the new political thinking could be
seen as a universal concept,- the scientific rationality of
which is obvious. 1t was asserted by Gorbachev that only
this concept can save mankind fram death and ensure conditions

for its further natural progressive development.

An impartant camponent of the new political thinking
is the recognition that human life should be in the centre
of the universal system of valués. A case in point is not
only the biological aspect of the problem which deals with
ensuring the survival of the human species. The new political
thinking views man as a main subject of a historical process,
and the personality as a primary unit of a society, as a
creator of spiritual and material benefits. The new

1s T.N. Kaul, @talin to Garbaychey and Beyond (New
Delhis Lancer Intermational, 1991), p. 104.
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political thinking incorporated the norms not as a tribute
to same abstract moralisation but as an expression of the
feeling of social responsibility inherent in mankind. The
moral approach corresponded to the ethical principles and
goals of ail nations and in the most natural way appealed to
an ‘international person' uniting in the name of peace
millions of people, irrespective of race, religion or social

status.l6

The key political element of this philosophy was
negation of violence as a method of resolving conflicts which
wWas one of the most important Characteristics of Mikhail
Garbachev'!s personality. The use of military force and nuclear
Weapons would mean the total and absolute deprivation of man
of all his rights, abowve all, ‘the right to live. It would
result in chaos and the end of civilization. A wilful
political act of violence of one subject of international
life with regards to another would in this case flagrantly
contradict the law of metabolism between man and environment,
which is an indispensable condition of human life. Just like
@ natural disaster, a social conflict, involving in its
sphere the material environment of human habitat, 1is capable
of disrupting the chain of life, the most delicate and
vulnerable and at the same time unique farm of existence of

the matter. 17

16 Yevgenl Alexsandrov, no. 8, p. 90.
17 1bid.



Man has long been known to do harm to nature on a
local scale. Today his destructive activities have becoms
the subject of a careful analysis. But rewealing the socio-
economic essence of man - nature relationship in the light
of the problem of war and peace is an absolutely new and
political conclusion which was arrived at by philosophical

materialism in the nuclear space age.

The néw political ﬁxinking also predetermined the
appropriate conduct of states on the international scene Ly
expressing the objective laws and needs of social progress,
by taking into account the role of subjective factar, the
dialectics of possible and the probable the desired and the
real. One can Speak here of an integral fareign policy
doctrine which rests on the fundamental provisions of the

new political thinking.

The leading role in this system is played by innovative
provisions of the new political thinking which dealt with
the renunciation of political confrontation’of conduct
which nurtures enmity and hostile campetition. It is
necessary to be sensitive and open to the signal emanated
by the international community and by the strategic opponent.
Such opennéss required not only goodwill but also the
establishment of a balance of interests and criteria of
values. The coumon denominatar in all instances should be
the common resolve to prevent crisis situations resulting

from attempts at mutual *test of strength'. This demand
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required learning and great art of living together in
peace, canbining interests and adapting to contradictions.

Conduct apnd Strateqgy

After the analysis of the tenets of ‘New ’minking',
we shall discuss the diplomatic style, conduct and strategy
of Mikhail Garbachev. He was the man for open diplomacy
instead of secret diplomacy which had been adopted and
pursued by earlier leaders of the former Soviet Union. He
laid great emphasis on dialogue. He writes, “Dialogue is
the first thing I must mention. Once we had embraced the
principles of the new thinking, we made dialogue a basic

instrument to test them out in international practice“.:LB

It is noteworthy that personal diplomacy became a
firm element in the diplomatic style of the new leadership.
Gorbachev himself took the onus of voicing goals, aspirations
and concerns of the U.S.9.R. in the international arena.
“Whatever the surviving realities of the collective leadership
at home, Gorbachev clearly now speaks as primus inter parus
at least on foreign pol:Lcy“.]‘9 To gain greater personal
control over the sSoviet foreign policy making and its
implementation, Garbachev initiated a restructuring of

concerned personnel and institutions. Gramyko's departure

18 Mi)(hail Gorbad’lev, noe. 14' Pe 1570

19 Donald R. Kelley, ggqviet Politics from Brezhnev
to Gorbachey (New York: Prager, 1987), p. 207.
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from the Foreign Ministry (which had virtually became an
independent arganization under him) meant a restoration of
party leadership over the fareign policy establishment. The
appointment, among others, of Anatoly Dolrynin (who is known
for preaching ‘'peace first, socialism later‘® strategy) as
Central Committee Secretary with responsibilities for foreign
policy or more importantly of Gramyko's successar Bduard
Shevardnadze gave Gorbachev the required team and apparatus.
Shevardnadze, it was observéd, *has scant experience in
fqreign affairs and owes his elevation entirely to Gorbachev.
He stood as an executor rather an architect of foreign
policy, giving Garbachev even greater leeway to shape the

20

Soviet warld role™. The same situation was repeated under

A. Begsmer tnykh.

Gorbachev's diplomatic style predominantly rested on
policy initiatives, and it increasingly became politically
detrimental for the americans to dismiss his initiatives as
meaningless propaganda techniques. 1In the very beginning,
when his unilateral morator ium expired on 31 December 1985,
he extended it by three months and declared that such a
moratorium would remain in farce even longer if the U.S.

for its part agreed to discontinue nuclear tests.21

20 Stephen Larrabee and Allen Lynch, "Gorbachevs; The
Road to Reykjavik®, Eorejop Policy (New Yark),
noe. 65, Winter 1986/870 pPp- 10-110

21 Ibido' Poe 110
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It is also necegsary to consider Gorbachev's norms
of international conduct because they reflect the basic
values and character of the leader. Gorbachev determined
his norms of international conduct on the basis of ‘New
Thinking®' which are as followings First, the other side
a priori must be viewed as an enemy, as "Martians from
outer space® or as an 'evil empire! deprived of positive
human impulses. Second, the psychological warfare based on
national and ideological differences, slander. interference
in domestic affairs must be prevented. The ‘export' of
revelution and counter-revolution must be fought against.
Third, international problems should not be viewed anly
through the prism of military-political confrontation of
the two systems. Fourth, there must be a more careful and
benevolent study of a partner and opponent, taking into
account his legitimate interests, national peculiarities,
reaction and assessments aimed at achieving a maximum
identity of views on the cardinal issues of peace and security.
This kind of cognitive activity, known in psychology as
‘empathy' or ‘sympathy' should play a very important role

in dispersing antagonistic stereotypes.

It should be added that such an approach would hardly
be successful without a new methodology of thinking,
political culture of mutual relations and a respectable
psychological attitude. To establish constant positive

contacts wWith a partner, one's thinking should meet several
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simple, yet fundamental conditionss it should be based on
creative rather than reactive (negatiwe) images. 1t should
be of collective rather than individual nature so that
illusions of one another can be dispelled, global problems
should be placed above regimal and local ones, and should
be based on intellect and logic and not on emotions and
traditions. The conduct of the subjects of international
life should be assessed objectively using same ‘rules of

game' and excluding double standards and double morals fram

international relations.

On the basis of 'Wew Thinking', Garbachev determined
his strategy in international relations. A4t the beginning
o'f his keynote speech befare the 27th CFSU Congress, Mikhail
Gorbachev said, "acceleration of our country's socio-econamic -
development is key to all our problems".22 thus signaling
that improving the Soviet econony was indeed his number.cne
objective. But, his basic principles of diplomacy as developed
by 'New Thinking' were . %“peace, peaceful coexistence,
equality, and mutually beneficial cooperation®.2® In Mikhail
Gorbachev's wards, "“the Soviet Union seeks neither foreign
territory nor fareign resources. We have enough of every-
thing. Besides, the sSoviet people know the horrors of war
and its tragic aftemath only too well from their own bitter
experience”.

N

22 Thomas H. Naylor, JIhe Gorbachey Strateqv O
C],92£4d Society (Massachusetts; Lexington Books, 1987),
Poe .

23 ibid., p. 35.
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We can illustrate his strategy fram his diplomacy
with other countries., His strategy was reflected by his
Third World diplomacy when he not only stopped the economic
and military aid to the Third World countries but also
withdrew the military from there such as Afghanistan,
Bthiopia, angola, Mozambique and Cuba. He encouraged

democratic principles and socialist szlf_-govemment in the

Soviet Union and Bastern Burcpe.

Right fram the beginning, Mikhail Gorbachev became
increasingly vocal in his advocacy of the concept of EBurope
for Buropeans. To achieve his objective of revitalizing the
Soviet economy, Gorbachev needed a stable international
environment - particularly a stable relationship with the
United States. He must avoid another major round of the
arms race that would tie up enormous amounts of scarce
resources needed to strengthen the civilian economy. This
economic explanation provided at least part of the raticmale
far what appears to be a major shift in Soviet diplomacy
under the personality of a great leader like Mikhail
Garbachev. We shall discuss Garbachev's disarmament

diplomacy in details in the next chapter.



Chapter 111

GORB 'S RS D D T D1pPL CY

Mikhail Gorbachev's "New Thinking® provided a new
dimension to the concept of global security which was ulti-
mately responsible for totally different perspective of the
arms race. 1t was the influence of his personality which
did bring fundamental changes in the realm of disarmament.
Slowly and steadily, Mikhaill Gorbachev put one proposal after
another and tried his best to ward off the nuclear cata-
strophe. Gorbachev did not believe in reciprocal blaming
tactics. Hence, he says, “we say that americans are to
blame. 'me Amrican say the Soviet Union is to blame.
Perhaps, we should seek out the reasons behind what
happened, because we must draw lessons from the past,
including the past 'recard of our relaticns".l In the
27th CPSU Congress, he enunciated the Fundamental Principles
in the military Spheré which were following: '

(1) “'renunciation by theé nuclear powers of war - both
nuclear and conventiocnal - against each other or
third countries;

(id) prevention of an arms race in outer space, cessation

of all nuclear wegpons tests and the total destruction

1 Mikhail Gorbachev, Perestroika:New Thinking for our
Sountry and the World (Londons Fontana/Collins, 1988),

ps 211,
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of such weapons, a ban on and destruction of chemical
weapons, and the renunciation of the development of
other means of mass annihilation;

(iii) a strictly controlled lowering of the lewvels of
military capabilities of countries to limits of
reasonable sufficiency;

(iv) disbandrent of military alliances, and as a step
toward this, renunciation of their enlargement and
of the formation of new ones;

(v) balanced and proportionate reduction of military

budgets . 2

- On the basis of these principles, several proposals
were made at summits between Mikhail Gorbachev and other
leaders and thus historic arms control treaties were signed.

Here, we shall examine these things in details.

Geneva gummit (1985)

The first summit between Ronald Reagan, then President
of U.S.A. and Mikhall Gorbachev was held in the Swiss city,
Geneva on November 19 and 20, 1985. 1t became feasible dwe
to Gorbachev's initiatives and timely response by Ronald
Reagan. arms control, as we find ranked high in Gorbachev's
‘New ThinkinG', and by 1985 Ronald Reagan realized that
unless a canpraniée was arrived at with i4ikhail Gorbachev,

it might give soviet Union much hoped faor propaganda advantage

2 ibid., p. 231.
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and as a result undermine the wnerican negotiating strength

in the future. ‘Defence with diplomacy' and ‘preparedness
for war with the search for peace' soon became Reagan
administration's favourite monologue. Moreowver, "far the
United States, the ensuing large-scale anti-nuclear demons-
trations in Western Burope ... made the INF issuve primarily

a political competition with the Soviet Union over the loyalty

of NATO and the capacity of NATO governments to make defense

. 3
decisions”.

Interestingly, at the sumit, Ronald Reagan showed
more inclination to discuss human rights, Soviet intervention
in Afghanistan and other peripheral isswes. The possibility
of any limits on SDI research was rejéctﬁd and that is why,
total renunciation of the programme WAS out of question.

On the other hand, the Soviet Union had made it clear in
the beginning that an agreenent on SDI was vital to the
solution of either START or INF. Thouch Ronald Reagan
tried repeatedly to convince Mikhal Gorbachev of the utility
of SDI as a defensive system, Mikhail Gorbachev maintained
that it could be used for offensive purposes too. Aan
offer by Ronald Reagan that the technology could be shared
once SDI became operational, could not satisfy him. No

. wonder, the summit failed to produce results. Despite that

Ronald Reagan and Mikhail Garbachev made a joint statement

3 Jonathan Dean, "“Gorbachev's Arms Control Mowves",
Bulletin of the atomic Scjeptists (Chicago), vol. 43,

no. 5, June 1987, p. 37.
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about the nuclear war; “The sides ... have agreed that a

nuclear war camnot be won and must never ke fought'. It

represented a progress of a kind. 1t indicated salle Measures

of success for all those bodies and aorganizations which over
the years had tried to spread the 'nuclear weapon al].erc_;y".4
The issue of US naval activities was suspended till the

next stage of conference on the advice of GorbaChev.s

Mikhall Gorbachev made SDI the key issue to the
solution of the arms race. By doing so, Garbachev had hoped
to generate enough public pressure to stop Ronald Reagan
from going ahead with his plans. He understood that once
operational, the SDI would create gross strategic disparity,
and hence, must not be allowed to be developed fully.
Moreover, in the summer of 1985, Garfinkle richtly observed,
“the Soviet Union‘'s sensitivity to what it believes to be
U.S. efforts to cresgte a first-strike posture is real.
Despite the administration's botching of the MX programme,
the combination of a potentiallyA counterforce-capable
Trident Fleet, the Pershing 1ls deployed in Western Europe,
Midgetman under development, the cruise missile programme,
and one or even two néw manned bombers - all added to the

not inconsiderable Minuteman force . must comprise a very

4 . Frank Blackabay, ‘Introduction', SIPRI Yearboock
1986 World armgments gnd Disgrmgment (New Yorks

Oxford University Press, 1986), p. l.

5 1bid., p. 14.
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formidable challenge in Soviet eyes".®

Continuing the pace, on 15 January, 1986, General
Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev presented a three-stage plan to
eliminate nuclear weapons by the year 2000. The first stage,
lasting for five to eight years, was explicitly concerned
with U.s. and Soviet nuclear weapons systems. On strategic
offensive weapons it appeared to embody the following
proposals, The U. .S.R. and the U.S.A. should renounce
the development of space-strike weapons and also that they
both should agree to stop all nuclear wegpon tests. This
proposed first stage did embody a new suggestion on inter-
mediate.range missiles, an important new proposal fram

the Soviet side.

The second stage, which should start no later than
1990, would Iring in other nuclear weapon powers; it would
involve, inter alia, the elimination of all tactical nuclear
weapons -~ those with ranges upto 1000 km. Stage three
beginning no later than 1995, should complete the elimination

of nuclear weapons.

Definitely these plans displayed the genuine efforts
being pursued by Mikhail Gorbachev. Had he been in power

for more years, he would have taken more sincere and sericus

6 Adam M. Garfinkle, ®Obstacles and Optimism at Geneva®,
Orpig (Philadelphia), vol. 29, no. 2, summer 1985,
Pe 272.

7 21PR1 Yearbook World armament apnd Pisarmament LORC

(New Yorks Oxford University press, 1986), p. 74.



39

efforts to achieve his goals.

Revk javik Suymmit (1986)

Mikhail Gorbachev met Ronald Reagan at Reykjavik on
11_-12 October, 1986. On the insistence of Garbachev, the
agenda of Reykjavik summit included START, SDI and nuclear
testing, besides INF. Regarding INF, the Soviet leader
suggested that the awerican and Soviet intermediate range
land-based missiles should be withdrawn from Burope. He
agreed to lower the number of aAsia based SS-20 warheads from
513 to 100 which was to be equally matched by U.s~-based
missiles. He became also ready to freeze SS-21 and $5-23
shorter range missiles in Burope and to négotiate their
reduction. 4pproving these offers, Ronald Reagan proposed
intrusive verification measures including on site inspection
and suggested not removal but destruction of the missiles,

Do veryal no proveryali (Trust but verify) was Ronald Reagan's

favourite proverb. Mikhail Gorbachev on his part agreed.

However, this summit too collapsed on the question
of SDI though there was a significant shift in the sSoviet
position. Ronald Reagan was not inclined to accept Mikhail
Garbachev's interpretation of the ABM Treaty, nor was he
ready to withstand any effart to 'kill' or do away with his
favourite 'Star War' programmes. The problem was that the
Soviets kept moving toward U.S. positions. The Reagan

administration's solution, apparently, was to keep raising



the minimum .8

Mikhail Gorbachev tock a tough stand. The Soviets
*did not want to allow Ronald Reagan's supporters to claim,
as they had after the Geneva meeting that standing tall and
holding firm had paid off and that Mikhail Gorbachev had
kunckled under the PreS:ldent".g The Reagan administration's
negotiating strategy came under sharp criticism. The summit
tock place almost entirely on Gorbachev's tems. Thus, |
"the Reykjavik encounter was, in a sense, Gorbachev's revenge
for the Geneva Sumnit of the previous year“.‘10 To put it
bluntly, “the encounter at Reykjavik was an elaborate minuet,
part propaganda, part negotiating manceuvre. Both nations |
apbroamed the meeting in an attempt to put the other on
the wrong foot in the eyes of the most impoartant target
audiences, the people, legislators and the news media of
Western Burope and North .America".n But many scholars did
not suppart Gorbachev's diplomatic style and charged Mikhail
Gorbachev with lack of farsightedness which could not be
dismissed totally. “Nevertheless", as Pick maintained,

“Gorbachev has tried. At least, this is the impression he

8 P. Eduard Haley, ™You Could have said Yess: Lessons
from Reykjavik®, Orbis (Philadelphia), vol. 31, no. 2,
Spring 1987, p. 95.

9 Michael Mandelbaum and Stronbe Talbott, “Reykjavik
and Beyond"“, Foreign Affzirs (New York), vol. 65,
no. 2, Winter 1986/87, p. 219.

10 Ibido, Poe 2170

11 P. Bduard Haley, no. 8, Pe 95.
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12
has managed to convey".

INF_Ireaty (Waghington gummit 1987
And_Moscow symmit 1988)

The pace of disarmament increased slowly but steadily
year after year. 1987 marked a kreakthrouch in the history
of the arms—control efforts. A key move was that, for the
first time in history, an entire class of already deployed
weapons (plus non-deployed ones) was eliminated fram the

arms arsenals. “since the Buper. powers could not agree on

limits for strategic or space-based weapons, the INF agreement
was held hostage, though the two sides were not far apart

on this issue. Gorbachev's concession hroke the log_j::un".13
Mikhail Gorbachev repeatedly asserted "the task of ;ansuring
security is increasingly seen as a political problem, and

it can only be resolved by political mean:s".1

A treaty was signed between the U.S.A. and erstwhile
U.S.5.R. on the elimination of their intermediate-range and
shorter-range missiles (INF treaty) in Washington on
December 8, 1987. 1t was ratified in the Moscow Summit of

1988. The INF treaty required the U.S.A. and former U.S.S.R.

12 Otto Pick, "How Serious is Garbachev about arms
Control*, World Today (London), vol. 45, no. 4,
April 1989, p. 68. :

13 Brue D. Berkowitz, "an INF Treaty Discredits aArms

Control and Promotes Conflict®, Orbjis (Philadelphia),
vol. 32, no. 2, Winter 1988, p. 119.

14 Mikhail Gorbachev, pPolitical Report of the CPgU
Commitiee to the 27th partyv. Conaress (Moscows Novosti
press, 1986)' Poe 81,
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to throw into history's wastebin 2695 intermediate-rance
ground-launched missiles with ranges between 1,000 and 5,500
kilome tres and ground-launched shorter range miss iles between
500 and 1000 kilometres. The U.5.S .R. had to scrap 1836

missiles and the U.S.A. had to destroy 867 misss:ues.l5

Althouch the treaty did not require the elimination of
any warhead per se, a result of the treaty nevertheless was
the removal of some 2200 warheads from deployed missiles,
including 100 U.S. warheads on the 72 West German Pershing
la m:Lss:Lle:s.l6 The treaty ruled out the right 'to produce,
flight-test a launch any intermediate-range missiles', ‘any

shar ter-range missiles' or any stages of such missiles

(Article V1). But it prohibited neither research nor develop-
ment. Thus on this point ‘the INF treaty was not camprehensive

and radical. It was significant for following reasons;

(1) The treaty represented a fundamental change in the
Soviet fareign policy towards the Atlantic alliance
in general and its West Eur opean component in particular.
Garbachev considered the situation in need of redress
and acted accordingly. In doing so he not only
carrected a prafound mistake of his predecessors, but

he also exploited the situation for reaking new ground

15 For details of the treaty see, JI1PRI Yearbook 1988

World armament and Disgrmgmepnt (New Yorks; Oxford
University Press, 1988), pp. 395-489.

16 Arms Control Todav, vol. 18, no. 11, 1988, INF

Supplement, p. l.
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(3)

(4)

(5)

43

in arms control.

He also accepted the fact that “the Soviet Union had
more to reduce than the U.S., thereby acknowledging
that it is capabilities that count rather than
nunbers".”

The acceptance of most comprehensive wverification
scheme, at the centre of which lay wvery intrusive and
discriminate on-site inspection arrangements and the
exchange of ail available data, marked a genuine
breakthrough in arms control. Gorbachev broke the
traditional deeply rooted Soviet preference for safety.
In almost dramatic way, the INF testified to Gorbachev's
leadership over the military. With Marshal Sergei
Akhrameyev (then Chief of General staff of U.S5.5.R.)
serving in that function, Gorhachev's intentions

became even more tangible since akhromeyev was not

known to be supportive of a bold arms control

approach. 18

With the INF treaty, Mikhail Gorbachev strengthened
his position vis-a-vis critics of his new course in
that he could claim to have turned aricinally anti-
Soviet and anti-arms control policy of President

Reagan and the U.S.-Soviet arms control impasse into

a productive arms control approach.

17

18

Ye 1 m d
(New Yorks Oxford University Press, 1988), p. 4.

Foar detalls see, D.R. Herspring, "Marshal Akhrameyev
and the Future of Soviet armed Forces®, survival,
28(6), pp. 524-35.
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In agreeing to the INF treaty, Mikhail Gorbachev

could claim to have turned a major mistake of his predecessarwd

into a maximum political advantage at minimal cost. Wkhile

for some, "the INF treaty would result in a missing rung

in the ladder of the escalation"lg, for others "it 1is useless

as the INF negotiations address only a fraction of each

other's nuclear forces. Concessions have been made with

the knowledge that the INF treaty will not fundamentally

alter the overall super power military balance".20 However,
the treaty was an acknowledoement of the fact that nuclear
doctrine could never be " tuned finely enough to permit a
specially detailed response to any level of actual conflict®.?l
We are not initiating a debate here on how good or bad was
the INF treaty. But in simple terms - as a Frenchman would
say - 'lLes _mjeux est l'epremi dy bieun' - we should not

neglect anything good that has been achiewved simply because

of the reason that our desire to achievwe sanething better

has not been materialized.

Eogt-ANF Developments

During 1988, there was a significant downgrading and

shift in the Soviet long-range cruise missile programme.

19 W.K H. Ponofsky, “Limited Success, Limited Prospects",
B _ c (Chicago), vol. 44,
no. 3, March 1988, p. 35.

20 Michael R. Gordon, "INF s A Hollow Victory*, Fareigp

Policy (Washington, D.C.), Fall 1989, p. 160.

21 E.P. Petrunin, ®“Commitmwent to 'Star Wars® has thwarted

Rey javik's Achievements*, The _Telegraph (Calcutta
Dec. 9, 1989; Pe 9. ( )
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e.gd. two ground-launched missiles under development, the

subsonic SSC -~ X-4 and supersonic SSC - X-.5 were banned ly

the INF treaty and their developments were halted.zz

Continuing the pace of disarmament, President Mikhail

‘Gorbachev on 7 December, 1988 told United Nations General

Assembly that the soviet armed forces would be unilaterally

cut by 500,000 soldiers and 10,000 tankers by 1991. 1In this

speech, Gorbachev announced a nunber of sSpecific and general.

changess

(a) removal of six tank divisions fram the GDR, Czechoslo-
vakia and Hungary, and removal of 50,000 men and
5,000 tanks from Eastern Burope;

"{b) removal of assault - landing and river crossing
troops and their equipment fram Eastern BuCLope;

(c) reduction of 5,000 tanks in Western Soviet Union;

(d) reduction of 8,500 artillery guns;

(e) reducticn of 800 combat aircraft;

(£f) restructuring of the remaining farces in Bastern

| Burope into a defensive posture;

(q) removal of a mgjor partion of forces from Mongolia, and

(h) conservation of two or three defence plants fram

military to civilian use in 1989,

22 , Ye 1 World { 5 d
(New York; Oxford University Press, 1989), p. 21,
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The new defence posture and the unilateral cuts,
followed the adoption of a new military doctrine by the
Soviet Union. In his 27th Party Congress speech in February
1986, Gorbachev had espoused g new concCept of military
‘reasonable sufficiency' a concept which came to mean
achileving ‘'parity at a lower level'. The concept of
reasonable sufficiency as a new military doctrine was
formally unveiled at a meeting of the Warshaw Treaty Organi-
sation on 28-29 May, 1987 in East Berlin. The new doCtrine
was advanced as purely ‘defensive' with forces to be
maintained that are sufficient for defence to ‘reliably
repel' aggressors. While céntinuing to call for a ‘counter-
defensive' in the face of attack, it included a pledge not
to be the first to use military force.23 Dur ing Marshal
Akhomeyev!s visit to the United States in 1988 he "“insisted
that the new doctrine means the Soviet Union will initially
remain on the defensive for about twenty days while trying
to negotiate peace. 1If that fails, Soviet forces will
have to launch a ‘counter-coffensive! .“24 The doctrine also
identified no specific enemy and introduced a major
canponent -~ 'a system of basic views on the prevention of

war' - an aim not mentioned in previous doctrines and

23 Ibid.

24 W.BE. Odom, "Soviet kMilitary Doctrine®, Fareidp
Agfaggs (New Yark), vol. 67, no. 2, Winter 1988/89,
p' 1 0.



47

25
cons idered to belong to the sphere of diplomacy.

as per conditions of INF treaty, by the end of 1989,
ali the land-based shorter-range (500 to 1000 km. range)
missile systems were removed and dest:x:oyed.z6 1989 was
important for one more thing. Mikhail Garbachev's first
meeting with Ronald Reagan's successor, Geoarge Bush, at Malta

in December 1989 off icially announced an end to the cold war.

Both sides fulfilled the elimination target for 199
comfortably. Aas on 1 December, 1990, of a total 1846 Soviet
missiles only 66 remained for elimination while equivalent
figures for WA were 180 out of 846 missiles, Mikhail
Gorbachev persuaded U.S.A. to cease the production of

plutonium for its nuclear arsenals.

On 1 Jue, 1990, the United States and Soviet Union
concluded an agreement on destruction and non-production
of chemical weapons and on measures to facilitate the multi-
lateral convention on banning chemical weagpons. Both countries
pledged to begin the destruction no latter ‘than 31 December
1992* (Article Vi) and to ‘reduce and limit (their) chemical
weapons8' so that 'its aggregate quantity does not t!exceed
5,000 tons' by no later than 31 December 2002 (Article VI).

25 L. Goure, "The Soviet Strategic Review", Strategjc
Revjew, Fall, 1988, p. 83.

26 Far details see Stephen Iwan Griffiths, "The
Implementation of the IMF Treaty' in Rl Ye
1990 World ments gnd ment (New York; Oxford

University Press, 1990), pp. 443-58.



The agreement also provided for data and verification.?’

The Conventional armed Forces in Burope (CFE) Treaty
which was signed on 19 November 1990, represented the first
major international agreement on reduction of conventional
armaments. The treaty covered battle tanks, armoured combat
vehicles, artillery combat aircrafts and attack helicopters
deployed by 22 NATO and WIO countries on land territory
between the Atlantic Oocsan and the Ural River/Caspian Sea
NATO and the WIO (which was dismantled later) compromising

a vast majority of the warld's strongest industrial powers

made the treaty a unique step forward. Together with the

CSBM (Confidence and Security Building Measures) Document
signed in Vienna, the 22 states succeeded in providing for
reduction and transparency and thus inputting military

subs tance to the political comitment of letting military
reality reflected under the renunciation of force principle.
Had Gorbachev not actively participated, the negotiation

would not have become feasible.

SIART Ireaty
The START (Strategic arms Reduction Talks) Treaty was
signed between Mikhail Gorbacheév and George Bush on July

31st, 1991 in Moscow., This treaty was significant from

several angles. 1t was the first arms-control treaty that

27 Ye 1991 World armaments and
(New Yorks Oxford University Press, 1991), p. xxxiii.



49

reduced long-rance offensive nuclear wegpons. The U.S.
strategic nuclear warheads declined by 20-25 per cent and
the Soviet strategic nuclear warheads by 30-35 per cent.
Ballistic missiles warhead reductions amounted to 35 per cent
for the U.S.A. and some 50 per cent for the U.5.S.R. The
Soviet Union's 308 S$S-18 heavy 1CBMs were cut by half,
leaving 154 Ss-ig6s with 1540 warheads in place. The treaty
also fareclosed options for expanding the Soviet heavy
Inter Continental Ballistic M:issiie (1CBM) force by banning
new types, mobile missiles and downloading. These measures
plus the 4900-warhead limit on ballistic missiles and a cut
in Ssoviet ballistic missile throw weigcht by 46 per cent were
intended to encourage both sides, but especially the U.§.5.R.
to reduce reliance on Multiple Independently Targetable
Re-ecntry Vehicled (MIRVed) 1ICRM8 that made attractive
targets. In addition, the treaty promoted a shift to
strategic bombers because they were considered unsuitable
for a first strike. The liberal counting rules for bombers
with gravity bombs and SRaMs (Short Range Attack Missiles)
and the heavy discounts granted for Air Lauanched Cruise
Missile (ALCHM) carryilng bombers, expressed this desire to

limit the growth of 1ICBM forces.

The treaty limited the number of warheads on deployed
mobile ICBMs to 1100; the number of non-deployed missiles
flight-tested rail-mobile launchers to 110 of which not

more than 18 might be used for rail-mobile 1CBMs. 1n



addition, the treaty imposed detailed limitations on the

movement of deployed mobile ICBMs.

The START treaty set a series of major monitoring

tasks, such as monitoring by number and type of;

(a) deployed silo-based 1CBMs,

(b) both deployed and non-deployed mobile ICBMs, and
their launchers,

(c) deployed ballistic missile launching submarines,
their launchers and deployed SLBMs,

(4) deployed heavy bombers that could and could not carry
ALCi1;

(e) previously nuclear equipped heavy bombers that no
longer carry nuclear wegpons, and

(£) missiles, launchers or bompbers eliminated in accardance
with treaty limits. 1In addition, wverification included
monitaring the aggregate number of warheads on treafy..
linked ballistic and cruise missiles, and their aggre-

gate throw.weight.

The Protocol on Inspections and Caontinuous Monitaring
Activities governed all activities related to regular inspec-
tions, suspect site inspection and continuous monitaring of
mobile ICBM production facilities. It determined the rights

of the inspecting party and the duties of inspecting side.

The START verification regime proved invaluable for
verifying the present treaty. I1Its provisions could be

expanded with relative ease. This would increase the tasks of
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inspectors but would make it more complicated in principle.

The START treaty was the last cold war strategic
nuclear arms control treaty, but the first treaty of a new
era. A few rationale are offered in suppart of this view.
First, the START treaty encapsulated the principle of
strategic force reductions. Despite the fact that the START
treaty or cut forces largely considered to be redundant,
it did introduce the idea of cutting, rather than limiting
strategic forces, With the START treaty in place, it would
be extremely difficult for one side to justify growth in
strategic forces in a post-cold war environment. Second,
the treaty provided transparency of existing and predictability
of future strategic forces in the former Soviet Union at a
time when the new republics are undergoing profound changes
at all levels. Third, the treaty could serve as a spring-
board for larger nuclear reductions. A successar treaty
START-11 was quickly negotiated and its provisions were

accommodated in the START wverification regims.

From the above discussion, we can Say that Mikhail
Garbachev had largely been successful in the fulfillment
of his objectives set up by New Thinking, with the tools of
disarmament diplomacy. Undoubtedly, Garbachev's personality
was responsible for making the West to accept him as a messiah
of peace. Simultaneously, he brought the West to the
negotiating table. His programmes of warld peace were not
hollow. It had genuine meaning and content. Exglicity and

openness were the hallmarks of his disarmament diplomacy.
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Mikhail Gorbachev's diplomacy with other countries
had the basic aim of disarmament, global peace and security.
A clear and transparent analysis of his achievements must

be made with reference to his attitude toward different

sets of countries.,



Chapter 1V

GORBAGHEV 'S TUDE_TOWARDS U,S A, BURCPE
&b TIRD WURLD

For a more adequate understanding of Mikhail
Gorbachev's contribution to international relations, it is
necessary to examine his attitude towards the rest of the
warld. Gorbachev believed that a major accelerztion of
Soviet Union's socio-economic development was needed to avoid
falling further behind the West. He clearly identified
technological backwardness as the main threat to the future
of the Soviet Union. He stressed that the problem could
no£ be resolved without reform and attacked earlier efforts
to improve the situation without making real changes.
Gorbachev's attitude towards the developed countr ies was

determined by these considerations.

Garbachev and U.S .&-

The basic aim of Mikhail CGorbachev while dealing with
U.S .4 Was to maintain the peace and tranquility in the
world. At the same time, be had in his mind economic aid
from U.s.A. But, first of all, there was the problem of
comnunication. Hence, he writes, “we do not communicate
enough with one another, we do not understand one another
well enoﬁgh, and we do not e€ven respect one another enouch.
Certain forces have done a great deal to bring about such

a state of affairs. Many misconceptions have built up to
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hamper cooperation and stand in the way of its developrnen’c".l
He further says, “attempts to build relations on dictatarial
practices, violence and command hardly succeed even at this
point. They soon would not succeed at all. The process of
grasping the new realities is not a simple one. It requires
everybody's time and effart. But once started, that process

will go. We must learn to listen to one another, and to

understand one another".

To narrow down this cap in mutual understanding,
several summits were held between rilkhail Gorbkachev and U.z.
Presidents, Ronald Reagan and George Bush. During these
summits, the issue of disarmament was discussed in detaills.
wWe have already examined éisarmament issues as discussed
at these summits in the preceding chapter. Disarmament was
not the only contentious issue. Leaders of both countries

dif fered on other issues, such as, human rights, econony,

etC.

Fram the beginning, Mikhail Gorbachev displayed the
willingness to cooperate with the West. The Camrunist Party
Politbureau allowed joint ventures in December, 1986. 1t
stipulated that at least 51% of the capital was to be

Soviet controlled. U.S.A. appreciated this step of U.s .S.P..3

1 Mikhaill Garbachev, Perestroika: New Thinkipnc for
ogr_country gapd the Warld (London; Fontana/Collins,
l988), pp. 211-12. :

2 Ibid., p. 213.

3 Daily Newg, 20 January, 1988.
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The Washington Summit (1990) between George Bush
and Mikhail Gorbachev was a failure of the econamic diplomacy
of Mikhail Gorbachev. He had been hoping to return with an
economic package but this hope was dashed by Lithuanian
crisis. Barlier, Bush was ready to announce an economic
package for U.s.5.R. But, he later indicated that he was not
willing to drop trade barriers against the Soviet Union

until Gorbaclhev made a d&eal with Lithuaniae.

On the issue of economic aid, there was a debate.
Ultimately, U.S.A. agreed to provide grain warth of g 1.F
billion to US.S.R. to avoid the total collapse of the Soviet
farm ssyst:em.4 In June 1991, pPresident Bush announced rela-
xation of legal constraints on Soviet trade to Moscow's
new liberal emigration law. On the other hand, U.S.A.
seeked concrete action on introduction of a market econouy
and major reforms such as the recognition of private property

and overhaul of soviet distribution and pricing systems.

U.S.A's persuasion led to pledge of g 24 billion
assistance to U.S.S.R. through the international organisations
and the World Bank. at the London Summit of G-7, repeated
plaintively, "we want to be properly understood .... We
are going through tough time".s Here, U.S. President

George Bush tried to mitigate the disappointment of Mikhail

4 ipternagtiongl Hergld Tribune, 3 September, 1991,

5 Iimes (London), 18 July, 1991,
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Gorbachev. He said that Garbachev was trying more to €xplain
himself, to explain the pressures that he was up against -
the pressures of history. He promised that industrialized

nations would try to help in every practical reforms.

The issue of human rights was a contentious matter
between U.S.A. and U.S.S.R. in the initial days of dMikhail
Gorbachev. The Soviet Union and U.S.A. clashed at Ottowa
human rights conference (1985) over how much the issue should
be considered a country's internal affair. Soviet delegate
Vsevolod Safinsky told the meeting that the Soviet Union
rejected attempts to interfere in Moscow's internal affairs.
He said, "we have paid with our lives against any intervention
in count;ry".6 The U.S. representative Michael Armacos told
delegates; “we have 8still here echoes of the view rights
so that practices should not be the subject of international

concern and discussion®.

One of the guidelines which was supposed to fulfill
by the U.S.S.R. while negotiating with U.S.A. Was - soviet
adherence to international agreements such as Helsinki -
that guarantee human rights, including emigration, religious

warship and expression. 8

6 Bangladesh Observer (Dacca), 12 May, 1985.

7 1bid.

8 interpationgl Herald Tribupe, 28 April, 1989.
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Emphasizing upon economic diplomacy, Mikhail
Gorbachev says, “we have failed to do many good things
together because of suspicion and lack of confidence.
Alienation is an evil. Besides, economic contacts provide
the material basis for political rapproachment. &conomic
contacts create mutual interests helpful in politics. 1If
we boast our trade and economic relations and continue the
cultural process currently going on, even if it is slower
than we would like, we shall be able to build c0nf-idence
between our countries. But the United States has Createa
many obstacles in the economic field“.9 Hence, we see
Characteristics of explicity in Gorbachev's personality.

He did not hesitate in passing adverse camments if it was

required.

Garbachev, by the influence of his personality made
U.S3. policy makers to learn many thincs. It would not be
out of place to quote Huber who enurerates the following
iﬁfluencess |
(1) “The advantages of a renewed emphasis on U.S.
ideological hostility in condwting relations with
the soviet Union were outweiched by its disadvantaces,
particularly while the prospects for reducing tensions

between the U.S. and soviet Union were improving.

9 Mikhail Gorbachev, n. 1, pp. 22-23.
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(3)

(4)
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The canduct of foreicn policy in a framework dami-
nated by East-idest considerations owerestimated both
U.5. and Soviet influence in the international environ-
ment, particularly in the developing world, and thus
led to unproductive uses of military power that actually
may have undermined U.S. foreign policy objectives.

The President'!s ability to obtain domestic consensus

on the conduct of relations with the Soviet Union has
become increasingly difficult. Such a consensus
requires the active support of the legislature, which
in the 1980s did not endorse many of the éresident's
strategies for achieving his articulated fareign

policy goals. Congress' own analytic capabilities,

as well as its willingness to exercise broad foreign
policy powers, extended to dealing directly with

Soviet foreign policy elites.

Personal diplomacy between U.3. and Soviet leaders

is an important element in the resolution of differences
and the expansion of possible parameters of cooperation.
1f formal policy objectives are to be more fully
achieved, a network of leadership cammunication is

required. "0

1o

Robert T. Huber, *pPerestroika and U.S .-soviet
Relations; The Five Year Plan-No One Devised®, in
Harley Balzer, Fiyve Years That Shook the Warld ;

Garbachev's Upfipnished Reyolution (Boulder, U.S .&.:

Wes tview Press, 1991), pp. 170-71.
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In this way, we f£ind that Gorbachev's diplomacy with

U.S.A. Was a mixture of ups and downs. Most of the time

Gorbachev showed yielding tendency. Though, he faced boldly

in early days, however, he could not do it for long.

G che Western Europe

Mikhail Gorbachev's diplomacy with Burope witnessed
many ups and downs due to g¢eo-political changes in Burope.
There Was erosion of socialist ideology in U.S.S.R's bastion

i.e. Bastern Burope, West Germany and Bast Germany were

united.

- When Mikhail Gorbachev became General Secretary of
the CPSU, he was aware that Burope had become a rather
different place from the Burope depicted in off icial Soviet
pronouncements and writings. Indeed, he had begun this
learning process well before becoming the Soviet leader.

As a result both of his discussions with specialists at the
various institutes of the Academy of sciences and of his
own personal travels in Western Burope, hils understanding of
Buropean developments was considerably more sophisticated
than that of his ageing predecessors, He knew that the
unprecedented military build up under Leonid Brezhnev,

out of all proportion to reasonable Soviet security needs,
had significantly damaged Soviet interests in both halves
of EBurope and that this aspect of Soviet policy had to be

addressed immediately. 11

11 Angela Stent, 'Garbachev and Buropes an aAccelerated

Learning Curve'in, Harley D. Balzer, ed Five Years
That Shook € Warld Gorbachev's Unfinisr'xe Revolution

(Boulders WSA; Westview Press, 1991).



Gorbachev paid great attention to the two big powers
of Western Burope, viz., France and United Kingdom. The
great significance of France is proved by his first trip
abroad as General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee
to France in October 1985. But a year earlier he had visited
Britain in December 1984 as the head of a delegation of
U.S .S .R. Supreme .Sovj.et:.‘12 During that time Mrs. Margaret
Thatcher, then British Prime Minister had said of himj;

“You can do busipness with h:i.m“.‘]'3 Unlike his predecessors,

he had not tried to bully the West Buropeans but tried to

convince them of his reasonableness.

France had been a special target of Mikhail Gorbachev's
attention. Comenting on his Paris visit, the BEconomist
(London) noteds "There were touches of flatterys while Mr.
Gorbachev quoted Victor Hugo and Saint Exupery, his wife
Raisa displayed her penchant for Parisian chic. There was
kravado, may be even hravery in his willingness to face off-
the_cuff questions by Western journalists in a televised
interview on the eve of his visit, and in the press conference
at its end. Mr. Gorbachev was presenting h:l.mself as a
Suropean among Buropeans. All in all, it was well done“.l4

So, in this way, he tried his best to improve relations with

France. He had acknowledged the power and capacity of

12 Mikhail Gorbachev, Rerestxroika New Thinking for Our
countrv_and the World (Londons Fontana/Collins, 1988),
Pe 1900

13 Francis T. Miko, “Iwenty-seventh Party Congress and

the West®, guryival (London), vol. 28, no. 4, July/
August 1986, p. 293.

14 lbldo‘ Pe 2930
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France.

Now, we must talk about disarmament in Burope for
which iiikhail Gorbachev is still remembered. Aafter Reykjavik,
he met with the heads of governrent of a number of West
Buropean NATO countries, namely Paul Schluter of Denmark,
Rudolph Lubbers of the Netherlands, Cro Harlem Brundtland
of Norway, Steingrimur Hermannsson of loceland, and with
Anin tore Fanfani and Giulio andreotti, representatives of
Italian leadership to discuss Burope and disarmanent. The
Soviet Union and its allies proposed in June 1986 measures
for drastic cuts in men and material of NATO and Warsaw
Pact - a reduction of 1,00,000 to 150,000 men and a 25% cut
in air and land forces, iln February 1987, siikhail Gorbachev
proposed an initiative to resolve the Buro missile tangle.
By embracing zero option Gorbachev challenged the comitment
of the West to the zero option. Later on, he proposed to
withdraw those shorter-range missiles which had been
deployed in GDR and Czechoslovakia in response to american
pPershing and Cruise deployment. In nutshell, he did his
best to erase the line that divided West Burope fram Bast

Burope.

Mikhail Gorbachev also recognized the sicnificance of
Buropean integration and the success of the Buropean Community
(EC), despite official Soviet disparagement and non-
recognition of the EC as an institution. Since 1957,

Soviet commentators had been predicting the inminent demise
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of the Community, and Brezhnev's grudging recognition of

the EC in 1972 and the subsequent desultary and intermittent
talks between GiEA and the BC had done little to Change
Soviet policy. Garbachev viewed the BC as a potential model
for the Soviet Union and BEastern zurope in two ways. First
the success of economic integration, despite tensions within
the Community, was a striking contrast to the weakness of
CMBA. Second, the prospect of a thriving single market
made him aware that the U.S.S.R. and its partners would
become increasingly isolated both from West Buropean economic
developments and fraom the revolution in high technology if
the relationship between the Soviet Union and the EC did
not improve. "Gorbachev also viewed the BC as a political
model, thus demonstrating that countries which for centuries
had been adversaries could reconcile politically. France
and Germany were the obvious cendidates in this respect,

in sharp contrast to the fostering national hatreds within

and between the CMEA nations®.

Mikhail Garbachev apparently learned a third lesson
before he became the leader of the sSoviet Union that the
attempts under Leonid Brezhnev to drive wedges between the
United States and its European partners, especially over
the issue of intermediate nuclear force (INF) deployments, but

failed. Despite all the endemic tensions, within the atlantic

15 Mgela Stent, Ne lll Poe 1430



63

Alliance it was much stronger than its canmunist counter.

part.

Furthermore, Gorbachev talked of cooperation in each
and every field. He highlighted the economic, scientific
and technological potential of Europe which according to him
was tremendous. *lt is dispersed, and the force of repulsion
between the Bast and the West of the continent is greater than
that of attraction. However, the current state of affairs
economically, both in the West and in the Bast, T:-md their
tangible prospects, are such as to enable same parts of

16 He did not stop here.

Burope to the benefit of all“.
He talked of "Buropean home®. The building of the “Buropean
home" required a material foundation - constructive cooperation
in many different areas. %W, in the Soviet Union, are
prepared for this including the need to search for new

forms of cooperation such as the launching of joint ventures,
the implementation of joint projects in third countries

et-_c."17

In one of Garbachev's first pronounctements on
European question, he stressed that the Soviet Union was
a Buropean power and emphasized a phrase taken from Leonid

Brezhnev, “our camon Buropean home®". The concept of a

16 Mikhail Garbachev, n. 1, p. 197.
17 Ibido, po 2040
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cammon Buropean home had elicited much analysis in both the
Bast and the west.la Mikhail Gorbachev endeavoured to
clarify the concept of a common home. He said, “the home
is common, that is true but each family has its own apartment,
and there are different entrances too. But it is together,
collectively and by following the sensible norms of co-
existence that the Buropeans can save their home, protect
it against a conflagration and otheér calamities, make it
better and safer, and maintain it in proper oro‘aar".19 in
the first few years, the Soviets viewed the concept as a
means of encouraging Western Burope to contribute to the
economic development of Bastern Europe, implying that there
would be a gradual rapproachment between both halves of
Burope that might culminate in the unification of Germany.
As events in Burope unfolded, officials' statements on the
iJnited States changed. 1In July 1989, during his landmark
speech to the Council of Europe, Garbachev declared, "the
USSR and the United States are a n-atural part of the
BEuropean international political structure. and their
participation in its evolution is not only justified, but

historically conditiOned".zo Moreover, his chief foreign

policy adviser, aleksandr Yakovlev, had hinted even earlier

18 For discussion of the evolution of this concept, see
Neil malcolm, “The Cammon Buropean Hame and Soviet

A Policy*", ipternaticnal affsirs, vol. 65, no. 4, autumn
1989, pp.659-76.
1g I‘ilkhail GOIbaChGV, Ne l, Poe 195.

20 Angela stent, n. 11, p. 144.
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that there should be Bastern rooms i_n comon hoie .

Hence, We can say that Gorbachev used his skill in

making good rapport with Western Burope. He was successful

in his ambition. Now, we shall examine Mikhail Gorbachev's

relationship with Eastern Europe.

Gorbachev apnd Egsiern Burope

The crumbling Bast Buropean house proved impossible
to put in order, Gorbachev's learning process vis-a-vis
Bastern Europe was much slower and more painful than tle
learning process in wWestern Burope, for the obvious reason
that the Soviet stake in Eastern Eurcpe was much greater.
Learning meant, in effect, giving up Soviet control and
reversing a forty-year old definition of soviet security.
“soviet leadership correctly perceived that whereas it had
everything to gain by changing its relationship with

"Western Burope, it had much to lose by redefining its ties

with Eastern Europe".21

Initially, Gorbachev's comments on the relationship
between the former Soviet Union and Eastern Burope were
cautious. Then in February 1986, at the Twenty-Seventh
Party Congress, Gorbachev by implication indicted the
systems in Bastern Burope as he criticized the soviet system.

He failed to mention 'socialist (or proletarian) internatio-

21 Ibid" p. 1450
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nal' in his speech, emphasising “unconditional respect in
international practice for the right of every people to
£ 22

choose the paths and forms of its developmen Neverthe.

less, until the middle of 1987, soviet policy toward Eastern
Burope continued along traditional lines. By then, Gorbachev
apparently understood that his own hopes of restructuring

the Soviet econamy could not succeed unless his allies began
to implement similar measures. During his april 1987

visit to Prague, where e was glorified as a hero by the
disaffected population, he reiterated that although the
former goviet Union recognized each socialist country's
right to pursue its own path of development, it was necessary
that the entire socialist alliance system be r:estructu.t:ed.z3
This point was emphasized in his book; Perestroikas "1t
goes without saying that no socialist country can success-
fully move farward in a healthy rhythn without understanding,
solidarity and mutually beneficial cooperation with other

fraternal nations, or at times even without their help".24

From 1987 to 1989, the political, military and
economic situation in Bastern Burope deteriorated. The
old leaders became fearful because they thought that
Gorbachev's style of reforms would undermine their power.

That is why they refused to liberalize and their economies

22 Mikhail Gorbachev, Pglitical Repart of the CPSU
Central Commjittee.

23 Angela Stent, n. l1, p. 146,

24 Mikhall Gorbacrev, n. 1, p. 16l.
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later became crisis-ridden. Economic problems and growing

ethnic difficulties within the Soviet Union increasingly

occupied Gorbachev's attention. Under these circumstances,

the Soviet Union had little choice but to move fram its
comitment to controlling Eastern Europe to the realization
that Bastern Burope would either have to reform or face the
danger of civil war. MoscoWw was no longer willing to use

its military to keep the unpopular governments in power.

In the fall of 1989, Fareign Ministry spokesman
Gennadu Gerasimov somewhat disingenuously tehned this new
outlook the ‘Sinatra Doctrine', implying that the Soviets
would pemit any Bastern Buropean country to develop its way.
In fact, Gorbachev himself intervened at a number of stratecic
points in Eastern Burope - in Poland during the formation
of the Mazowilecki government; in Hungary during September,
when Huncarians decided to open their border with austria
to allow 15,000 East German refugees holed up in the West
German Embassy to emigrate; andl in ‘th'e Bast Germany itself,
to push reluctant commnists toward reform. He was not
willing to allow his allies to go !'their way*®' if that
meant continued repression and adherence to Brezhnev-style
rule. By the end of 1989., erstwhile goviet Union had both
passively and actively allowed the old regimes in Poland,
Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Bast Germany, and
Romania to be overthrown by pOlear novements. Gorbachev
did not engineer the revolutions of 1989, but neither did

he take a hands-off policy toward them.
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By the spring of 1990, after the elections of GDR,
Hungary and Czechoslovakia, Mikhail Gorbachev had learned
yet another lesson, possibly the most diff icult and impartant
lesson of his entire time in office. Soviet style communism
had failed so badly in Eastern Burope that it could not be
salvaged. and if communism could not ke reformed, it would
have to go. As Bduard Shevardnadze said in his renmarkably
frank address to the 28th Party Congress in July 1990,

“ls the collapse of socialism in Eastern Burope a failure
of soviet diplomacy? It would have if our diplomacy had
tried to prevent changes in the neighbouring countries.
Soviet diplomacy did not and could not have set out to
resist the liquidation of those imposed, alien and totali-

tarian regimes", 25

Besides the fall of comunism jin Bastern Europe,
the Warshaw Pact was disbanded in Prague, Czechoslovakian
capital, on July 1, 1991. Thus, the military umbrella
provided by U.3.5.R. Was no more available to Bast Buropean

countries.

Gorbachey and Germany

We must discuss Gorbachev's diplomacy with Germany
because it was divided into two parts as well as blocs and

became one of the major powers of Burope after unification.

25 w Y s, July 4, 199¢.
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pPerestroika and glasnost had its wide-ranging impact
in Bastern Burope. Bast Germany was not untouched by its

influence. Old leadership was substituted by new leadership.

Mikhail Gorbachev sent congratulatory telegram to Egon Krenz
when he replaced Honecker. Soviet Foreign Ministry spokesman
GennadillGerasimov implied that Mikhail Garbachev had warned
the GDR leadership during his visit to Bast Berlin for the
fortieth anniversary of the founding of the GDR that he had .
to 'go with the times'. This understatement indicated what
others had confirmed - namely, that during his visit,
Gorbachev, who was the object of adulation by many demons-
trators in Bast Berlin, gave his approval to the ouster of
the old regime. Howewer, he anticipated that reformed
cowaunism would replace the Stalinist system and that the

GDR would remain a separate state.

There was every indication that no one around Mikhail
Gorbachev believed that unification would come as quickly
as it did. Indeed, the Soviets were swrprised by the opening
of the Berlin Wall and were not directly involved in that
decision. The initial Soviet belief seemed to have beén
that reformed cammunism, in the person of Hans Modrow (who
replaced Krenz in December 1989) would survive in the GDR
for some time. When FRG Chancellor Helmut Kohl proposed
his ten-point plan for unification on November 29, 1989
envisaging a three.sbép process of contractual caommunity,
confederative structures, and finally federation, the

Soviet reaction was negative. Even E. Shevardnadze had
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stressed that two German states were necessSary for the
security of Burope. The official Soviet view began to
soften in late January and by February 10, 1990, rikhail
Gorbachev had assured Helmut Kohl that he would do nothing
to block German unity.?® Nevertheless, the soviet leadership
reluctantly adopted this position only when it realized

that the rapid movement toward unification was unstoppable.
Ultimately, Germany was unified on October 3, 1990 and the
first free all German election since 1932 weré held on
December 2, 1990. After diplomatic negotiation, Gorbachev
accepted united Germany to be in NATO. By this, Garbachev
in essence admitted that he preferred to have Germany firmly
anchored in the Western alliance, rather than an unrestrained

Mma jor power in Eur0p6.27

Thus, Mikhail Gorbachev at times willingly and same-
times unwillingly accepted the things which normally he
would not have accepted. Sometimes he seemed to be
victorious in his goals but at times he had to compromise.
Anyway, he carried away the carriage of diplomacy with
him. Now, w8 must examine his diplomacy with Third warld

countries.

Gorbackey and Third World

There was no disagreement among scholars about tle

26 ¥Washington post, January 31, 1990, February 11, 199%.
27 Angela Stent, n. 11, p. 151.
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fact that there has been a change in the Soviet policy
towards the 'Third World'. However, there are two groups
of scholars. One group argued that although rloscow's
policy had undergone some modification, the Soviet approach
to the Third World remained fundamentally the same as before.
However, members of this group disagreed as to which factors
explain the perceived continuity. Sore traced it back to
the tsarist policies that had been reinfarced in the Soviet
era."”8 Others viewed it as the product of linger ing
ideological commitments on the part of the soviet elite.<?
Still others saw it in terms of recurrent patterns of

Soviet behaviour towards developing areas.30

A second group asserted that the alterations in the
Soviet policy reflected a basic change in the soviet
approach to the Third Wworld, yet there was alsoc no unanimity
within this group about the reasons for this shift. Some
maintained that it resulted from the declining impact of
ideology on the Soviet percepticns of the Third Iiorld.3l

Others contended that it had stemmed essentially from

28 See, for example, alwin Z. Rubinstein, MoScow's
d (Princeton, NJs Princeton

University Press, 1988).

29 A typical illustration is David S. Papp, goviet
perception of the peveloping World in 1980s: The
Ideological Basis (bexington; Lexington Books, 1985).

30 See, for instance, Francis Fukuyama, *“Patterns of

Soviet Third World pPolicy", Problems of Commypjgm
(Washington, D.C.), vol. 35, no. 3, Sept/Oct. 1987,

pp. 1-13.

31 Jerry Hough, The Struggle for the Thard World; Sovjet
Debgtes_gpnd Americgn Options (Washington,b.C., 1986).
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domestic considerations-particularly the need to improve

the performance of U.S.S.R's economy.32

The diplomatic deals of Garbachev with the Thirad
World proved beyond doubt that there had been metamorphic
change. Since Gorbaclev's advent to power in early 1985,
the percentage of sSoviet resources going to ‘revolutionary
democracies' declined. For instance, the economic credits
that Moscow offered to 16 revolutionary democracies during
the period 1982-86 amounted to only a little more than
half of the total that it extended to the whole of the
Third World in these years. On the other hand, the same
nunber of ‘revolutionary democracies' had received a
substantially larger share of Soviet commitments to the
Third World during 1980-84 (g 7.6 billion of § 9.7 billion) .

The Third World debt cantinued but the amount was
reduced. But at times Gorbachev was soft. This soft
cornered attituda of Mikhail Garbachev was explicit when
Syria got its @ 15 billion (approx.) debt rescheduled during
a visit by Hafez al-assad to Moscow in april 1987, in
addition to receiving commitments for supply of more
advanced weapons. Nicaragua and Libya both received new
comitments for arms supply during Gorbachev's tenure as

General secretary, the latter getting SA-5 long range

32 Jack Snyder, "The Garbachev Revolutions A Wanning
of Soviet Expansionism®, Ipterpationgl Security
(Cambridge), Winter 1987-88, pp. 93-131.
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miss iles in December 1985. Despite Ligachev's criticism

of Vietnamese management, the Soviet Union increased its

subsidy to Hanoil .33

.Befone going into further details, we must have a
glance of the official sanction of the new party programme
adopted at the 27th CPSU Congress in February, 1986. The
programme stated ass "The practice of the USSR relations
with the liberated countries has shown that there are also
real grounds for cooperation with young states that are
travelling the capitalist road. These grounds include a
common interest in the preservation of peace, the strengthen-
ing of intemational security,_ and the termination of arms
race. They include the sharpening contradiction between the
interests of the peoples and the imperialist policy of
diktat and exXpansion. They include the understanding by
the young states of the fact that political and economic
ties with the Soviet Union facilitate the strengthening

of their 1ndepen®nce".34

Gorbachev's period saw disenchantment of Soviet
Union wWith active involvement in attempts to bolster
‘revolutionary democracies' militarily when these undertakings

entailed high costs of the U.S.S.R. ar antagonize the

33 Francis Fukuyama, n. 30, p. 1ll.
34 The Cammunist Party Programme and Party Statutes
‘Final Versions', Ile Current Digest of the Soviet

pregg, Special Supplenent, December 1986,
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Western powers. Not only did Soviet farces leave aAfghani-
stan in Felruary, 1989 in line with the decision that
Gorbachev had announced in 1988, but loscow also actively
promoted the accords that Angola, Cuba and South africa
concluded in December 1988. These led to departure of Cuban
forces from angola in July 1991 in return for South Africa‘'s

acceptance of Namibia‘s independence.

Despite these withdrawals, Mikhail Gorbachev sought
to resume diplomatic relationships with those countries
which had either broken diplomatic ties with Moscow on
account of rivalry/discard or had not yet started them.
Car;ying forvard this idea, the Soviet leadership played
host to Foreign Minister Saud who ostensibly headed a group
invited by Cominform. The loyalty of same allies was
suspected. BEven much seemingly close allies as Vietnam
cooperated with Moscow on the basis of political calculation
rather than fealty to the socialist homeland. Third Warld
Marxist-Leninists were also a rather weak group. Only

Cuba and vVietnam had strong communist bastions.;.35

We must pay special attention to the asia and
Pacific region because this ieg'ion has always been the
most important for U.s.S.R. In order to develop the Soviet
Far Bast, Mikhail Gorbachev offered foreign companies the
opportunity to engage in joint ventures, in establishing

industrial enterprises, e€.¢.,in Vladivostok which was a

35 Francis Fukuyama, n. 30, p. 12.
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closed city to foreigners earlier. In that context, Japan
being the region's econaomic super power, became most
attractive potential partner. But due to Kurila islands

dispute, it could not be translated into reality.

India was the main trading partner of Soviet Union
in Asia. Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi was the first foreign
head of state to pay an official visit to U.s.S.R. following
Mikhail Gorbachev's appointment as General Secretary.
Gorbachev paid the return visit in November 1986 and issued

the famous *‘Delhi Declaration! .36

Shevardnadze's peace offensive in May 1987 took him
to Australia, Indonesia, Laos, Kampuchea and Vietnam to

establish a nuclear free zone in South Pacific.

Soviet Union's relationship with China also improwed.
Solution of Cambodian tangle led to the improvement of

relationship between China and Vie tnam.

Mikhail Gorbachev's public diplomacy revealed a
politician who recognized the futility of seeking military
goals in the Third World in competition with U.S.A. He
improved relationship with Sudan after the overthrow of
President Gaafar Numeiri in a coup in 1985. The relationship

with zimbabwe also improved. Between 1985-87, the Soviet

36 Peter Shearman, ®Garbachev and the Third Warlds
An Bra of Reform®, [Third world guarterly, vol. 9,

no. 4, October 1987, p . 1086.
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Union reestablished ties with Liberia and increased economic

and military ties with Nigeria and Tanzania.

With Latin america too, Garbachev improved relationship
by his diplomatic skill. When President Daniel Ortega of
Nicaragua visited Moscow in April 1985, Mikhail Garbachev
offered only 'diplomatic support! in defending the Nicaraguan
revolution, a clear message to the Sandinistas that Soviet
leadership is not prepared to offer any direct military
assistance. Mikhail Gorbachev had told the Mexican Foreign
Minister that he was the supparter of the Contadora peace
process in Central America and had no desire to interfere

in_ relations between U.S.A. and Latin america.

In this way it became evident that rikhail Garbachev's
Third World policy was subordinate to and dependent on
Soviet leader's other more impartant objectives. The Soviet
national security and state interests took precedence owver
any commitment to socialism in LDCs, with Soviet poliéy
towards the Third World indeed designed to further these

interests.



Chapter V

COMPARATIVE EVALUATION AND CONCLUDING REMARKS

So far we have analysed various aspects of Mikhail
Gorbachev's diplomacy, viz., disarmament diplomacy, diplomacy
with West (including U.S.A. and Western Burope), Bastern
Burope and Third Warld countries. Prior to it we have seen
his 'New Thinking‘’, negotiating style, conduct and behaviaur.
we have also discussed how Mikhail Gorbachev was popular
in the Bast as well as the West. 1lt has b2en noticed how
his personality was influential in inducing changes in the
East as well as the West. But before we conclude our dis-
cussion, we must compare the personality of Mikhail Gorbachev
with the personality of earlier political leaders of the
U.3.3.R., viz,, Lenin, Stalin, Khrushchev and Brezhnev to
bring out distinctly the contribution of Ga:baéhev's

personality to Soviet diplomacy.

Gorbachev and ienip

Like Vladimir Ilich Ulyanov Lenin, Mikhail Gorbachev's
diplomacy was based on peace and peaceful coexistence.
“Lenin needed peace to consolidate the Revolution. His
first act, therefore, was to sign the Brest_-Litovsk Treaty
with Germay in 1918, and get out of the war, which had

inflicted enarmous damage to his people and country".fl

1 Kaul, T.N., g@talin to Gorbachev and Beyond
(New Delhi; Lancer International, 1991).
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His slogan of ‘No annexation and no Indemnity' caught the
imagination of his pecple and of German soldiers - both of
whon had been bled white by the war. Lenin's Peace Decree

was a bold, cCourageous and realistic move in the circumstances

then prevailing.

He had thought and warked out his long-term strategy
and short.term tactics. But the allies, who did not like
his Peace Treaty, started their intervention in the North,
the South and the Bast - from Murmansk and Archangelsk to
the Transcaucasus, from Siberia to Central Asié. They tried
with the help of White Russians and local dissidents, to
disrupt the new Socialist Republic. The intervention and
the civil war lasted from 1918 till the end of 1920, but

failed to destroy the new socialist state.

Lenin's diplomacy was based on maintenance of peace
in Russia which later became RSFSR and peaceful coexistence.
The voluntary association of various minority and ethnic
areas, was different from the Czarist policy of oppression
and forcible annexation and expansionism. This and their
need for secﬁrity, peace and development persuaded the
various minorities and ethnic areas to join the RSFSR
through treaties and agreements. (For example, Georgia
joined because she had been subjected to comstant invasions
by Turkey and others). They felt more secure with the
RSFSR. This was helped by the creation of the units of

the Party in these areas, with the suppart of local communists
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and others who had suffered under local despots (as in

Central asia) and from foreign invasions (as in Transcaucasia) .

1t was Lenin himself who dominated the diplomatic
negotiations. Though he was criticised for the Brest-Litovsk
treaty of 1918, he, however, surrendered territaries and
purchased peace at the altar of war. The same tactics were
adopted by Mikhail Gorbachev who did not care for his East
European allies as well as third warld dependants. Peace
and disarmament were two primary things for Mikhail Gorbachev.
He had to paY a heavy price far peace in terms of disinte-

gration of the Soviet Union and loss of political power.

Mikhail Gorbachev went beyond Lenin. Lenin accumulated
arms to save the USSR from the scestefn attack but Mikhail
Gorbachev destrogyed the arms to get the hands of the West.
lenin's policies stood for the establishment of a socialist
state in the U.S.S.R. On the other hand, Garbachev's efforts
not only ended the monopoly of the CPSU but they x_shook the

roots of the comunist ideology.

Gorbachev and $talin

Joseph Stalin was much more obsessed wWwith security
means, both internal and external, than anything else. He
concentrated therefore on building defence capability by
his own emphasis on heavy industry and the rapid industriali- .
Ssation of the country. ®stalin perhaps thought he himself |

would have been a better Czar than Ivan the Terrible. He



80

was a Czar by temperament though a comuunist by profes-

sion".z-

Stalin wanted to buy time to prepare for an attack
by Hitler which he did apprehend and anticipate but was not
prepared for in 1939. He tried to persuade France and Great
Britain, but the West was more interested in Hitler's plan
to push eastwards against the U.S.3.R. Stalin had no qualins
about entering into the Molotov-Riblbentrop Non-Aggression
Pact in August 1939. He might have had some justification
for this on security grounds but, morally, and ethically
this pact was indefensible. This pact was the denial of
the right of self-determination of Estonia, Latvia and
Lithuania. Neither the people nor the elected bodies of
theése countries were taken into confidence before the signing
of the pact. This pact was nothing but an attack on the

sowereignty of these countries.

- Stalin's invasion of Finland on 30 November, 1939
was justified by him on the ground that if he had not gone
in, the Germans would have, but this was not convincing
enough. He soon realized his mistake, both in military and
political terms, and he had to ent€r into a Treaty with
Finland in March 1940, getting part of what he wanted -
eastern Karelia and the right to have a naval base on the

Hanko peninsula. The incarparation of Latvia and Bstonia

2 ibid., p. 192.



81

in the Soviet Union might have been justified on security
considerations but that of Lithuania was an after-thought of
Molotov who added this to his list in the pact with

Ribbentrop, a month after the pact had been negotiated.

Stalin's annexation of Bastern Poland, Southern
Sakhalin and the Kurile islands could be justified as a
result of the allied victory in the Second World War.
Germany and Japan started and lost the war and suffered it.é
consequences. The Tehran (November 1943}, Yalta (Fekruary
1945), and Potsdam (July-august 1945) agreduents have becane
part of histary and cannot be disturbed or changed except
by another war or peaceful negotiations. War is out of
the question and impermissible in the thermo-nuclear age
of today. A durable peaceful situation is only possible,
after camplete attainment of nuclear disarmament, dissolution
of military alliances and the removal of threat of nuclear
holocaust. Instead through the increased pace of arms race

Stalin consolidated the roots of U.S .S.R.

Hence, it can be easily said of Stalin's personality;
“It was Stalin ... who built the Soviet Union into a super
power. 1t was Stalin who industrialized a peasant country,
took it from wooden plows to atomic weapons, thrust it into
the twentieth century and made the West tremble at the might
of Russia. Aabove all, it was Stalin who won the war (Second

World War), destroyed Hitler, beat the Ge.rmans".a Bven

3 Smith Hedrick, JThe Hew Rugsigns (New York: avon
BOOKS, 1991) Y p. 1320
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his opponents were influenced by the charisma of Stalin's
personality. For instance, Winston Churchill who back in
1919 boasted of his personal contribution to organizing the
military intervention by 14 foreign states against the
young Soviet republic, exactly 40 years later was forced to
use the following words to describe Stalin, one of his
formidable political opponents: "He was an outstanding
personality who left his mark on our cruel time during his
lifetime. Stalin was a man of exceptional energy, erudition
and unbending wili power, harsh, tough, and ruthless in both
action and conversation and even 1, brought up in the Bnglish
pParliament, could not oppoee him in any way .... A& gigantic
force resounded in his works. This farce is so great in
Stalin that he seemed unique among the leaders of all times
and all peoples .... His effect on people is irrestible.
Whenever he entered the Yalta conference hall, we all rose
as if by comand. and strangely, wWe all stood to attention.
He was a past master at finding a way out of the most
hopeless situation at a difficult time .... He was a man
who used his enemies to destroy his enemy, farcing us -
whan he openly called imperialists - to fight the imperia-
lists .... He took over Russiastill using wooden plow,

4
and left it equipped with atamic weapons®,

4 Nina andreyeva, ‘Letter to the Editorial Office
from a Leningrad VUZ Lecturer', in Baruch A. Hazan,

Garbgchev and His Bpemieg:The Struqgle for perestrojka

(Boulder, U.S.A.s Westview Press, 1990), p. 306.
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The above quotation is not intended to put a curtain on
his misdeeds. But it simply displays the influence of
Stalin's personality in diplomacy. His diplomacy was a
mixture of peaceful co-existence with the West.combined
with an attempt to dominate over other powers, especially
in its neighbourhood, in eastern and central Burope, Ilran
in the south, Mongolia and, to same extent, China in the
Bast. His control of the socialist countries in Bastern
Burope, through his nominees in their communist ruling
parties, was almost total. They tolerated it maore on
security than on ideological grounds. IGeology was used by
Stalin as a cover for domination. However, Yugoslavia
which had not ﬁeen liberated by soviet forces, but mainly
by its own patriotic guerilla resistahce under Tito, refused

to bow to Stalin's pressure tactics in 1948.

In this way it is apparent that Stalin's personality
had dominating influence in the U.S.3.R's diplomacy during
his time. But there had be2en significant differences
between personality traits of likhail Gorbachev and Stalin.
Stalin believed in underhand, closed and secret diplomacy,
€.0. Molotov-Ribbentrop pact of 1939. But on the other
hand, Mikhail Gorbachev's policies stood for open diplomacy.
Stalin wanted U.S.S.R. to b2 a military super power and
his efforts made U.S.S5.R. a super rower. But .likhail
Gorbachev realized the sicnificance of global peace and

thus propounded the histaric principgle of disarmament, i.e,.,
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'since nuclear war cannot be won hence it should not be
fought! Stalin was afraid of surrounding powers and created
a fence of socialist powers around the U.S.S.R. Bconomically
crippled, Gorbachev found it to be unfair to sustain the

cost of socialist countries in Bastern Burope.

Gorbachev gnd Khrushchev

Nikita Khurshchev came to power in 1953. He denounced
Stalin's cult of personality in 1956 and propagated the
theory of peaceful coexistence between different political
and social systems. He also dreaded that each country had
the right to determine its own peaceful and constitutional
path to socialism. Differences between the U.S.5.R. and
China became acute when Khrushchev refused to give her a
'sample! atom bomb. In Suez crisis of 1956, Khrushchev's
threat to send rockets and missiles against Great Britain
to help Egypt showed that Soviet leadership would not allow
the West to dominate the Middle Eaét. US+A. also realized
that the British, French and Israelis had overstepped the
limit and exercised a sobering influence over them.

However, this congruence between the U.S.a. and the U.S .S .R.
did not last long. Soviet intervention in Hungary in
October /November 1956 caused widespread resentment throughout

the non-caomunist world.

Khruschev's policy of peaceful coexistence was
popular in the Third World,especially among the nonaligned

countries which considered it to be a cardinal principle



85

of nonalignment.Cooperation between the Nonaligned Movement

(NaM) and the U.S.S.R. increased in the political, cultural,

economic and even in the defence spheres.

Relations between the two super powers further
deteriorated during the Cuban crisis when Khrushchev sent
nuclear missiles to Cuba which brought USs territory within
Soviet range. President Kennedy's meeting with Khrushchev
at vVienna in 1961 had produced a softening effect on the
Cold War, but the Cuban crisis almost krought the super
powers to the brink of war. However, hetter counsels
prevailed, both Khrushchev and Kennedy climbed down and
peace was thus preserved. The Cuban isswe is supposed to
e é diplamatic defeat of the U.3.S8.R. but we disagree with
this view. This is a fact that Khrushchev had to withdraw
missiles from the Cuban soil but he was successful in his
ultimate objective of establishing the roots of socialism
in Cuba. That is why Cuban issue added a feather in the
cap of Khrushchev because it was diplomatic victory of
U.§.5.R. He was successful in making a fort in the Pacific

waters,

In this way, we find ups and downs in Khrushchev's
negotiating strategy. At tines, he was found making peace
with the West while sometimes later he was found engaged
in preparing for a war. Though he pleaded for a truce
with the West, he could not achieve it for ever. on the

otheér hand, Mikhail Gorbachev whole heartedly started for
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peace and maintained it throughout his Presidentship. One
personality trait was common to both of them. Both were
against the Stalinist regime and never failed to criticise
Stalin. Both Khrushchev and Mikhail Gorbachev shared common
views on disérmament. The Partial Test Ban Treaty of 1963
prevented nuclear weapons tests in the air, outer space

and under water. #fikhail Garbachev carried it forward and

INF and START were signed.

Gorbackev_and Brezhnev

The diplomacy of Leonid Brezimev was a continuation
of Khrushchev's but less flamboyant. He did not threaten
to 'bury capitalism' as Khrushchev had done. But he Wwent
on increasing Soviet military strength and acquired near
parity with NATO in nuclear and a slight edge in conventional
armaments by 1974. He was thus able to kxring the U.S. to
sign SALT 1 and SALT 11 agreements; although the U.s.
Congress did not ratify the latter. 1t was more or less
observed in practice, by both sides. He also went further
than Khrushchev had in supplying military aid to the Arabs
against Israel, and the national liberation movements in

Africa. But e did not cantinue Khrushchev's adventurist

policy in Latin america.

Brezhnev went much further than Khrushchev in
consolidating and strengthening his military domination owr
dasteérn Burope. His blatant invasion of Czechoslovakia in

1968 and the Brezhnev Doctr ine of *limited sovere ignty
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sowed seeds of discontent and resentment among the people

of Bastern EBurope. >

The new approach to the Third wWorld was called
‘selective approach'. The Soviet Union carefully chose its
friends and allies. The aim of this gpproach was that Soviet
aid and suppart must not ke proliferated without desired
results.® It was indeed a modif ication of Khrushchev's
‘policy for which damestic political dewvelopnents were no
less impartant. This was a phase when Aslan ccuntries
were the main tarcet of Sovist diplomacy. 1t was also the
Phase when the soviet policy in asia gradually began to
acquire an autonomous character, away from the traditional
prism of East-Kest relations. Vietnah prowa to b2 a boon
for goviet diplomacy where U.S.A. Was unable to make any
progress. But the indirect involvement of the Soviet Union
in the middle Bast war proved a failure. Inspite of it,
Soviet supply of arms and ammunition to the frontline Arab
States, like Bgypt and Syria did help. Then in 1971 the
U.5.3.R. came openly and unequivocally on the side of India
in its conflict with Pakistan over Bangladesh. Similar
patteérn was also noted in the growing Soviet invclvement

during seventies in regional conflicts in Africa and later,

5 T.N. Kaul, Stalin to Gorbgchev gnd Beyond (New
Delhis; kancer International, 1991), p. 199.

6 <afar lmam, goviet For’eicn Eolicy 1917-1990
(New Delhis; Sterling rublishers Pvt. ntd., 1991),
pe 101,
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in Latin america. A4above all, the quantum of Soviet economic
aid jumped and became more conCentrated on active non-alig¢ned
states like India, lraqgq, Syria, Libya. Similar was the

pattern of supply of arms and equipments.

Brezhnev was not able to give effective econamic
assistance to the countries of Bastern Burope. His over.
concentration on defence and military production had ruined
the Soviet economy. His reversion to Stalinist methods of
‘command and administer' and the encouragement of his cronies
and favourités led to bribery, nepotism and corruption
in the party apparatus and the bureaucracy. He undid what

good Khrushchev had been able to do in the Soviet economy

and polity.

The detente period started during Brezhnev. But
after a few years this detente was converted to New Cold
War when sSoviet forces marched to afghanistan in 1979.

The peace which was brought was lost.

in this way, we witness ups and downs in Brezhnevian
diplomacy. He had a commnanding position. He made the
U.3.3.R. a power which was not militarily inferior to any
power of the warld, His diplomacy was designed to extricate
the Soviet Union from capitalist encirclement by challenging
the West's global alliance structure and offering large
émounts of aid to selected develceoping countries. But
Mikhail Gorbachev was opposite of it. He did not want to

provide aid at the cost of Soviet econamy. Brezhnev talked
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of parity or equality with the West in the arms and arma-
ments but Mikhail Gorbachev did never talk of parity.

West was enemy for Brezhnev. Instead of it, Gorbachev
made West the ally. HMikhail Gorbachev was for cooperation

but Brezhnev was for separation.

In this way, we find that soviet diplomacy has always
been subject to the role of personality of its leaders.
The personality of the leader has always been capable of
moulding diplomacy. But the approach, way, style, conduct
vary from one to another. if one was for storing arms,
another was eager to destroy it to achieve peace. We have
also seen that leading personalities did believe in Spreading
the socialist ideas, making friends in the Third Warld
countries. But on the other hand we also £ind that there
was another man who was determined to reduce the tentacles
of the U.5.5.R. and stopped military and economic aid to
the Third Warld countries. So, it can be easily said
that liikhail Garbachev had quite different and distinct
characteristics of personality as compared with others e.g.,

Lenin, Stalin, Khrushchev and Brezhnev.

Conclud Re

First of all, we must make a clear distinction
between the personality of a common man and the personality
of a leader of a nation. The personality of a common man

is the reflection of his own thinkings, beliefs, attitudes,



motives etc. The society in which he/she has been krought

up does not play as much role in thé making of his/her
personality. But the same is not the case with the personalit:
of the leader. A leader is not just a cammon man but he

is an embodiment of the whole people to whom he represents.

Mikhail Gorbachev bketrayed the aspirations and wishes
of ﬁlasses of US.5.R. During his accession to power, U.S.S.R.
was at par with U.S.A. militarily. But in his six years!'
period he always made unequal cuts. Many a times he made
unilateral declarations in regards to arms cut. Though he
put stones in early sumnits, he yielded later on. He
accepted whatever was told to him. But he could not get
U.S.A. to move With the pace that he wanted. gtar war issue
remained as U.S.A. wished. 1Instead, Gorbachev continued
his concessions. The result was U.S.A. remained an unrivalled
military power. Now, Russia is incCapable of challenging

U.S.A. militarily.

Mikhaill Gorbachev had a weak personality. He was
not a strong leader. He used to yield very soon. He Was
credulous. He accepted whatever was told to him Ly the
West, without weighing its pros and cons. His negotiating
style and strategy made him submissive. This submissive
nature of Soviet diplomacy did more harm than good to

U.S.5.R.

The core of Mikhail Gorbachev'!s diplomacy was to get

economic aid from the West. U.S.s.R. was admitted to glokal
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economic netwark after a long persuasion. The West pledged
economic aid but sizeable economnic aid did not come. Had
Gorbachev got sufficient aid, he would have been able to
reform the economically torn society. Mere pledges and
promises do not provide hbread. So Was the case with the
U.S.5.R. Bread was promised but bread did not come. Thus
U.S.5.R. dies of lack of economic aid. It was the fallure

of the Garbachevian economic diplomacy.

The Soviet society had been a closed society. Had
the same thing cont-;inued, U.s.53.R. would have continued far
sone more period. Loosening of screws made the scciety
free from ideological inclinations. Too much of .glasnost
proved harmful for him. He might have thought of becoming
a messiah or saviour. He kescame the saviow but he destroyed

the pase upon which he was standing.

He was not a far-sighter. He had never thought of
a disastrous ruin. He did not recognize the intentions of
the West. MWest wanted destruction of not only Soviet empire
but of Soviet Union too. He was anticipating help to
avoid this destruction at least of U.s.S.R. but he got

nothing to save his country.

Sometimes one wonders howWw could so much happen in
g0 short a time? The world that Gorbachev destroyed in
six years had taken decades to construct, and until he

started to dismantle it, there was no obvious sign that
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it was as fragile as it provwed to be. And yet it did

crumble, as if shaken by a gigantic earthquake.

The amazing pace of change was an important clue. 1t
was possible because energies had accumulated beneath the
surface comparable to the natural forces that build up
where two plates of earth's crust meet, finally erupting in
a shattering earthquake. Once, the first tremors were felt,
the Soviet Union's stale and ricid economic and political
structures began to shake.Bastern Burope's false front - a
slapdash facadke of Stalinism forcibly and unnaturally attached
to ancient Central Buropean cultures - crumbled under the

tremblar's strength.

Events could only move so fast because as long as he
was dismantling Stalinist system, Gorbachev was working with
the forces of history, not against them. He knew fram the
outlet that his country was in dire straits -~ this knowledge
was the source of his urge to reform. The more he tried
to put things right, the better he grasped how bad things
were. He said time and again that plans had to be changed
after he and others understood the seriousness of the
problems they faced. What they thought they knew repeatedly
turned out to be less than the full truth. At the Central
Camittee plenum of April 1989 Garbachev admitted; *“None

of us had a good knowledge of the country we live in%.

The truth was that the Stalinist model had long

outlived its utility and was nearing collapse after doing



93

inmeasurable damage to the country. The idea that a huge
industrial econany could effectively be planned and controlled
by relatively few officials in Moscow had proven false.

The system this idea created was static, not dynamic, and
was based on a simple.minded distinction between pre-
industrial and industrial life. The planned economy would
take Russia from backwardness to modernity - that was its
authors' vision. But their vision left no room for the
actual dynamics of technological innovation, improvisation,
market mechanisms and so on. 1t was the vision of econamic
illiterates. 1t created a hapless economic monster that
was backward, inefficient, and clumsy. Its managers did
not know how to ‘manage. Its workers did not know how to
wark. 1Its currenCy was worthless in any campetitive market.

This was Stalinist legacy.

The cost of sustaining super power status was imense.
Shevardnadze acknowledged in the summer of 1990 that soviet
governments routinely spent a quarter of their resources
on their military establishient - and more to sustain
alliances with never-.do-well Third warld allies like Cuks,
Nicaragua, and Bthiopia. The actual number might have
been higher. The squandering of naticn's wealth over more
than forty. years certainly hastened the collapse of the

stalinist system.

S0 did the worsening carrigtion of Soviet society.

The corruption of a nation is a dynamic process; once becun,
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it tends to gain momentum and accelerates. By the tine
Gorbachev carme to power, it was cormon for a Soviet citizen
to be asked for a bribe for the most basic services, even
health care. The high-minded princigles of the Bolshevik
Revolution had lost all relevance, the society wWas rotting
fran within. This was obvious just from the statistics on
life expectancy and consumption of alcchol, which showed a

country that was killing itself.

By the time liikhail Gorbachev became General Secratary,
his country‘'s economy could no longer crow, and was falling
farther and farther behind the developed warld. Conditions
of life were detericrating ominously. Bither there would
be change or there would be disaster. Even an anonymous
writer's words can't be outrightly rejected. His identity
was concealed under the pseudonym Z and whom people suspected
to be a high official in the State bDepartment. He got an
article published in 'Daedalys' Which was highly critical
of the Soviet Union. The author asserted; * ... the
soviet Union was never a great industrial power, and still
less a modern society. The belief that it was such a
power was among the great illusions of the century'.' He
concluded “the system can't be restructured or reformed
but can only either stagnate or dismantled and replaced
by market institutions over a long pericd of time". He
went on to caution the West " ... any aid the West might
render to the Soviet state to save or im_row the existing

system would be fut;ile; on this score Goarbachev is
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beyond our help.7

Under standing Mikhail Gorbachev means understanding
the Soviet Union. 1t is impartant to see Gorbachev in the
context of Soviet history and society. ‘ We are all children
of our times,’. as Gorbachev said often during his first five
years in power. His times did not begin in 1985. Nor did
the ideas for change that he embraced suddenly fall fram

the heavens after he became General Secretary.

Similarly, the trouble Mikhail Gorbachev encountered
at the end of 1990 and the tragic events of early 1991
can also ke understood only in the context of Soviet histary.
His reforms crashed into the realities of the Stalinist
inhkeritance: an unnatural multinational state, a pathetic
economy, and the enduring power of the core croups that
had made the old system work, however feebly. The army, the
KGB, the police, and the still hidden but still powerful
military_industr.ial complex, and the rt.mnants of Partf
apparatus pushed Gorbachev off course at the very moment

whén he seemed to be triumphant.

They pushed him toward a new, hard line that led
directly to the clumsy showdown with the Baltic staﬁes and
then to tragedy in January 1991. 1t was Gorbachev's own

fear and ambition that made him susceptible to their

7 4, "To the Stalin Mausoleum", Daedalus, Winter
1990, p. 312. .
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pressure. Tie blood of the fourteen Lithuanians killed
ﬁhén army troops stormed the television station in Vilnius
was blood on Gorbachev's hands. For nearly six years he
had avoided this; he had built a great international repu-
tation and collected the Nobkel Prize as an implacable foe
of violence. Bven as he plotted to kring the Lithuanians
to heel, violently if necessary, he was working feverishly
in the diplomatic arena to avoid war in the Persian Gulf -
trying to fulfill the noblevaspirations of his United
Nations speech of December 1988. But this was window
dressing. The real test of hié moral position came at
home,and he failed it. The wild, bucking horse he had been
riding for several months finally threw him. When the
paratroopers opened fire in Vilnius, the hopeful, high-
minded Gorbachev era ended.

We know the least about the formation of Gorbachev's
character - that combination of genes and reflexes, taught
or absarbked, that defines a personality. The effects of
his grandfather's arrests, his fatherts absence from hone
during the war, his close association with his mother's
parents, his early expose to Russian orthodoxy, and other
intriguing but inconclusive details from his early biography
are well known. Gorbachev's own description of his boyhood
home as a 'plague house' after Grandfather Gopkolo returned
from fourteen months of imprisonment and interrogation - a

jouse‘where even relatives and close friends could not



97

visit for fear of being associated with this tenemy of the

people!', who had been the first chairman of the collective

farm _ is haunting.

It is clear from evidence of his adolescence that
Mikhail Gorbachev emerged from childhood as a poised,
confident, outgoing and ambitious person. 1In adolescence
he learned theatrical skills that made him wary of more
elaborate psychological interpretation. He has been aCtin§
for more than forty years. His was a masked personaiity,

and he was a lonely man, who aparcntly shared that was

truly personal with conwrades and colleagues.

But if the formation of character cannot be divined,
the character itself isn't so mysterious. 1t is formidable
and has made Gorbachev stronger than those around him in
Soviet politics, He intimidated and impressed everyone
who worked near him. Yeltsin admitted this in his autobio-
graphy.“ What he has achieved will, of course, go down in
histary of mankind, I do not like high-sounding phrases,
yet everything that Gorbachev has initiated deserves such
praise. He could not have goné on just as Brezhnev and
Chernenko did befare him. I estimate that the country's
nz;tural resources and the people's patience would have
outlasted his lifetime, long enough for him to have lived
the well fed and happy life of the leader of a totalitarian
state. He could have draped himself with orders and medals,

the people would have hymned him in verse and song, Wwhich
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is always enjoyable. Yet Garbachev chose to go another way.
He started by climbing a mountain whose sumit is not even
visible. He is somewhere up in the clouds and no on€ knows
how the ascent will end. Will we all be swept away by an

”

avalanche or will Everest be conqueredz

/
Mikhail Gorbachev camnot be understood apart fram his
membership of the caste of Comnunist Party off icials. He
grew up in the Communist Party of the Soviet Union; it shaped
him, taught him political analysis and political rhetoric.
It gave him a style and a manner that he never gave up. BHe

could not giwve them up even if he wanted to do so.

e embraced a flexible, moralistic and humane outlook
that could have caone from the mouth of an &wrican Unitarian.
Yet when his own moment of &uth came in Lithuania, tiikhail
Gorbachev could not fulfill his new definition of a Communist.

Instead he reverted to an earlier type.

Although Gorbachev held on to his Comnunist identity,
he was never hidebound. Once he committed himself to
‘revolutionary changes' he was willing to accept wholesale
revision of Party tradition, and to break nearly all the

old rules that governed Soviet society.

He was overhauling Soviet coamunism to create a better

Soviet Union, and better comunism - that's how Gorbachev

8 Robert G. Kaiser, Why Gorbaclev Happened: Hig zgi'uxnp_hs
and Failureg (New Yarks simon and Schuster, 1991),

Do 406'
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saw his historical role. But communism held no appeal for
large numbers of people, and the idea of the Soviet Union
held no appeal for many, probably most, of the non-Russian

citizens of the U.S .3 .Re.

The ability to change his mind made Mikhail Gorbachev
a better tactician. In the case of Boris Yeltsin alone,
Gorbachev changed his mind more than five times. 1In early
1986 he could speak harshly of andrei Sakharov as a criminal,
at the end of the same year he could make the dramatic phone
call that led to Sakharov's release and eventual transformation
into Garbachev's political ally. One month idea of a multi-
party politiCal system was rubbish; the next month he was
urging the repeal of article 6 of the constitution to open
the way for a multiparty system. He was such a good tactician
that many of his liberal supporters refused to believe, in

the fag end that he was abandoning them.

Perhaps the most eregious example of his overconf idence
was his failuwre to confront the need to create a new system
to replace the one he so successfully destroyed. Gorbachev
seemed to convinCe himself that he could postpone this task
fo; three years, then four, then five. In the sixth year
his procrastination caught wp with him.

It is true that Gorbachev's economic policies had been
on the wrong track since the Central Committee plenum of
June 1987. The budget deficit balloned from 3 per cent of
gross domestic product in 1987 to 10 per'cent in 1989 and



100

higher still in 1990 and 1991. The money that had to be
printed to cover these deficits had dramatically aggravated
inflationary pressures. The antidrinking campaign went out
of control when prices of Vodka were doubled, stimulating
an enormous black-market -~ and the disappearance of sugar,

which home brewers used to make their own white lichtening.

Ultimately, the facts of Soviet life_cbjective
reality, as a Marxist micht put it were Gorbachev's greateét
enemy . He could open up the Soviet Union, restore its
history, initiate debate on fund;amental issues, even convert
a nation of sheeplike followers into a vibrant new political
organism, but he could not overcome the fundamental terms
of existence in his country. So, six years of experiment
failed ultimately. He had thrown off the yoke of Stalinism,
an astounding accomplishment, but even Without the yoke

the country was crippled by the consequences of its past.

as he dismantled the old system, Mikhail Gorbachev
never eliminated the mechanisms that make dictatorship
possible. The army shrank but never lost its influence,
and the Soviet version of the military-industrial complex
apparently retained its ability to comandeer the most
desirable economic resources, The KGB survived at full
strength - hundreds of thousands of agents. Many of the-
hard-nosed Party hacks who maintained discipline faor the
0ld regime remained available for service., Censors never
forgot how to censar. Prosecutors and judges knew how

to take arbitrary orders fram above, and probably did not
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know how to resist them.,

Inspite of all these, Gorbachevian diplomacy still
has a dominating role. Though USSR dismantled on December
25, 1991, the successor republics did not say a farewell
to his disarmament diplomacy. Instead, Boris Yeltsin
concluded START 11 and other members of CIS and Baltic

Republics are following the footsteps of iikhail Garbachev.

in this way, we find that like personality of other
leaders of U.3.5.R. Mikhail Gorbachev's personalaty too
played a ’signifiCant role in USSR's diplomacy. Despite
his failures, his achievements should not ke krushed away

in a single stroke.
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