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SUMMARY - »
Foreigh ahd domesﬁic policy in the USSR are depicted in terms of the
interaction of two principal tendéncies, neo~Stalinist and reform.
The neo-Stalinist trend is seen in the use of détente and limited
agreements with‘western powers For'oFFensive political purposes, and
in limited de-Stalinization internally and in Eastern Europe. The

reform trend is observed in Soviet endeavours to obtain politically

~stabilizing agreemants that permit 2 reallocation of rescurces to

favour more rapid economic development and liberalization in the
USSR and bloc countries. Both trends are reflected in the Soviet
approach to the CSCE;; The refofm trend has gained influénce since
3969, and the current military, political, and economic situation
indicates it may be still more evident in'Soviet behaviour at the
Conference later this year. Though precise forms-oF Soviet conduct
cannot be predicted, intra-Party discussions concerning Soviet acti-
vity prior to the Genoa Economic Conference of 1922, indicate that
MDscbw may appear at the CSCE with a set of proposals for East-West
cooperation cﬁnsiderably more comprehensive and reasonable than any-
thing they have recently produced. Against this background og
attractive and possibly even workabls m=asures, they would make
political concassions in the pursuit of aconomic objectivas and a
stabilization of East-West relations conduciva to internal reform

in the USSR. Soviet behaviour would not be fres of offensive poli-
tical ambition, and the Confarence will not its3lf solve ths prob-

iams 6f a divided Europe. The forthcoming period is neveftheless

~

“‘a propitious one for action designad to tilt Moscow into'a“ppsture

of long-term Cast-Wast accommodation that increasingly restricts
the nao-Stalinist orientation in Kremlin policies toward the West,

fastarn Curops, and its own population.
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_ GENDA PLUS 51: THE SOVIET UNION AT THE
CONFERENCE ON SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN EUROPE

Franklyn Griffiths

' The Soviets are quite reticsnt about their fntentions
toward the Confersnce on Security and Cooparation in Europe
(csce) which now ssems likaly to taks place in Helsinki this

summer. And yset it is they and their Warsaw Treaty Organi-

‘zation (WTO) allies that ars chiefly responsible Ffor the con-
o

e

vocation of this meeting, having urged it on a reluctant west
in 2 series of general declarations and bilateral consulta-
tions since 1966. All manner of objectives may conssquently
be attributed to the Soviet Union., For axample, it could be
arquad that Moscow's interests in a CSCE ars still "to iso-
late the'United States from Europs, to split the Western
allies in NATO, to destroy the EEC, and eventually to draw
East and Western Europe togsther in a Soviet hegemonic secu-
rity sphers withgut United States influsnce or presenca."1
MOfe likély, however, the Soviets do not have clsarly dsfinad
intentions, muéh lass a coﬁerent‘strategy for ths Ffuturse of
Europe and East-West rslations as a whole., Givan the unusual
fluidity of world politics in recent times, Moscow couid well
enter the CSCE with several broad options, sach a somewhat
differsnt variant of the géneral forsign policy line of the
Communist Party of the Sovist Union (CPSU). In the coursae of



the ConFarance.thay'would take whatsvar they could get,
depanding on the conduct of the Western powsrs., Foreign“
‘observars ars relatively familiar with variations in the
Soviet pursuit of offsnsive politicai and military goalé,

as Moscow's actions shift back and forth between an amphasis
on threats and propaganda and conciiiation and agreements in
ordasr fo extract concassions, divids, and damobilizs the
Westarn powsrs. In fact we are inclined to axpact littlé
else from Moscow. Should the Soviets chooss to inject néw
elements into their European policy at the CSCE, we might
therefore fail to recognize the innovation, or to provide

an adequate responsa.

It is the argumant of this report that ths Soviet Union
is considering & new orientation for its European policy.
-0One of the rsasons that Moscow continues to veil ifs inten-
tions may be that it wishes to preserve the opportunity for
max imum politicai sffact should it decide to drop a bomb-
shall at the CSCE. This would represent the opening salvo
in a campaign to achieavs new levels of accommodation with
the Wwest. The initial ddmarche at the CSCE could consist of
an alaborate programme of East-West reaconciliation, far more
reasonable and comprshensivs than anythihg racently sug-
gested by the Soviet Union. The appearance of such a pfoé'
gramma together with an array of practical proposals end

conciliatory negotiating behaviour might again be sxplained



by refsesrance to thg offensive political purposes usually
associatad with Sovist actions in the Europsan theatra.

More sppropriately, an initiative of this kind could be
attributed to a growiné commitment to obtain an axtandsd
pariod of crisis-fres reslations with ths Wast as a nécas-
sary background for intensifisd sconomic and tschnological
davalopment in the USSR. The assertion of this lattsr |
orisntation over ths ;ong-standing tandency to sssk uni-
latesral political advantags would bs bassd upon a thres-
fold recognition: that the USSR now sxperisnces a suffici-
ent degrses of sacurity in relation to the Unitad States and
othar Westasrn powsrs; that major political objectives advo-
cated by the Sovist Union in connaction with the CSCE havs
already besn achisved with Westsrn acceptance of sxisting
boundariss in Europs, ths achf%amant of diplomatic rscog-
nition fbrAthe East German regims, and ths ragulation of the
Barlin problem; and that the outstanding Sovist requiremsnt
in the uwest liss not so much in powsr-political transfor-
mations as in the elaboration of rsliabls lohg-tarm commercial,
scisntific, and tschnological tiss hecessary for more rapid
aconomic prograess in the Sovist Union under present conditions.
The matrix of opportunities and constraints posad by the
military-strategic, political-diplomatic, and aconomic»situ-

ations can bs ssan to favour but not necessarily ansurs such
a racognition in Moscow. Accordingly, an opportunity may

ariss at the CSCE to reinforce a significant and desirabls



‘change of smphasis in Sovist policy toward the Wsst.

The Soviet systam has reached a juncture similar in
many fespacts to that which it faced before the Ganoa Eco-
nomic Confarence of 1922, At that time a very much weaksr
regimé that had recently improvsd its‘sééurity position soﬁe-
what was forced to choose more claarly bstwesn offensive
foreign political objectives and the internal requirsments
of the Soviest state for greater sconomic collaboration with
its western adversariss. The choice they mads required a
long-term effort to reduce the perceived thfaat of Soviast
Communism in the West, and to utilize European interests in
sgcurity as a means of acquiring much-nesedsd sconomic and
technical assistance for Russia. This dacision was the re-
sult of shafp debate within the Party., What with Lenin's
incapacitat;on later in 1922, and the snsuing succession
struggle, the opposition was able to prevent the raegime from
following through with the new foreign policy trend es might
otherwise have besen done. Nevertheless for those who pre-
farred policies of collaboration with democratic societies
in the West, the Genoa experisnce ramained a model for Soviet
diplomatic behaviour. Today, participants in the intra-
Party debats on forsign pblicy asgert that Moscow's prepa-
rations for the Genoa mesting are of dirsct relevance to
current Soviet tasks. For sxample in a January 1973 review

of a reacant volume of Brezhnav's foreign policy spssches in
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the Party's main theoretical journal, A.A. Gromyko finds it
appropriate to quots Lenin's statsment on1922 that “Genda
is now the most burning quastion of policy."2 A oqe;to-one'
equivalence between Genoa in 1922 and Helsiﬁki in 1973 is
of‘coursavto ba avoided. Nevertheless an understanding of
ths Kramlin'svbehaviour on the occasion of its first appsar-
ance at a multilateral European negotiation may help us to
decode current intérnal Sovist communications about policy
toward the CSCE. It may ssnsitize us to the possibility of .
inner movement in Soviet conduct on Europsan matters, which .
othsrwise could go unnoticed. And it may tell us somsthing
sbout Soviet tactics at Helsinki. In @ word, Genoa provides
an opportunity to penetrate the veil that surrounds current

Soviet thinking about policy in Europs.

In what follows I intsend tp considar ths principal
opposing trends in postwar Soviet conduct toward the West in
Europe, and to define nuanced changes in the Sovist approach
to the quastion of a CSCE since 1966 in terms of shifts in
the relative influence of thase underlying tendenciss. It
will be suggestsd that Soviet policies are intsrnslly contra-
dictory, consisting principally of two trends, neo-Stalinist
and feform, whose role in the totality of Soviet behaviour
variss undsr the pressure of changing situational factors,.
In order to gasin insight into the reform trend as it might
be manifested at the CSCE, attention will be given first to
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reform strategy and tactics as they ware developad in Soviat
preparations for the Ganoa Cdnfaranca, and then to the wayé
~in which they might bs displaysd at Helsink;‘if the ﬁao-
Stalinist orianfation is not-predominant in Soviet,policy.
Situational variablaess will tHereaFtar bs considersd as thay
- saam likely to affact'tha influence of the reform trend in
Moscow's Euroﬁeén policy as of mid-march 1973, and in the
months to coms. In conclusion, the policy iﬁplications of

8 Sovist decision to approach the CSCE in a spirit of reform

will bs discusssd as thasy concern Canada in particular.

I. Opposing Tandanciss in Sovist Policy

In spéaking of Sovist objsctives or intentions we usually
assuha that poliéy is ths product of mors or lass/rational
délibaration among a limited group of dscision-maksrs who
have certain broad g?als in mind, who analyze situations 10
terms of thess aims, then resolving on practical action. To
understand Sovist foreign policy changs is to appraciats
changes in lesadership thinking as thay respond to new situ-
ations., From this psrspective foresign policy is a unilinaar
andbsaquential process that occurs in stages as ons sat of
percaptions and actions gives way to anothsr in thas coursa‘of
delibaration among de;ision-makars. Such a visw of Soviet'»
conduct is of undoubted utility in that it readily lendé-'

meaning to the large volums of policy-relsvant data gansratad
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" by the USSR. On the other hand, ws have very little reliable

information about the thinking of Soviet leaders, even though
this is the central consideration in most Western intsrpreta-
tions of Soviet bshaviour. Morsover it can be suggested that
Soviet policy-making is less centralized ;nd "rational" thaﬁ
is usually thought, and that non-logical interaction among
officials, organizations, and informél groups is sufficiently
prominent to rsquirse attentionvin the analysis of Soviest con-

duct.3

My own preference in these matters is to regard Saviet
objectives aé the goals of a political system, rather than
the concrete aims of a group of officials who effectively
monopolize all phases of policy.  Since we have little infor-
mation about Sovist decision-making, it is desirable to work

with a concept of policy that minimizes ths significance of

- dacision-making variables and maximizes the utility of the

available data. The latter consist gssentially of the pro-
nouncements and actions of the Party and state, end ths maves
of a whole seriss of subsystem actors in ths USSR, 1Is thars
a pattsrn to this behaviou;, and can ws offer explénations
for pattern changses, thereby gaining soms ability ta predict

thure Soviet actions?

In Saviset policy on a given issus ovsr a periad of yéars‘
certain uniformities may be observed in the actions of offi-

ciels and lesser political participants as the regime responds



to its pertiﬁentvenvironmants; These uniformities may be
termed "tendsnciss," or regularities in the total volume ef'
communication through which Soviet policies are formed,
decidsed upon, and 1mp1etﬁented.4 They repressnt inner pres-
ferences or altsrnate programmes of the Soviet system, which
it sesks to act out in dealing with a specific sst of 1esues
such as problems of security and cooperation in Europs. As
indicated, this concept of Soviat policy sees it as being
internally inconsistent and compossd of a sariss of diver-
ging trends whose relative influence alters in responss to
situational variables, thereby causing subtls and not-so-
subtle chaﬁges in the outward behavieur of tha regime, Soviet
foreign policy change is accordingly to be understood in terms
of shifts in the relationship among persisting tendencies of
the political system as a whole, rathsr than in te:me of a
sequence‘of decisions by ths lsadsrship group. Ths lseadsrs
of courss sssk to convey the impression that they ars fully
in command. But I would arqus they ars in high degrse cap-
tives of the situation in which they find themselves, caught
between tha conflicting needs of the Soviet system and the
countervailing prassures of its domestic and intsrnational
enVironments. The interpretation of Sovist conduct on quss-
tions of Europsan sscurity and cooperation should thersfore

begin with an identification of the undsrlying trends in -

Soviat policy.

Three principal tasndsncies may be discernad in the
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overall beshaviour of the Sovist system as it concerns rela-

tions with the West., Thess may bes termed ths ssctarian,

~neo-Stalinist, and reform trends, and ars outlined in Tablse

f ﬁ.»'They consist of composits directions of policy on a

seriss of related issuss: dealings with the West, domestic

.political dsvelopment, the future gsneral lins of ths CPSU

in forseign and domestic affairs, and policy toward sacurity
and cooperation in Europs. Attention is given to domestic
politics, since in the relatively highly centralized Soviet
system the international situation and the foreign policy of
the reqime are reciprocally related to the goals, prestigs,

missions, roles, and thersfore intsrests of diverse segments

-of Sovist socisty.  Forsign policy and domestic politics may

of coursse be out of kilter at a given moment, as may Soviet
policy on different issues in external affairs., But over a
lengthy time period, the variations in Sgviet bshaviour sort

out into thres unde:lying trends.

It should be emphasized that we ars dealing hers with
massive trends in system beshaviour, and not with the orien-
tations of individuals except insofar as the latter act as
the bsarers of a given tendency. Individuals may entertain
visws on domestic and foreign policy, for examples, that are
logiceally incompatible.5 Where leadérs ars concerned,_fhéy.
may also be of more than one mind as thesy sesk to raconcile

conflicting trends in Soviet policy. In addition it is quite
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possible that a personfs statad attitudés‘toward curfant_
foreign and domestic affairs may contradict his prefsrences
for the future development of policy, owing to the demands |
of his rols or the presvailing political mood. The effective
'feformer, for instance, may ows much of hié success to ah |
ébility not tb appear as an advocats of reform, For these
and other reasons it makes little sense to look for "hawks"
and "doves" on policy issues in ths Soviet Union. Though |
the Soviat system persists in displaying dovish bshaviour

on occasion, thers. can be no really satisfactory answsr to
the question, "Well, who are ths dovgs?“ But when system-
atic rather thén individual or groupAbéhaviour is considsred,
it is possible to differentiats bstween altsrnate directions-
of policy and to identify tendenciés that'might merit support.

In surveying postwar Soviet bshaviour we may initially
identify é tendsncy to adopt sectarian solutions. Rather
then move out in search of voluntary commitment to and co-
operation with the regime, the besarsrs of this trend display
a preference for hisrarchical patterns of control and cosrcsd
support in external as wsell as internal affairs. In foreign
policy this enfails a vigorous Soviet sffort to solidify and
strengthen the socialist camp and the influsnce of ths most
militant detachments of the world Communist movement, fhis A
necessitates counterposing the forces of ﬁeace and socialism

to the capitalist ﬁorld in black-and-white terms on all
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issues. Unwilling to make thé political compromises neces-
sary to aftract support from gray arsas within capitalist
society and in the Third World as well, the exponents of a
two-cemp foreign policy svidently prefer to maintain a sense
of dedication to a sacred revolutionary mission., Opere-

tionally, these attitudes are expressed in strident slogans

'that emphasize a‘very'energetic defense affort, sustained

political vigilance, and tha exposure of imperialism, par-
ticularly American and West German imperialism, to the peoples
of the world. In conducting this political trench warfare,
no deviation is to be tolerated in Eastern Europe.6 Moscow
is to have little or nothing to do with Westsrn governments,
for fraternization of any kind only serves to blur the funda-
mental distinctions that exist between socialism and cepital-
ism at every point. In no wey should the Soviet Union be-
come dependent upon Western behaviour for its own sscurity.
Taken as 8 whole, these visws on foreign policy are sectarian
in that if implementsd they would entail a self-isolation of
the Soviet regime, masked by the triumphelist rsvolutionary
propaganda of a militant poliﬁical sect, Western observers
frequently err in reading this as a prescription for an ex-
pansionist and eaggressive foreign policy. In reality it
represents a passive'acceptance_of a hostile internatiohéi
statué,quo. As such it appears to be celculated in part to
retrieve and justify the practices and priorities of Soviet

internal politics during the Stelin era. As such it also
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constitutes the optimum variant in Soviet policy for thoss
in the West who favour'order as oppossd to movemsnt in

‘domestic and foreign affairs.

~ The internal political corrolariés of the passiVa and
sactarian trend in foreign policy are well described in the
Wastern literaturs on totaiitarianism. They fequire éha
dévélopment in the USSR of a very highly centralized and
tightly contfolled social system ruled with great zaal by a
small leadership group in accordance with dogmatic ideqlogi-
 ca1 precepts. In this system of rule powsr is by dafiniiion
dictatorial, and cosrcion and terror“are deemed appropriate.
to achieve ths goals advanced in the nams of the working
class. A strenuous sffort is requirsed to eradicate all forms
of opposition and dissent, and to achisve an unmediated
relationship betwesen the individual and the stats, so that
the former is powerlaess to resist the lattsr's démands for
absolute persoﬁal loyalty and commitment, Similarly the
media of communication ars very clossly controlled in én 8N~
deavour to stimulate snthusiasm, to lggitimize individual
sacrifice in the name of defsnss against exts:nal and inter-
nal thresats, and to strengthen the "moral-political unity"
of Soviet socisty. As for the esconomy, it is dirsctad gc;'
cording to the dictates of a crude system of central plahning -
that very clearly favours defense and the production of pro-

ducer's goods at ths expense of agriculturs, light industry,



14

and the consumer. Stalin and his works are of course highly.
esteamed by the supporters of this trend in Soviet political

devalopmant, as they endsavour to stesl the population

‘against internal deviations, and military, political, and
'idaological subvarsion by the imperialist states,

Kka”wA /////;inca the early 'fifties, the trands favouring a passive

Qﬁ@
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two-camp foreign policy of confrontation and a totalitarian

"development internally have waned in influence desspite a

reassertion that occurred in the psriod bstwsan Khrushchav's
removal and the Twsnty-fourth CPSU Congress in 1971, Thay
continue howsver to be seen in the more virulent propasganda
attacks on the Western powsrs, in repressive policies in
Eastern Europs, in celebrations of the rolé of the Soviet
military and internal ssecurity forcés, in the suppression of
national minority spokesmen and political and artistic dissi-
dents, and in repeated campaigns for political vigilance and
ideological uniformity., Should the sectarian trend acquire
increased influsnce in Soviet behaviour, it would ba exhibi-
ted in an effort to recapture the practices and mood of the
late 'forties. In domestic affairs this would mean greatar
emphasis on the goals and techniques of totalitarianism. In
foreign policy it would uitimataly consiSt of an attaempt tp
come to terms with China #n an effort to reconstitute the}
socialist camp as it stood at the time of the Korean war,

Chinese demands for a ravision onSoviét internal and foreign
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policy would p:esumabiy be mét, sincs séctarian glemants in
the Soviet Union concur with Chiﬁese cfiticism of Soviaet
domastic practice and have insistad svan after the Sino-
Soviet border clashes of 1969, thét imperialism is the "sole
source of the danger of war.? With regard to the Wast, the
sectarian trend would be displayasd in vitupsrative propa-
ganda and in the encouragement of Western communist partiss
to adopt policiss of axtreme militance., Tha post-Stalin
trend to détante and collaboration with capitalist states
would ba ravarsad. Arms racing and political warfare would
be resumed in earnest, and as sharp a division as possible
would be drawn betwean the socialist and capitalist camps.
In this the United Statss would be trsated with especial
savarity, and in dealing with the govarnments of Western
Europe Moscow would in no way jeopardize its positions to
the East. Viewad from this perépective, a CSCE, if it occur-
red, should be employed to make anti-imperialist propaganda.
Soviet security would be assurad uﬁilaterally and through
WTO defence efforts. And any extensive East-West sconomic
and technical coopsration would be ruled out on the grounds
of avoiding dspesndence on the Wast and averting ths unfa-

vourable affects of collaboration with the adversary.‘

Somewhat more flexible systeam responses ars to be Fouhd.
in the trend I have called nso-Stalinist although its post-

war antecadants reach back into the Stalin period. In
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relations witﬁ the West neo-gtalinism bonsists of a rejection
of passivity in favour of a policy of movément or.activism,
in which unilateral political objectives are to be gained
rapidly and at the expenss of the capitalist class through

- a varYing blend of détente and pressure tactics,8 Rathgr
thén seeing the contest in terms of a two-camp confrontation,
the actions of the quiét state and the subsystem bearsrs of
the neo-Stalinist tendency display a heightened intersst in
the exploitafion of differences bstwesn the United States

and its NATO allies., Tension-reducing diplomacy and a degrse
of propaganda restraint are employsd to promote an effective
expression of anti-American, nesutralist, pacifist, and pro-
Soviet sentiment in western.quepe. In this setting, centri-
fugal tendenciqs in the Western alliance are strengthasnad,
NATO caﬁacitias for coharant action ars reduced, Western
military preﬁaredness declines, and opportunities are created
for Sovist diplomatic gains through the use of bilateral
agresments with American allies or sudden political dsmands
as occurred in the case of Berlin. At the same tims the
activist orientation reflects a keen awarensss df the dss-
.tructivaness of modern weapons, and thus displays a readiness
to reduce tensions with Washington.,  Should limited agree-
ments with the United States also prove unavoidable For -
balance of power or possibly economic reasons, they are also
employsd for tactical advantage to weaken the American mili-

tary effort and erode the Ctadlbility of the Amsrican
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commitment to tha defenss of Westarn Europs. Though it may '

exist, an interast in what might bs called "nsfarious col=-

laboration" or condominium with the Unitad_Statas is not

raadily'diécarnad. On the contrary, American capabilities
are sean to bs declining to an extent that obviates the
necaessity for the Soviet Union to acquissce in Amafican

sphares of influsnce in Westsrn Europe or alséwhere. In

:shifting the Europsan balancs of forces in particular, Com-

munist parties ares urged to avoid ssctarian isolation and
to lesad broad-front popular movements to sffact favourable
changss in the policy of NATO and nsutral governménts. The
activist inflactioh in Sovist policy‘thus envisages inter-
national relations as a vigorous zero sum game in which
Moscow has no acknowledged common intsrests with thes West
as it strives for global powsr and influsnce, This goal is
pursusd in a way that reduces the risk of nuclear war, but
it also requires very substantial and possibly supsrior mili--
tary forces, as wall as a minimization of contacts with the
United States. A divisive uss of déﬁsnte and limited agres-
ments seems particularly well suited to a policy of activism,
and it is this trend that has on ths whols besen pradominant

in post-Stalin Soviet policy toward the West.

The domestic political corollaries of forsign polib)}
activism are summed up by the term limited de-Stalinizatibn.

This trend in internal affairs seems to bs based upon an

>
fSeR
)
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awarénesé that continusd esconomic dévalopment of the Soviet
»system necessitates qualitative as well as quantitativs |
improvements in prdduction; Where a highly centralized
»eéonomy and polity was suitabls to the forced-pace, exteh-
sive sconomic growth of ths Stalin ysars, somewhat mors
vloosely strqcturad economic and political regimes are nsces-
sary for effective social contributions to intensive growth.
Accordingiy there is a tendsncy to ;alax the command system
of economic planning and managsment, and to modify Stalinist
budgetary priorities to provide greatsr incentives for pro- |
ductivity. Similérly, within the political system a dagfea
of ideological and institutional divérsity-is permitted as
theorstical and practical debata occurs within prescribed
limits, and as sxperts are sncouraged to play a largsr role
in policy formation., Simultaneously, terror is virtually
eliminated, and the Soviet citizen finds it comparatively
sasy to predict the use of cosrcion by ths rasgims. Repres-
sion is directed against dissidents and othsrs active out- |
side the boundariss of psrmissible political activity. A
continusd intensive sffort is made to block ths spresad of
bourgsocis ideas. The propaganda apparatus continuss to
depict Western societies, if not all Wesstern governmsents,

in an unfavourable light. And ths Soviet dsfense and police

gstablishments continue to be the subjscts of campaigns of -

praiss,

Activism in policy toward the West and limited internal
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de-Stalinization go ﬁand in hand. A perceptible reduction
~in the overall level of international tension sarves not
only offensive foreign policy goals, but also a degrée 6?
internal relaxation. Conversely,’tha political and aconomic
adjusfments requirsed to harnesss local and individual initi-
ative serve the rsgime's ihternal goals and also provids

a F;rmar foundation for the projection of Soviet influsncs
abroad. Neverthsless a ssnss of limitation is most appar=-
ent hers., The sxternal situation vis-3-vis the West cannot
be relaxasd to an sxtent that throws into doubt the idsologi-
cal justification for a single ‘party .system as ruled by ths
lsadsrs. On the other hand, ths intefnal situation must not
bs permitted to sscaps central control to a degres that
leaves the USSR open either to its own centrifugal and dis-
integrative forces, or to successful political-military
pressureﬂtactics by the West. As was true of activism in
foreign affairs,_limited de-Stalinization has bessn the pre-
dominant trend in post-1953 domestic politicg.

Looking ahsad, a continuing emphaéis on neo-Stalinist
trends in Soviet policy would be accompanisd by further slow
departurss from Stalinism in internal affairs, and by a
steady use of divisive conciliation to advance offansive .
foreign political objéctives. Limited tactical agreemeﬁtél
with the United States could be allowsd, but Soviet roréigh

policy would be directed primarily at the exploitation of
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differences betwéen wasﬁingtoh and other Western governments
in order to reduce Amserican political influence and ths
Amgrican military pressence in Western Europs, and to promote
heutralist trends possibly to the extent of "Finiandizing"
the present alliss of ths United Stétes. ‘A degree of diver-
sity within Eastern Europe would continus to be permitted
insofar as it remained gohsonant with Soviet security inter-
asts and internal development. WTO and the Council of Mutual
Economic Assistance (COMECON) would persist primarily as
instruments of Soviet political and sconomic control. They
would be used to obtain the maximum qf unity both in res-
ponding to the West under conditions of détents, and in pur-
suing sconomic cooperation with Western Europe to make up
for the deficisnciss of the neo-Stalinist sconomic system.
As regards the Common Markst, Soviat interests in weakening
NATO, seﬁuring West European investment and technology, and
in preventing EEC political'and military integration, would
together suggest an attempt to undsrmine European unity and
divert West German, French, and Italian sconomic potential
toward the East, Being unwilling to make ths internal poli-
tical changes required for a rapprochament with the currant
Chinese lsadsrship, continued hostility toward the Chiness
Communist Pafty would be in order, togsther with gfforts tq
moderate the conflict at the state-to-stats lesvel. Corres-
pondingly a prefasrence would be displaysd for improved

relations with Japan as a maens of restricting China, raducing
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‘ American inf‘luénce in Asia, and obtaining assistance for
Siberian economic development. A projection of the néo-
Stalinist trend into the future thus envisages the bést of
.possiblé worlds:s a politically and militarily weaker Uﬁited
States and NAT0O, 2 Western Europe increasingly tied to and
dependent upon the Soviet Union, an East Europe intact, a
China contained, and a capacity to carry Soviet influence
into distant areas of the Third World. But all of this is
to be gained at the cost of accepting a still highly inef-
ficient ecohomic system and avoiding economic and political

-rgform within the USSR.

4 -

From this persepctive the CSCE woﬁld be employsd to
‘axtrude the United States from Europe, to blunt offsetting
West European defense efforts, to inhibit the development of
the EEC and increase its responsiveness td Soviet interssts,
to secure the Soviet flank in Europe as insurance against
further sscalation of the conflict with Peking, and to ob-
tain those economic bsnefits that might be expectsd to follow
from less tense relations with Western Europe as a whols.
Opportunities to appeal to leftist public opinion in Europe
might be exploited, as wbuld any policy differences betwsen
the United States on the one hand, and france, UWest Germany,
and the nsutrals on the other, Simultaneous requirements;
of stability in Eastern Europe would however set limits on

. * what could be accomplished at the CSCE and subsequently:
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~though the Czech invasion of 1968 and the explicit and tacit

recognition of existing European frontiers by the West assurs
Soviet security interests in a setting of increased European

cooperation, they do not assurs the internal status quo in

?Eastern Europe. The CSCE would thus repressent an opportu-

nity for cautious movement forward in a continuing quest for

unilateral advantage.

A more definite transformation of East-wast relations

-is suggested by the reform trend in Soviet policy. In this

case the responses of the Soviet system to its various sn-
vironments reflect a marked interest in collaboration among
adversariss in order to enhance Sovist well-being and secu-
rity more rapidly. Where the nso-Stalinist and activist
tendency is guided by an interest in the expioitation of

dif fersnces be twsen capitalist states, thes reform and col-
laborative trend is accompanisd by a praoccupétion,with the
use of differences within Western political elites, the
United States included, for purposses of stabilizing agres-
ment and détente. Neo-Stalinist observers are aware of con-
flicting trends within Western slites, but they usually

paint a pessimistic picture of the balance of forces, arguing
that the aggressive and réactionary elements have pradominant
if not always overwhelming powsr., The advocate of increa#ed
collaboration, however, tends to emphasize the capacity of

Western poiitical systems to make realistic adaptations of
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policy. They also attributs to liberal and progressive
public opinion an ability to influence policy in favour of

restraint and cooperation vis-3-vis the socialist countriss.

This tendsncy in Soviet thinking and action also reflects a

kesn understanding.of the consequences of a war foughf with
modérn weapons, and of the economic burden of defense spen-
ding in the USSR (a point that neo-Stalinist commentaries

are loath to maks). Accordingly, the foresign policy pre-
scription in collaborative argument has been one of adopting
2 diplomatic, propaganda, and defense posture that strengtheas
the influence of liberal, reformist, and anti-war slements

in Western ruling classes. MDreover; this trend is based on
the view that increased cooperation with the United States

is of primary importance to the USSR, Accordingly an sffort
is to be made to avoid exacerbating bilateral Sovist-American
relations és a result of offensive action on othsr issues
where Americen interests are sngaged, The element of tac-
tical advantage is recognized in the disorientging effects

of East-West agreemsnts on Western politicél and military
preparedness, and in the sharpening of intra-NATO differences
that may result from cooperation among adversariss., But
basically the collaborative trend seems to arise not so much
from a desire to gain unilateral political advantage, as from
an interest in the impact of a mors stable East-West rela;

tionship on Soviet internal affairs.®

The advocacy of a foreign policy emphasizing collaboration
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is accdmpanied by an intsrsst in-inteinal liberalization tha£
saaks‘to move the Soviet Union beyond the limited adjustments -
of neo-Stalinism. It is here that wse find demands for
greater democracy in inner-party life, a more active politi-‘
cal role for the Soviets as organs of popular reprasentatioﬁ,
and for the transfer of greater responsibilities to the Union
Republics. A reduction in the influence of bursaucracy in -
Soviet life is sought through enlarged and more genuine mass
participation in governmental affairs at all levels. Greater
fresdom of political and cultural expression is also advo-
cated, as svinced for example in discussions of ths need to
broadsn the scope‘of legitimatse poliiical conflict or "nmon-
antagonistic contradictions of socialism." These relatively
liberal policy prefersnces ariss from a vélue system that
stresses the nesed for a more rapid transition to the fres-
doms of Communism. They also reflect an awareness that the
Soviet economy cannot function properly if the population
~continues to be excluded from participation in cantral policy
formation. In sconomic planning and managemént, further
decentralization and a qualified reliance on market forces
are considered appropgiaia, as is a greater effort to respond
to popular pressure for increasad living standards. On fﬁi#w
‘igﬁfgr point thers is a clear preference for a restructuring
of the USSR budget in favour of greater spanding on consumsr
” goods, public ssrvices, and agriculture.b Also it saems-ﬁo be

recognizad that without forsign assistance the Sovist sconomy
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is itsalf unable to provids ths necassary flow of consumar
7'gdods, or to gesnerate and apply ths high techndngy requirsd.
for advanced aconomic dsvelopment. Ths bsarsrs of thes ten-
. d9ﬁcy toward liberalization in intarnal affairs nots thét

:tha capacity of the USSR to undertake significant forward
"sconomic and political movement toward Communism is depsn-
dsnt upon the lavel of international tsnsions: ths highsf it
is, the more social dsvslopment is frozen in the Soviet Union.
As might ba expsctsd, it is from this region in the spsctrum
of Sovist pdlitical opinion that some of ths sharpsst criti-

cism of Stalin originates.

, A forsign policy orientation smphasizing the dssirabil-
ity of coliaboration with ths Unitsd Statss and other Westsrn
powsrs mashas readily with prefsrsnces for domsstic reform,
The grsatsr ths influsncs of liberal and 1935 belligsersnt
trends in ths policy of cepitalist states, ths more readily
ths work of reform may bs carrisd on in ths Sovist Union,

And to the axtent that reform trends ars influsntial in Soviet
policy, Moscow is abla to take action that supports countsr-
part tendsncias in Western‘poliqy.formation. This orisnta-
tion to forsign and domsstic policy surfacsed initially at ths
Twsnty-first Party Congréss in 1959, and since thsn its in-
fluence has on the whols increased in proportion to ths
decline of sectarian rasponsss, Morsovsr, by thes sarly

'saventies a mors thoroughgoing and properly rsformist
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tsndency maé taking shaps in 1nnar-party'discussions. This
fourth tendsncy, which indicates littls or no intsrsst in

~ths unilatsral tactical advantagss of collaboration and-a.
sbarper desirs for rapid social transformations in ths USSR,

" has yat to influsnce policy dirsctly. As a school of thought,
it is not far famovad from ths illicit visws of Academicians

Sakharov and Varga.10

Should fha reform trend acquirs mors marksd influaﬁca
ovar Soviet policy, ths rsformist movahant could also bs
axpsctad to increase in strangth. Togsthsr thsy could movs ths
Soviet Union into & phasa of damocraiic isolationism quita
distinct from ssctarian self-isolation, Arbatov has argued
that a policy sesking to stabilize ths international snviron-
ment so as to psrmit mors rapid intsrnal dsvelopmsnt doss not
constitute 1solatibnism.11 Csrtainly he and other exponants
of ths rsform trand do not suggesst ths Soviet Union should
turn its back of world affairs, But thsy appsar to bs mors
interasted in intarnal devslopmant than in the expansion of
Sovist powsr abroad. Thsy also sasm to bslisvs that mors can
be dons to promote evolutionary changs of the capitalist
systsm by a policy of agrssmsnts that will loosan ths rass-
traints on social prograss in the Wsst and allow ths Sovist
Union a bsttsr opportunity to influsnce ths courss of his;.
torical davalopment by ForcaAof "socialist sxampls." In ths

meanwhils, Moscow would bs taking practical action fo reducs
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the danger of nuclear war and Further the political and'
économic renovation of the Soviet system. Again, the aem-
_phasis is on a reorientation of goals and ensrgiss to favour

intsrnal reform rather than foreign expansion.

To the extsnt that the reform. trend appreciatas in
future Sovist policy, Moscow can be sxpescted to sesk an over-
all settlement of issuss in disputs with the Waest. Movsment
in this direction would be based on incrsasing coopsration
with the Unitsed States, aimed not at the pressrvation of the
status quo in the form of sphsrss of influsnca, but at the
construction of resgions of security énd cooparation in which
East-West tensions would gradually bs dissipated. In the
European context,12 this would entail a substantial increass
in collaboration and interdepsndence betwean states with
different social systams., Although such a process would
offer many opportunities for action to further the disints-
gration of the Wsstern alliance, it would not be pursued in
this manner so long as the West roafrained from exploliting
the inavitable dislocation among the WTO powers. Thus, where
the neo-Stalinist trend would favour proposals for the dis-
solution of military alliancss as a means of axploiting NATO
vulnerabilities, the reform trend would be reflacted in an
acceptance of NATO and WTO for the time being. AgainstAa
background of continuing Sovist-American nuclear parity,

talks on mutual and balancad force reductions in Central
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Europe (MBFR) would prﬁduca cartain results, and the poli-
tical and military functions of WTO would be appropriately
~deemphasized in an era of dsveloping European cooperation.
The EEC would be accepted as.a separatse éntity having direct
ties to the United States, insofar as it was not pursuing
military objectives in Eastern Europe and also.parmittpd |

- an improvement of relations with MOscow; As for Eastern
Europs, the Soviet Union would seek to disengage, permitting
controlled reform consonant with the degree of reiaxation
achieved within the USSR. In the Far East, continuing at-
tempts would be made to reach economic and political agree-
ments with Japan, and to deter and igolate China. Since the
reform trend besars the brunt of,Chiﬁese ideological criti-
cism, and since stability is valued more highly than the ex-
pansion of‘Soviat bomar globally, an attempt to induce
Washingtsn into joint measurses in Asia would be indicated,
with limited concessions in Europe possibly being offered

in return for American coopsration in the establishment of
an Asian security system. Thus, as distinct from the futurs
snvisaged by the neo-Stalinist trend, the intarnational situ-
ation would becoms increasingly stable, the United Statss
would retain substantial influence in Europs and Asia, NATO
and the WTO would persist, the EEC could remain linked pri-
marily to the United States, reform trends in Eastern Europe
would be permitted to a degree that did not threatan the

overall process of détente, China would be isolated, and
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East-Wast relations would be 6ve§1aid with an 1ncfeas1ng1y :
'dénse web of political, economic and military agresmants. |
The result would be a situation more favourable to Soviast
intsrnal devslopment and, it should be smphasized, to evo-
.lutionary transformations in the capitalist system as wsll.
'>Nov111usions would be entertaihed about the rapidity or sass
of thass processes. Nsvarthelass, Moscow would tend to

avoid moves prompting Western hostility as it pursued a
loﬁg-term stratagy of strangthening the more moderate trends

in the policy of its Western adversariass,

From a reform standpoint, the CSCE might conceivably bs
regardad as the symbolic squivalent of a Varsaillas, It
would legitimize the status quo in Europe, open ths way to
the and of the postwar period, and thersfors mark the onset
of a new era in East-West relations, Ths participéting
stateas would be urgsd to undsrtaks a seriss of obligations
guaranteeing the present situation in Europe against the use
of force. Within this framework of juridical limitations on
state bshaviour, an acceleratad movement toward political,
aconomic, and eventually military cooperation could occur.
The USSR would acquirs an enhanced sanse of sacurity in a
region of traditional vulnerability, end the rationale for
sactarian viswpoints in Soviet socisty would be Fdrther‘uhde:-
mined, The Wsst would expsriance a hsightenad sense of

sacurity vis-3%-vis Soviet Communism, and the negotiation of
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spécific measures of esconomic and technological cooperatidn
would be facilitated. In practical termé,'ths CSCE would be
viewed primarily as a test of the Soviet-American cooperation
tﬁat is vital to the success of reform objectives., Conse-
quently, Moscow would avoid playing to America's allies, ths
'EEC, or to the neutrals, and would endeavour to base its
'public negotiating actions on prior consultation with Wash-
ington. Soviet representatives would behave in business-like
fashion, refraining from propaganda and patently unacceptable
proposals. Moscow would also display a readiness to make
concessions on the practical measures of cooperation that
would principally occﬁpy the CSCE and subsequent Sovist dip-
lomacy. Though Moscow would be confronted with opportuni-
ties for tactical and unilatsaral gain,’it would exercise
substahtial rastraint and view the solution of immediate
tasks in the long-term perspective of developing stablses and
cooperative relations bestwsen states with different social

systems,

Given the foregoing interpretation of Soviet policy in
terms of thres countervailing tendenciss, we may briefly
consider recent Sovist bshaviour on the question of a CSCE
to see whather a tendancy analysis is of use in accounting
for cartain shifts of emphasis that have occurred. Three:
phases may ba identified:s 1966-1969, 1969-1972, and 1972 to

the pressnt. Ouring the first phass, from the rasurrection
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»of ths Confarence prdposal at ths Budapest messting ﬁf tha
WTO in 1966 to ths latter part of 1969, Moscow was claariy
guided by the nso-Stalinist orisntation, with strong suppoft
from the ssctarian trend where the invasion of Czechoslo-
vakia was concarnsd. In this period the call for a Con-
ference was accompanied by divisive and propagandistic demands
for the rapid dissolution of NATO and WT0; and the United
States and Canada were not included among the participants
.in the proposed gathering.13 Simuyl tansously, as Moscow held
felations with Washington in a stats of suspendsd animation
during the sscalation of the Vietnam war, efforts wers mads
to cultivate the lasser Westsrn powaés, aspacially Francs.
Internally, the reform trend suffarsd a satback after appre-
ciating considerably during Khrushchsv's last ysars, and
sactarian influence incrasased to a point that permitted con-
sidering.the rehabilitation of Stalin just prior to ths |
Twenty-third CPSU Congress in 1966.

» By the and of 1969 the situation had altered signifi-
cently. The end of the Cultural Revolution in China and the
resumption of diplomatic activity by Peking in the spring of
that ysar had raised the possibility of a Chinese-American
rapprochement directed adainst the USSR, 14 Simultaneously
the continuing Sino-Soviet border clashss had rsachad a nsw
level of intensity in March. To the West of Moscow, Sovist

_controikhad unques tionably been reestablished in Eastern
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Europe, the Brandt Government had come into offics with a

new variant of ths Ostpolitik promising substantial con-
céssions, sconomic stresses wers growing within the Western
alliance, and ths United States showsd an increasing tendsncy
to reduce its military presence in Western Europs. For its
‘part, Moscow had finally agresd to begin the strategic arms
limitation (SALT) talks with the United States., Internally

a renswsd effort was being mads to rsallocats scarcs aconomic‘
resources in a manner inconsistent with the interests of the
- heavy industrial and dsfense establishments, while ths De-
cembesr 1969 Central Committee Plenum also acknowlsdged the
existance of serious sconomic diFFichties, particularly in
the sphere of productivity., In this satting WTO appéals on
European sascurity laid increasing stress on ths utility of
East-West economic and scientific-technological coopsration,
and the United States was explicitly invited to take part in

the proposed Confsrance, 19

A neo-Stalinist preference for divisive conciliation
could be discerned in these outward changes in thes Sovist
approach to a CSCE. And yst Moscow now bsgan to make sub-
stantive as well as purely atmospheric concessions in the
period that followsd to the Brezhnsv-Nixon summit of May 1972,
In the Moscow traaty of August 1970 with West Cermany the -
Soviets moved toward an acceptance of the status quo in Eur-

ope and divested thsmselvas of the right undsr the United
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- Nations Charter to intervens in West German affairs. Simi-
larly,.ih'the.Four-Power Berlin agreemaent of Septembser 1971“
and 1n'prassing East Germany into bilateral negotiations-
with Bonn and West Berlin, Moscow accepted the permanent
existence of West Berlin and circ;mscribed its ability to
utilize the German and Berlin qpestions for offensive poli-
tical purposaes, Parallel to thess innovations, the Sovist
Union continued ﬁo pursue a programms of incrsasingly ambi-
tious sconomic cooperation with West Germany, france, and
Italy, Internally, the Twenty-fourth Congress in the spring
of 1971 marked a reoriantation of economic policy to give \
greatsr emphasis to higher living standards and intensifisd
technological development in thé USSR. In sum, £he nao-
Stalinist trend had desclined appraciably by the time of the
May 1972 Summit and the series of Soviet-American arms con-
trol, sconomic, and technical agreements that were reached

at that time. Though it would be incorrect to say that the
raform trend acquired predominance in Soviet Europsan policy
betwsen 1969 and 1972, the new rapprochement . with Washington
was accompanied by an agreement to move ahead with the CSCE,
and Europsan gacurity was also discussed during Henry Kissin-
gar'é Moscow visit of Septembsr 1972, As of November, Braszh-
nev could state that "considerable chanéas for ths batter"
had occurred in Soviaf-American relations.1® The overall.
trend of svents suggaests that reform may have approachsd a

position of parity with neo-Stalinism in the dstermination
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of Soviet bshaviour by‘mid-1972.

Sitﬁational variébla§ affecting the balancé of trends

| in current Soviet policy will bs considersd more clossly at
a later point in this study. Here we may note that Soviet
conddct in ths 34-power CSCE preparatory talks since Novem-
~ber 1972 has conformed to the reform trend quite cleatly,
In the first place, the Sovists have bsen making concassions.
On the qusstion of the nature of ths propossd Confsrence,
Sovist policy-makers have yisldsd to Westsrn dsmands for
thorough praparation. Initialiy they seem to have envisaged
a very brief preparatory session that would produce a gen-
eral statsment of agaﬁda items, lsaving ssveral months in
which detailed negotiating positions could be dsveloped for
presantatioh'at the CSCE in the summer of 1973, _Thus when
the NATO countries indicatsd they wers rsady to pressent ex-
tensive aganda'proposals the Soviets werse quité unpreparsd,

, Nevartheless thsy accepted in principle the nacessity to
elaborate detailed assignments for a CSCE that is to procsed
in thres stages -- an opesning session at the Ministsrial
level, a seriss of committees that would then negotiats spe-
cific measurss of security and cooperation, and a concluding
session possibly attanded by Heads of State, In the dis-
tussion of committee assignments, morsover, the Soviet Uﬁion
has given quelified accsptancs to Western proposals for

negotiations on the sxchange of psrsons and idsas, and for



35

the consideration of confidenca-building'military maasureé.
Nesdless to say, a willingness to consider a greater influx.'
of Western ideas as was announced by Brezhnev on Descamber

21, 1972, is anathema to Souiat sectarians and only slightly
less incompatible with thse neo-Stalinist trend.

Throughout the Helsinki preliminariss Soviet repressesn-
tatives haué convaysd ths imprassion that the CSCE has vary
high priority in currasnt Soviét policy, that a Confersncs
must definitely bse hsld this summsr, and that furthsr com-
promises may well be in stors, At the same tims Moscow has
mada no apparent effort to divide thé Western powsrs, no
doubt in part because NATO has thus far displayed remarkable
unity. Morsover, Soviet insensitivity to the proposals of
nautral countriss has had the effect of driving them into
the arms of NATO on many issues. In all of this, the Sovist
Union has spoken frequantly aﬁd vigorously, while Eastern
Europe has said relatively little following an initial burst
of Rumanian activity. Conversely, the United States has bsan
most taciturn, whereas the French have bessn highly active on
beshalf of the NATO powsrs. Indsed, the Soviasts appear to be
irritated with the United States for not playing a morse
decisive role in bringing the praparatofy talks to a spesdy
concl usion, Whether or not thers is a basic undarstanding
on the CSCE bestwesn Moscow and Washington cannot of coursé

be said., Soviet frustration suggssts thers may bs, as does
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the fact that Moscow is inforhing the Amsricans ofvwhat it ‘&
intends to say in advancs. It should also be noted that
‘Soviet press commentary tends to go out on a limb in pre-
1dicting success for the CSCE, as though they had some assd-
rance in the regard.17 On the face of it, neo-Stalinist

and activist trends appear to be suffering an eclipse as
Moscow strives tb bring off a CSCE more consistent with re-

form approaches to foreign and domestic affairs,

To summarize the argument thus far, the responses of
the Soviet system to issues of Europ?an sacurity and coop-
eration are internally inconsistent, They are the reflec-
tion of messive underlying trends that are only partially
subject to leadsrship control. Although the influence of
the reform tendency has increased considsrably since 1966,
the propensity to seek neo-Stalinist solutions remains vsry
mach in force. The future relationship betuween these two
trends will depend substantially upon Western and particu-
larly American actions. A good desal may therefors hinge on
a proper anticipation of Soviet conduct at the CSCE. UWes-
tern governments are doubtless prepared to deal with the
behaviour patterns here called neo-Stalinist. But if it is
assumed for the moment that situational variables will serve
to tilt the Soviet system still Furthef in the direction of
reform responses, how might Moscow be expected to behave?

Can anything more be said about the>perceptions and procedures
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that‘wodld inform Soviet actions at the Conference itself?
‘Answers to these questions take us back to the Genoa Economic

Conferance of 1922,

II. The Genoa Precedant

An excursion into Soviset diplbmatic history migh£ well
seam inappropriate in a study of Moscow's intentions toward
the.CSCE. However, it was at the time of the Genoa Confer-
ence that the reform trend in Soviet policy first tocok shapse.
Subsequently, at moments when the reform trend acquired
greater influence, the fresquency of feferences to the Genoa
-policy increased in internal Sovieticommunications. This
was particularly the case in the Khrushchev period, when neuw
documentation-on Soviet strategy and tactics at Genoa was
released during the Soviet-American détentss of 1959-1960 and
1963-1964, What with the reassertion of conservative ten-
dencies after Khrushchev's removal, allusions to Genoa becams
less frequent and more elliptical. Neverthesless they con-
tinued to be made by officials and lesser t‘igures.18 For
example, in a typically indirect referencs to what went on
in 1922, the readers of the main CPSU thesoretical journal were
told last September that the makers of Soviet forsign policy
were sesking "attentively to follow the development, first
vanalyzed by V.1. Lenin, of the contradiction bstween the ‘warr

party' and the 'party of peace' in the capitalist countries."19
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That this remérk had more significance than met the eye is
indicated by reports that its author, V. Zagladin, is cur-

rently ons of Brezhnev's psrsonal foreign policy advisors.

~In fact, the word "Genoa" and certain key phrasss From'
the Genoa period are like microdots. Thqy can be esnlarged
to reveal a substantial amount of informétioa.on reform pre-
ferences for current quiet,policy. It is also the case
that intra-Party oppogifiﬁn fﬁ ﬁhe reform trend in Sovist
behaviour today is broadly similar to that which aross in
1922, Thus we are informed that, "When you familiarize
yourself with the discussions in Soviet Russia that were con-
nected with the preparations for Genoa, it seems that you
are dealing with events of the present day...."20 An inquiry
into Soviet policy at Genoa should thersfors téll Us somBe
thing about the practical intentions of those who favour the
reform trend in responding to quesfions of sscurity and
cooperation in Europs. In addition it should begin to pro-

vide us with information on current alignments in ths intra-

Party debate over policy toward the CSCE.

We may begin by noting that the failure of socialist
regimes to appear in the leading capitalist countriss aftar
the Octobsr revolution confronted the Bolsheviks with unex-
lpected foreign policy problems., Among them wsre the termi-
| nation and ﬁrevention of Wastern military intarventions, the

sacuring of trads and economic assistance from thess sams
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‘Western bowers as thé Intervéntion waned in 1920-1921; and
the further stabilization of the raegime's position £hrough
diplomatic recognition. Since the working classss in ths
wést had not gained state powsr they wsrs by definition un-
ablé'aiona to assure thé adoption of those policiss of mili-
vtary_restraint and aconomic collaboration which the Bolshe;
viks desired. As a rasult, the makers of Sowist foreign
policy wsers compslled to scrutinize the various capitalist
countries closely in order to identify other foreign policy
actors whoss bshaviour might prove sympathetic to Sovist
interests, and whoss influsnce might bs enhancad by Soviet
diplomacy. The upshot was a comparatively discriminating
view of ths foreign policy ﬁrocass of ths capitalist statss,
and a strenuous endsavour to penstrate these polities in
6rdar to promote foreign policy outcomes favourabls to Soviet

Russia,

By 1921, thess afforts sesmad to have paid off, as Mos-
cow achisved a degrse of equilibrium in its relations with
the West, and introduced ths New Economic Policy at homs,

In this sstting the Sovist lsadership bscame increasingly
concerned with ths task of obtaining trads, credits, tsch-
nology, and forsign investment to restors Russia's war-> 
ravaged sconomy and to promots industrial growth, FEarly in
1922, Moscow was invited by ths principal Westsrn powers to

taks part in a Ccnferencs at Genoa that was to spssd up the
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postwar recovery of Europs, iﬁxpart by reintroducing Russia
into ths world sconomy. This gathering, which occurred in

~ April i922, was the first occasion on which the Soviets

' participated in high-lsvel multilateral nagotiétions with
th; leading capitalist statses, It therefofs required an
overall aséessment of Wgstern policy, and a gensralized
approach to the problem of prolonging ths "breathing-space"
and sncouraging sconomic cooperation, The'Soviets resolved
to go to Genoa "as merchants," and preparsd very carefully.
Thair perceptions of Western bshaviour, the strategy‘and
tactics they adopted,_and the internal debate that aross all

deserve brisf consideration.21

In their pravious bilateral dsalings with capitalist
countries Soviet policy-makers had paid closs attention to
conflicting tendenciss and groups on the issues of relations
with Russia., Distinguishing bstween "adventurist" and
"rgactionary militarist" slaments on thse onse hand; and "far-
éighted," "raasonable" representatives of "moderate liberal
currents“ on the othef, Moscow had sought to "calm" the Wes-
tern ruling classaes by manipulating elite attitudeé and
public opinion so as to deprive the militants‘of an oppor=-
tunity to exploit the Soviet threat. And as a pacifist re-
action to the War set in, the Sovists also resortesd incfsas-
ingly to the tactic ﬁf the psace offensive as a way of |

increasing popular sympathy for Russia and undsrmining the
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case for military moves againét the Bolshevik regime. Publié
opinioh and mass pressure proved insufficient howsver, and
MOséow had become accustomed to making the compromisss necas;
sary to inflhence elite-lavel differences. Since sconomic
relations served to stabilize Soviet Russia intefnationally
as well as internally, particular emphasis had bsen laid on
appaals to the cupidity of the Western ruling class: gold
flowsd, lucrative concessions wers held out, and promises

of extensive trade were made., These measures and the growing.
emphasis on the peace issue in Soviet diplomacy ware based

on detailed familiarity with the opponent, and were aimed to
strike at specific groups and trends so as to alter the '

politics of policy formation to Soviat advantage.

Looking to the West prior to Genoa,'Lenin expressed con-
cern over the activities of unspacified political ﬁarties in
Western Europe, which he said wers Favoufing a naw military
intervention and threatensed to come to power in'impending
elections., He also identified three main tendenciss in the
forsign policy of the countries that had besn invited to
Genoa, The first, which reflected an undsrlying intention
to intervens militarily, consisted of an effort to prevent
the Conferance from occurring in the.first place. The sacond,
connected with a desire for esxpanded trade, favoursd coﬁ—-'
‘Qeniné the Conference, and for the moment had gainad the upper.

hand., Finally, in all the Western countriss a pacifist
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tendency, associated with liberal elements of the ruling
class and with social democratic political parties, was also
singled out. Given this summéry assessment of foreign poliby
trends in the West, Lenin went on to say, |

Of course when we go to Genoa as merchants, it is

not a matter of indifference to us whether we have

to deal with thosé rapresentatives of the bourgeois

camp who are pressing for a military solution to

the problem, or with those representatives of the

bourgeois camp who are attracted to pacifism of

the feeblest kind and which from the Communist

point of view will not stand up to the slightest

criticism. It would still be a poor merchant who

could not master this difference, and, adapting

his tactics to this end, achieve his practical

objectives. 22
In effect, Soviet diplomacy was now fo be aimed at strength-
ening the influence of liberal and reformist elements in
Western societies. Through the use of pacifist appeals Mos-
cow would increase the leverage of the "party of peace" at
the expense of the "war party," thereby‘allowing the advo-
cates of increased economic cooperatibn to prevail in current

policy-making and in forthcoming electoral contests as well.

Thus, in drafting a Politburo resolutioﬁ on Sovist policy
for thé Genoa meeting, Lenin blaced spscial amphasis on the
exigtence of the "pacifist section" of thé bourgeois class.

It was seen to coﬁsist of ths advoéates of "petty-bourgeois,
bacifist, and semi-pacifist democracy," and was represenﬁed
by J.M. Keynes and ths English socialist Arthur Henderson.
One of the main political tasks at Genoa, Lenin wrote,-was

‘to detach this pacifist wing from ths rest of the bourgeoisis,
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- to "flatter" it, and to makse if.understand that Moscow sbught
not only trade but also political agreeamsnts with it.23 1In
addition, everything possible "and sven the- impossible" was
to bs done to increase the powsr of this groupiﬁg, and'to
improve its future electoral showing.. This was a'recipe for
a more sffectiva intervention by prograssiVe alamantslbf the
'middle or intarmediata strata into Western politics and
policy-making. In later years, when Ramsay MacDonald led

the first Labour Govarnment in Britain and Aristide Briand

- governad France, these would be referrsd to as "qovernments
of the intermesdiate type," in which ?intarmadiata political
groups" had gained state power.24 Aé early as 1922, however,
Lenin ﬁad attributed to European caﬁitalism a capacity for

: substantiai progressive social transformation short of soci-
alist reyolution, and was willing to commit Soviet foreign
policy to this end, while pursuing immediate economic ob-
jectives through a policy of reducsd tension and agresments,
Moreover, at the GenoalConference itself, Lenin hoped not
merely for an accelerated development of economic cooperation,
but also for "a genaral treaty that settled thes main, if not
all, the dispﬁtes and claiﬁs of both sides."29 It was also
Lenin's intention to divert resources away from the defense

sector of the Soviat economy, should Genoa prove successful, 26

In terms of foreign policy strategy, Genoa represehted

a cthitment to an extendsd period of cooperative coaxistencsa
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with the West. By emphasizing the peace issus as weli aé

| economic collaboration, Moscow would do what it could to
encourage the internal reform rather than the rapid ravolu-.
tionary ovarthrow of the capitalist system, tharsby creating
a situation in which the socialist reform of Russia could
most readily occur. The hilitant, anti-Sovist tendenciss

of Western policy would be blunted, and trends favouring
agresments between states with different social systems would
ba sncouraged. The formation of a united front of the capi- -
talist powers against Russia would be inhibited; and if -
"pacifist" trends gained influenca, the occurrence of waf
between cépitalist states, into which Russia might be drauwn,
would also be rendsrad less'likely.27_ Moscow thus sought a
generation of psace, or, as it was later put, a genesration

of crisis-frae internationai ralations, during which Soviet
enargies could be concentrated on internal sconomic tasks.
This orientation to foreign and domestic policy represents
both the antecedent.of and a justification for the raform

trend in contemporary Soviet affairs,

The tactics that flowsd from this strategic assessment
raquifed Moscow to concsntrate on courting the bourgeois
"pacifists" and liberals rathar than the sconomic interests,
However, iﬁ order to draw the reformist wing closer to the
Soviet view of things, it was necessary for Moscow itself to

" approximate reformist and liberal behaviour. Accordingly,
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" the Soviet dalagation to Genoa was instructed to present "a

' Qery broad pacifist programme," that would have maximum |
favourable impact on European opinion. ‘In‘a remafkable
demoréndum to Lenin, G.V, Chicherin, the Soviat'Commissar

for Foreign Affairs, outlined such a programms., It consti-
tuted a substantial departure from anything Moscow had pre-
viously proposed; and called for neqotiated disarmament and
arms requlations, a parity arbitration commission to rasolvs
- disputes between the Soviet and capitalist governments, the
internationalization of transportation routes and the con-
struction of a London-Peking railway.that would open the
riches of Siberia "for general usa,".the systematic distri-
bution of fuel resburcas and hydroaiectric anergy, squal
participation by African and other colonial peoples in inter-
national confarencas, and so on.28 These measures Chicherin
regarded—as being "theoretically possible under the bour-
geois order." But he anticipated that they would in fact

run aground on the reef of national differences and the rapa-
city of "capitalist oligarchies." Lenin_in turn endorsed
this "paéifist programme," and instructed that it be pre-
sented togather with the “merchant's proposals" that wers
also being rsadied. Such'proposals ws re "both'good and inad-
missable" for the Western ruling class, he said, "both hasty
and '‘nice'," and they would help to split and humiiiate ths

bourgeoisia;29

At other points in the decision-making process, Lenin
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1nsisted'that the Soviet delegation at Genoa refrain from

- presenting "frightening" Communist viewpoints, and he oppo-

sed Chicherin's selsction of "terrible wbrds" such as "ins-
vitablé violent rerlution," "bloody struggle,” or "the
‘inevitability of new world wars."30  Furthermore, all the
‘Soviet delegates wers to have an excellent working knowledge

of Keynes' Economic Conseguences of the Peace and "similar

bourgeois-pacifist books and parts of books."31 Not only

were the Soviets to become publicly committed to a "paci-
fist".position-on cﬁrrsnt world problems, and to avoid raising
the Communist menace, but they were also to learn to speak the
language of the pacifist wing of the bourgeoisie in order the
better to flatter and draw it into é posture of accommodation

toward Soviet‘Russia.

By playing back to the reformist public in the West a
variant of its own visws, the Soviet regime would cast itself
in a more favourable lighﬁ, and provide support for those who
were calling for policies of unilateral restraint and col-
laboration vis-3-vis Russia. Conversely, the image of a
Soviet regime striving for peace and commercial.relations
would serve to subvert the notion of a Soviet fhreat, the
policy arguments based upon this conception, and ultimately
the political power of those who advocated uncompromisiﬁg.
hostility toward Moscow. In the face of a Russia that was

committed to relatively attractive solutions to European
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problems, conservatives in the UWest would bes confronted with
the choice of modifying their public positions or exposiné
themselves as the unrsasoning advocates of’antagonisﬁ. At a
minimum, the combined effect of thess processss would bs to
further the achisvement of immediste Sovist objectives, and
to reduce the capacity of thé Europsan powsrs to wage war
against Russia and one another as well, In sum, Moscow's
tactics at Genoa consisted of an attempt to increase European
security as a means of creating political and economic pre-
conditions for a more rapid internal svolution of Soviet

Russia.

And yet Moscow was also preparing to exploit another
and more conventional set of differences ih the west. In
order to obtain military-technical and economic assistancs,
and to prevent a united Westsrn front, military and commer-
cial discussions with isolated Germany had besen undsrtaken
in 1921, The German Government refrained from accepting a
treaty estébrishing diplomatic and economic relations prior
to Genoa, persisting in the hops that its reparations could
be rsnegotiatsd with the other Western powers. For the
Soviets, too, the question of timing must also have bsen of
significance. 1If a Soviet-Germanvtreaty were suddesnly an-
nounced, it could well have impedsd the broadsr economic :4
"objectives that Moscow hoped to achieve at Genoa. Thougﬁ

primary evidencs is lacking on this point, disagreements



48 .

épparently arose'mithih the-Sbviét leaderéhip over who to
contact and "in what order."32Z Conceivably these disagres-
ments reflecfed an awarsness not merely of the tactical op-
tions invblved, but alsec of the strategic choice that was
being madss bstween playing the traditional game of balance’
of ﬁower politics, and conducting a New Diplomacy aimed at
creating a balance of forces within Western societiss that

would consolidate European psace over a lengthy tims period.

In eny svent, Genoa produced little in the way of mate-
rial benefits for Moscow, and the Soyiets came away with ths
Rapallo treaty with Germany. Soon thereafter Lenin was dis-
abled with the first of a series of strokes, and the historic
mansuvering for the succession to his leadershib began in
sarnest. The policy line laid down at Genoa continued to
inform Soviet conduct, as, for example, in the "pacifist"
proposals for total disarmament and arms limitafion that'were
made in 1927, But without Lenin's support, the vulnerability
of the Genoa policy to doctrinaire criticism increased very
considsrably. Thus Stalin eventually found it expedisnt to
criticize Kamensv for "valuing the good opinion of the reac-
tienary, liberal, pacifist circles more than the good opinion
of the vast proletarian masses in the Wsst. #33 sStalin's
position was that "all the liberal pacifist ph11030phers with
their 'sympathy' for ths USSR can go to ths dsvil. "

Even in 1922, howsver, there was opposition to the Genoea
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pblicy, as questions of prineiﬁle were sharply debated with-
 _1n the Politburo and the delegation appointed to represent |
Moscow at the Conference. The debate'is said fo have re-
volved around "the old sacramental questionss the character
aﬁd limits of concessions and compromises with the bour-
geoisie, the connection of these concessidns with the. task

of supporting world revolution...."34 According to the frag-
mentary account that has recently been made available, some
policy-makers insisted on the need to "put propaganda fac-
‘tors exclusively at the centre of Soviet tactics at Genoa,"
and did not attach great importance to economic objectives.
This viewpoint wés stated most clequy by A.A. loffe, who
fepeatedly drew attention to similarities betwsen the situ-
ation in 1922 and the problems confronting the regime at
Brest;L;tDVSk in 1918.. In the light of the 1918 debate and
$ubsequent Soviet controversy, loffe's was a sectarian res-
ponse that called for anti-imperialist propaganda and an
effort to stimulate the mass revolutionary movements that
offered the only guarantee of seéurity and economic assis-
tance from the developed countries., Instead of raising falsse
‘hopes of lasting peacs thaf sarved to dissipate the resvolu-
tionary energy of the proletariat, Soviet diplomacy should
evidently have bean seeking to explode all pacifist 111u§ions

and sharpen the inner contradictions of the capitalist system.-

Chicherin on the other hand apparently failed to see how
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it was possiblakio "combine the courss to world revolution
with compromiss agréements with the bourgeoisie." In viéw
of his well-known frustration at the activities of the

" Comintern and his dsfense of the Genoa line in internal
debata.in.léter years, Chicherin probablyAFavoured agree-
ments as opposed to revolutionafy_propaganda at ths forthe
coming Confersnce, Similarly, M.M. Litvinoy and L.B. Kfasin
emphasized the need to pursue important sconomic ;;sks'ag
Genoca, to approach the negotiations in a business-like manner,
and to avoid "any action that would complicate the Confer- ‘
enca," From this quarter, then, Soviet Russia was being
urgad'to get on with the business at“hand, which concerned

primarily the economic interssts of the Soviat stats,.

Lenin is said to have occupied the centre ground in this
controvarsy.35 His draft resolution on Soviet tasks at Genoa,
which called for an intensive sffort to increass the influ-
ence of the pacifist wing of the bourgsoisis, is reportsd to
hava shouwn Bow revolutionary goals could Ee combinad with ths
nagotiation of agreements with Westarn governments. He ap-
parently argued that tha tactic of presenting a "pacifist
programma" would simultansocusly advance Soviet iﬁterasts and
we aken the imperialist bourgsoisie by helping to constrqct an
"gllience" batwsen Soviet Russia and the working massas 0n-tha
‘ éne hand,'and the libesral, pacifist, and radical elamenté of

the bourgecisis together with broad strata in the colonial
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world, Tﬁe endsavour to inbr;ase the inFiusncs of ths re-
formist wing of thé bourgeoisie could thsrafore bs portrayéd
_as "a form of class struggls, a tactic in the struggle with
the impsrialist bourgeoisie." Relying heavily on the Central
Cdmmittee, Lenin eventually succeeded in overcoming sectarian
>opposition within the Politbﬁro, and sécured support for a
policy dssignad to improve ths posiﬁion of liberals and re-

formists within capitalist socisties.

1 suspéct that Lenin actually stood to the right of
centre in this debate. After all, the Soviets were going to
Genoa "as merchants." Refsrences to:the tactics of class
struggls and the lika would ssam to have besn intasnded in
part to blunt sectérian oppoéition, and to justify and gain
support for a reform policy that favoured the realization of
immediate Soviet objectives. Alternatively, it could be that
Lenin and some of his associates were unconsciously ration-

- alizing thair own behaviour by depicting a policy of increased
collaboration with capitalist states as a form of ravolution-
ary struggls., Eithsr way, tha goal of world revolution
remained valid, but it was séen in tearms of an increasingly
lengthy historical process. In the meanwhile Moscow would
adapt itself to the realities of ths existing situation by
promoting Soviet economic development and encouraging Féa-'

sible.evolutionary transformations of the capitalist system.

Three tendencies may therefors be idsntified in the
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Soviet approach to the Genoa Economic Conference. A trend

to sectarian isolation, which called for a propaganda assault
on the Western govérnmsnts and envisaged tha failure of
negotiations, was rebuffed. An activist trend, which called
for the exploitation of interimperialist contradictions by
means of a rapprochement with Germany, and which was not

very costly in terms of idsological and pblitical compro-
 mises, existed in ths form of a fallback position. A col-
laborativs tendancy, which required comparativaly large con-
cessions, and which was accompanied by revolutionary phrase-
ology in the inner-Party debats, was uppermost for the moment.
Its reformist implications for the o;erall strategy of Sovist
foreign policy wsrs not howsvar emphasizad, and it was pre-

- santed sssentially as a tactical matter, possibly to ovarcoms
internal rasistance. Morsover, ths preparations for Gsnoa
wers kept secrat, and no authoritative formulaiion of the nsw
policy line was communicatsd to the Party at largs, This
kapt the West in the dark as to Soviet intentions. But it
also meant that the Genoa dscisions wers not given ths bsne-
fit of doctrinal sanction and support. Consequently, the
persistence with which Moscow pursusd a reform policy depen-
ded hesavily upon developments in Soviet leadesrship politics
and ths responsiveness of Westarn socistiss, Lanin's ill-
ness, tha lesngthy leadership struggle thét than began, and
the failurs of Westsrn governmants to reinforce the re form

policy éerved on the whole to strengthan the influsnca of
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l1less exparimental and mors conservative tendencies in sub-

saquent Soviet bshaviour,

The Genoa policy was thus to a dsgrae an ambiguous one
which could.land itself to diverging intarbretatidns in later
years. A number of points aravhowevar cartain; No one at
the decision-making lavel conceived of multilateral European
negotiations as a matter of étatesmen and diplomats thrashing
out tﬁe issues over a bargaining table or in intergovern-
mental consultation., Lowsr-echelon officials may have regar-
ded the obtaining of Western credits and tschnology, for
example, as technical objactives.thai could be dealt with
directly through a procass of discussionvamong official rep-
resentativas, But where policy-makers were concerned, nego-
tiation was seen in terms of penstrating capitalist socisties
and manibulating the social forces there to produce Western
policies more consistent with Soviet interests. For those
who favoured the predominant reform variation of policy to-
ward the West, psnetration was to be accomplished by exer-
cising propaggnda rastraint and by attuning Soviet diplomatic
behaviour to the task of strengthening reformist tendenciss
in the policy of capitalist countries generally, to a point
_whara @lectoral processes would produce governmants more
favourably dispossd toward Moscow, These tendencies were to-
be manipulated by vailing the imagé of Russia as a threat-

ening Communist power, and by making attractive and
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comprehesnsive proposais for peace and cooperation that
stopped short of what Western governments as then constitu-
ted could accapt. Creating an atmosphere that Favoufed
agreements within Western countries and intarnationally,
Moscow would pursus its practical goals which were primarily
economic in nature., Ths Western observer might well have
recoiled at Soviet intentions to flatter, sblit, and humili-
ate different sections.of the pradominant classes. Certainly
Lenin did not share any sense of common identity with the
liberals, socialists, and padifists whosa influence he sought
- to inbrease in the long as well as short term, But his rea-
- diness to push revolutionary and offénsive political consi-
derations to the background and to encourage reformism-.in the
capitalist world did offer a practical basis for stabls
political-militafy relations and increased sconomic cooper-
ation betwsen states with different social systems. For Mos-
cow could strengthen reformism and seek agreements with the

West only by adopting increasingly reformist policies itself.

On the other hand, the inconclusiveness of the Genoa
experiment, Lenin's‘manipulative and still fundamentally
hostila attitude toward capitalist socisty, and the explicit
emphasis on the tactical element, all allow Genoa to be inter-
preted as a transitofy and expadient phase in Soviet diplo-
matic behaviour. In my estimation this would be a misreading

of the decisions that wers made in 1922. Nevertheless, it
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.can'ba argusd that Gsnoa in nb'wéy foreclosed the option of
raverting to the political offensive at a later dats when
v Soviethussia had acquired greatar strength_with WBstérn

- assistance, or when new revolutionary situations emerged in
Western Eurcpe. Soviet offensive political interests in the
" Rapallo Tfsaty could also bs emphasized mofe strongly than
has bessn dons hars, as could the fact that the Soviets knsw
they were making unworkabls proposals when they pressented
their "pacifist programmse” to the West. The Genoa policy
could thus be intarpratad.as being meraly a sst of measures
designed tq disorisnt Moscow's opponents and to throw them
of f balance through ths uss of détenia tactics and demobi-
lizing agresments, Viewed in such a light, the Genoa experi-
eance would ba'fully in accordance with ths neo-Stalinist

trend in recent Soviet bshaviour,

But this would be to slight the incipient strategic
dimension of Soviet policy in 1922, which committed Moscow
t6 strive for a lengthy period bF stable intsrnational rela-
tions and intensified sconomic cooperation with as many of
its adversariss as possibla. And while the Western obssrver
might concluds that Moscow was still animatsd by a high degrae
of antagonism and did not‘intand to yield anything of subf_
stance at Genoa, from a militant Communist viewpoint the |
political strategy and tactics of 1922 marked a surrendsr

of the socialist psrspesctive that verged on appeasement.,. OF
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coursa thare was nothing to gharantaa that Moscow would nof
evantually resume a mors vigorousfanti~impar1alist Foraignv
policy. Tha mors important point,vh0mever, is that Moscow |
was satting itsslf up for a degrss of coopsration that, if
realized, would have mada it difficult and costly to ravart
to offensive tactics, Thus, whils ths Genoa sxpariencs lands
‘itsalf'to diverging intsrpretations, and has morsovsr baan
utiliied by the sxponents of neo-Stalinist policies in recant
time;, a proper reading of the dscisions of 1922 rsquirss the
racognition that a trend favouring long-term stability and
agraements for purposes of internal ;efotm was uppermost in

Soviet behaviour,

I1I. Goanga Plus 51

The translation from 1922 to 1973 is not raadily mads.
The Genoa policy was slaborated by a we ak and backward state.
The enormous increase in Sovist military end sconomic powsr
raises the qusstion of whethar Genoa can still be seen as
relsvant to current Soviat diplomatic practice. Sscondly,
the cdntemporary Soviet state is sufficiently bureaucratized
and Sovist ideology is apparsntly so routinized and formalis- -
vtic, as to poss ths question of whathsr there is any continued
oparational significance to a concept of negotiation théﬁv
-ralises on an acute sansitivity to and manipulation of social

forces within opposing social systems, Furthsrmore, assuming
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_ that the Genoa precsdent is not simply regardsd as a dsvice

. or symbol to legitimize a policy of propaganda restraint and

agresments with capitalist states, the practices developed

by 1922 might still be viswed as tactical and subordinate to

~an offensive political strategy, rather than as a strategy

and tactics of stabilization and agresements with the Western
poweré. maﬁy othar distinctions might bs made bstwsen Sovist
policy and the globsal anvirqnmant now and half a century ago.
But a consideration of the questions alresady raissd should
allow a decision as to whether the GCenoa experience is of rsle-
vance to an understanding of Sovist policy toward the CSCE

in 1973, \

Despite the vast accration of Soviet military and sco-
nomic capabilities, the USSR shares with othar grsat powsrs
the qualitatively new insecurity and opportunity costs of
foreign relations in the thermonuclsar sra. It still suffers
from relative economic backwardnaess, now compounded by ths
deformations of the Stalin era. In principls, the stratsgic
objectives and techniques worked out by the time of Gsnoa may
be said to repressent valid responses for tha Sovist system as
it deals with its external and internsl snvironments. In
practice, as we have sseen, leading officials have assertasd
that Genoa is in facﬁvrelevant to contemporary Soviet poli-
cies., Ffurthermore, the increase in Soviet military powsr

offers an increassd opportunity to penetrate Western societiss
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and securs ths attention of pdlicy-makeré and publics alikse
~to an extent that was impossibls in 1922, But can it be
.'shown that the Ganoa precedant does have opsrational signi-

-~ ficancae?

Cerfainly it is used for legitimizing purposes. Khrush-
chav's endsavour to reducs Soviet conventional forces in
1959-.1960, for instance, was justifisd by citing Lenin's
intention to cut the Red Army in the evanf Genoa producsd
positive results.36 Similarly, thse smphasis in Sovist policy
on questions of disarmament and more practical mesasurss of
arms control could be justifisd by asserting that, "Surely it
is svident that the act of bringing‘Fgrward...a plah for
genaral and complete disarmament was a dirsct continuation
of the cause>initiated by Lenin in 19227"37 Refarsnces to.
Genoa by Brezhnev's foreign policy adviébr, the Forsigh Min-
ister, and many others presumably have an squivalent function
in legitimizing Sovist unilateral restraint and moves toward

agreemant with the Western pouwers.

It can also be suggssted that current Sovist policiss
ars informed by par¢eption§ of Wsstarn bshaviour similar to
those that prevailed at the tims of Gsnoa. A.N. Yakovlev,
Deputy Chisf of the Propaganda Dspartment in ths Cantrali‘

"~ Committes Secratariat, has cited Lenin prior to Gsnoa in |
stating that ths CPSU in evaluating its foreign policy tasks

"carsfully analyzes ths processes occurring in the camp of
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1mberialism,’£hs contradictions and tendencies that 1nf1usﬁce
the relations between capitalist countries and within the |
“ruling class."38 In addition we are informed that, "In party
and state orgéns concerhed with Soviet foreign policy the
most fixed attention is given to the study of political lea-
ders both within the ruling and also the opposition forces in
the caﬁitalist countries,."39 Evidently the question of who
might come to power in the West is "not a matter of indiffer-
ence" to Soviet policy-makers. These observations, and also
the fact that in the Soviet academic world an increasingly
discriminating and sophisticated ana}ysis of political life
in the West has made substantial inroads into the influence
of Stalinist dogma since 1960, indicate that Genoa-type per-
ceptions of Western bshaviour are indeesd émployed in the co-

- sideration of Soviet policy today.

It is more difficult to go on to show that the strateqy
and tactics formulated at Genoa play a part in present Soviet
efforts to influence Western conduct., Prasumably there are
Soviet specialists == diplométs, military men, international
lawyers, scientists and so on -- who regard negotiations with
the West as a relatively straightforward diplomatic exercise, .
“and who have neither.the competence nor the authority to pass
opinions on the political dimension of East-West bargaihihg.
Forbaxampla, should Moscow propdsa the establishment of an.

all-European metaorclogical service at the CSCE, there would
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doubtless bs.some who saw this measure simply as dasirable

in its own right. Thaéa persons would have little intersst
in the utilization of such proposals in ordsr to infiuanca
the balance of forces in waétarn policy-making., But if
Soviet decision-makers bshaved in a similarly pragmatic way,
why would some of them bother to make their case by provoking
a discussioh\of the politically vulnerabls exampls of Soviet
poliby at Genoa? Surely it would be safer to avoid Genoa
altogether and ﬁosa the question of agresements in the prac-
tical language of the lowsr-echelon specialist. We ars led
to the conclusion that at the leadership level, measures of
‘East-West collaboration are viewed i& a political and instru-
mental light and not primarily as ends in themselves. What
the Soviet leadership sseks through negotiation and agrsements
is a balance of forces within the Qépitalist countries and
'intarnationally that creates and maintains a basis for de-

sirable forms of bshaviour toward the USSR,

The exponent of reform policy options at home and abroad
is not going to state in so meny words that Soviet actions
should be attuned primarily to the task of supporting the re-
formist wing of the bourgeoisis. Controls over political
communication do not permit this kiﬁd of directness, sven if
an individual or spokésman wers willing to take the risk of
clearly identifying himself in public as a reformist., But
Arbatov has distinguished himself by saying as much on more
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‘than one occasion. 40 Khrushchev also claimed to have. had a

| Hand in President Kennedy's election in 1960.41 Brezhnev
claimed for the Soviet Union a role in promoting a degres

of realism in American foreign policy that helped Nixon's
reelection in 1972.42 And Soviet toncessions to West Germany,
éven the release of Volga Germans,.seem to have been ;ntended
to support Brandt and the reformist trends in the slection

of November 1972, Thase and othar instances of Soviet acti-
vity in support of collaborative and "realistic" tendencises
in Western foreign policy indicate that the Genoa pracedent
is not only relsvant to current Soviet needs and a device to
justify policies of détente and agre;ment, but also a system
of perceptions and practices that is to some extant reflscted

in the outward bsehaviour of the regime.

I say to some extent, not‘simply because Soviet policy
is never unilinear or guided by one tendency only, but also
because neo-Stalinists have sought to appropriate Genoa for
their own purposes. From the perspective of reform policy,
cooperation with the United States on European matters is
gssential. A limitation of détente and agreements to America's
alliss would serve to reduce East-West tensions and instabi-
lities only partially, théreby denying the diversion of sub-
stantial political and sconomic resources to tasks of'ihfsrnal
development in the USSR. Hence the necaessity not merely,fo |

include the United States in all-European negotiations, but
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also to reach a modus vivendi with Washington as the basis

for European negotiations lending greater stability to the
East-West relationship as a whole. Hence also the use of

the Genoa praecedent primarily in Soviet internal discussions

about policy toward the United States in recent years, as

Moscow has displayed a reversible but on the whole a growing
interest in accommodation with Washington on the basis of

arms control agresments.

From the neo-Stalinist perspective, on the other hand,
Europe remains primarily an arena of political-military
competition with the United States, one in which offensive
goals prevail on either sids, If a Soviet objective is to
increase West European dependence upon and cooperation with
the East in order to loosen and sventually sever the American
connaction, the purely tactical aspects of the Gaﬁoa policy
may be utilized not only to justify divisive détente and
agreements in Europe against sectarian criticism within the
CPSU, but also as a quids to practical action., For instance,
late in 1970 the influential political commentator, Yuri
Zhukov cited Genoa favourably in calling for broad all-
European cooperation that by implication excluded the Unitéd
States.43 Defining "Europe' as stretching from ths Urals to
the Atlantic, heﬁdre& éttention to the activity of Eurdpéanists

who urged the creation of a third force between the United

‘States and the Soviet‘Union, and who to some extent favoursd
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| greatef cooparation witﬁ the socialist countries as a means
of bolstsring their indspendsnce in the face of American
economic penatratian. Accordingly he suggested it ﬁas ab-
propriats to taks av”merchant's‘approach" to Europsan matters,
putting forward a prdgramme of politicalvand economic coop-
eration of the kind advocated by Lenin. In effect, by pat-
terning their bshaviour on selécted aspects of the Gsnoa
precedant, Moscow and its allies could further reduce the

myth of socialist “aggressivenass," uqde;mina the influsncs

of "Atlanticist hard-liners" in weétar; Europs, and ultimataly
convart Europs from an American to a Sovist sphars of in-

flusnce aftesr an initial phass of esncouraging Wsst Europsan

independencs of the United Statas,

The slement of ambiguity in Soviet policy on Europsan
questions in 1922 iskthus replicatsd in tha early 1970s.
But whils soms in ths CPSU twist the Genoa prescsdent to ssrvs
the offensive purposes of nso-Stalinism, the essentiai point
for our purposes hers 1is that a full and proper construction
of the Genoa policy is also esmploysd for pufposes of long-
term East-West stébility and cooperation consonant with ths
reform trend in Sovist bshaviour. It would of courss bs a
mistake to suggest that contemporary Europsan issuss are.
viewsd primarily through the prism of Genoa. Circumstantial
svidencs doss however indicats that a knowlsdge of whaf-hap-

penad in 1922 can be applisd in ths interprstation of the
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~options currantly available to Moscow as it plans for the |
CSCE, 1If ths reform trend acquirsd predominance in Sovist
policy, what specific forms of bshaviour would we expsct

from Moscow at the CSCE?

| To begih with, the comments of officials such as Zag-
ladin and Yakovlav suggast that in analyzing Western conduct
as 1t related to the.CSCE, Moscow should differentiate bet-
wesn ssveral altsrnate tendenciss. Foreign policy profes-
sionals in the USSR presumably hava detailed and rsalistic
(if varying) percaptions of the politics and Europsan policy
within ths various wesﬁern countriss and bstween them., Tha
published Soviet commentary that is availabls to ths Wsstarn
analyst is however comparatively primitive. Nsverthelass,
thrss trends thaﬂ corraspond broadly to those obsarvad in
1922 can readily bs identified in published Soviet visws of
currenﬁ Western policy. The first consists of an "Atlanti-
cist" tandency that is manifested in attempts to delay and
sabotage the CSCE, and that corresponds to ths trend to sask
"military solutions" and pravent the convocation of the Genoa
Confarence. A sacond tendency axists in the form of an in-
terast in economic cooperation with socialist countries, and
is exprassad in a desirs to get on with the CSCE, And then
thers is a "reélist" trand that looks to ﬁroductive poiiﬁical
negotiations at thas CSCE, and resembles the activity of the

"pacifist wing of the bourgeoisis" in 1922. Each of thess
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trends will be describad briefly és it.appears in the pub-
lished Soviat'litarature'in general, and attention will fhen_
bs given to reform parceptions in particular. To avoid the-
éwkwardnass of presenting Soviet views in indirect discourse,-
I will take the libesrty of stating them directly and without

expurgation of the obvious pejorativss.

The "Atlanticist" trend arises from an effort to main-
tain NATOEand evarything it stands for -- the global policy
of U.S. imperialism, arms racing, subvsrsion of socialist
socisties, stc., It originates in the United Statas, whers
it is supported by the powerful military-industrial complsx,
aggressive political and military circles, and generally by,
individuals with professional carsers tied to concepts of
policy from positions of strength, such as Melvin Laird,
George Ball, and Alexis Johnson. The American "Atlanticists"
reauire international tension, a Europe dividad'into two
camps, and a constant fear of Soviet aggression in order (1)
to strangthen ties with thair countsrparts in Western Europs,
(2) to obtain a more favourable sharing of burdens within
NATO, and (3) to restrict the movement toward autonomy in
West Europsan foreign policiss and military strategy.44
Convarsely, they and the European "Atlanticists" oppose any
movemant toward détente and security in Europe on the grdﬁnds
that it would (1) weaken the American position in Westarn
Europs and NATO, (2) complicata tha effort to obtain desired
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NATO political and military decisions, (3) turn Western
Europe eastward, and (4) ultimately allow the Soviet Union
to gain mastery not only in Europe but globally as well, 45

In Western Europe,.the Conservative Government in Great
Britain is most vehemeﬁtly committed to thesé views, as are
"Bavarian ultras," "West German revanchists," "aggressive

NATU political and military circles,”" and so on. In addition,
certain unspecified West European integrationists, whils
favouring the creation of = poiitical and military union

independent of the United States, have a similarly hostils

attitude toward European détesnta.

Since a successful CSCE would exert an adverse influsnce
on the Europsan situation from the YAtlanticist" viewpoint,
their tactics have been designed to delay the holding of a
Conferance as long as possible, and, once it proved unavoid-
able, to sabotage the gathering. Tactics of delay are to be
saen especially in the American insistence on "prior condi-
tions" such as successful four-powsr negotiations on Berlin,
bilateral talks bétween the two Germanies, and, at one tims,
MBFR as well. The United States has also employed delaying tac-
tics as a means of extracting concessions from the Soviat Union
and its alliés, and ppssibly sven from its own allies as well
in retufn for consént.to move ahead.4® As the CSCE becémé
increasingly insvitable, howsver, "Atlanticist" tacticsAﬁéve

shifted toward the prevention of a successful outcome, MBFR,
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" for example, is now to be considered "parallsl® to the CSCE,-
in effect making forcs reductions in Central Europe once
again a prscondition for agreements on security and cooper-
ation. Also it is urged that the duration of the CSCE be
dspendsnt upon the maintenance of a certain degree of unity
ﬁithin NATO, thsreby allowing any oda government ths option
to hold the entire negotiation up. Mors important, howsver,
the "Atlanticists" havs bsen tryihg to spike the Confesrsnce
by pfoposing impoésible agenda items and gsnsrally trying to
overload the nsgotiations. They favour the insertion of ex-
changes of thormation and people into the agsnda in ordsr
to focus the attsntion of ths Confarénca on issuss whers
"basic and irreconcilable differences exist," and to dsvslop
subversive activitiss against the socialist éountrias.47 For
similar reasons thers is also an intersst in this quartsr in
discussing "quarantess of sovereignty" for Eastern Europs at
the CSCE. These and other proposals fepresant unaccaptabla”
demands on the Soviet Union and its partners to reject pro-
lstarian internationalism and the class approach to psacsful
coexistancs.4® They also rsveal an interest in "ths dis-
ruption of ths socialist cbmmunity_and a rastofafion of ca-

pitalism in the European 'socialist countriss,"49

A second trend in Western policy as it rslatss td'fhs
CSCE concerns East-West economic rslations. Ths Ganoa'bra-

cedent suggests that in going to the CSCE "as merchants," the
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SoQiets woﬁld be primarily ifthot éxclusively interested in
bppoftunities for expanded tfada, technological borrowing,

and foresign investment posed by a Western desirs to seek
economic cooperation with the USSR. Sovist comméntary on

this aspect of Westarn behavipur is however relaﬁivaly sparse,
possibly because they do not wish to reveél their interests

in this area, and possibly because Western interests have been
comparatively sparsevas well, With regard to the United
States, certain regional and family groupings of finance
capital (particularly the Morgan, Ford, Chicago-Clasveland,

and Rocky Mountain groupings) have long sought expanded com-
mercial relations with the Soviet Union. This trend in
American foreign economic policy arisas from a larger view
that high levels of military spending, including the main-
tenance of forces in Europe, serve to stimuiate inflation,
weaken the balance of payments situation, reduce the com-
patitiveness of Amarican goods on the world market, and
generally undermine financial and monetary stability, 50
Throughout ths 'sixties these views remained in thes back-
ground of American policy, even though the Wsst Europeans
wers reaping considerabls édVanfages from their growing
economic relations with socialst countries., By 1973, how-
aver, a "more sobar approach" had surfaced in American é§6-
nomic reiations with the Soviet Union following the Nixoﬁ-
Brezhnev talks, the agreements on trads, lend-leass, cradits,

shipping, and the development of negotiations for the purchase
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.of Soviet natural gas and other undesrtaskings. On the othsr
hand, thers ware "still significant Porces" who though thsy
greetsd thess shifts in sconomic policy, séw the Soviat |
Union as having the greater staka and tharsfore sought to
exploit ths gituétion by introducing extransous demands

(evidently ths elimination of ths Jawish smigration tax).51

In Westarn éufopa, mora markad trends to sconomic coop-
eration are present, Trads, sciantific and technological
collaboration is an "bbjactivs sconomic necessity" engandared
by undsrlying dsvelopmental processas that poss pfactical
economic problams no longer solubls by individual countries
or groups of couﬁtries. At ths samg tims, thers is an slas-
ment of anti-Americanism in Wsst Europsan aconomic policy.

As United Statss corporations taks up Europsan markets for
invastmant goods and consumar durablss, Wast Europsans ars
inclinad to look to ths largs markats in tha East.52 And as
the technological gap grows bstwsen ths Unitad Statss and
Western Europe, tha lattsr is movad to look sastward again.93
Simultanasously, thsra is a growing Wast Europsan interest in
Soviat snargy resources and raw matarials, particularly in

tha casa of Franca, Wast Germany, Italy, and Austria.

Finally, a third sat of trands axists in the form of -
incraasad "raalism" in Westsrn approaches to tha problem of
sacurity in Europe. In tha casa of tha Unitad States,’domas-

tic and extarnal dsvalopments incrsasingly favour an svolution



70 ,
: of its European policy toward a more faélistic accep tance

of tha.naad to cooperate with the East in ensuring a durablé‘
vpaaca. Internally, there is the opposition of Senator Mans¥
field and other members of Congress to the traditional pos- -
tulates of "Atlanticism," and to the maintenance of American
forces in Europe., Internationally, the new strateqic mili-
tary balancs, the deterioration of American relations with
Western Europe, particularly in the economic realm, and the
growing difficultiss in NATO all prompt a fundamental review
‘of American policy. The Nixon Doctrine and tha notion of the
"mature partnership" with Western Europe have as their logi-
cal corollaries an écceptance of a greater degree of inde-
pendence in the foreign policy of the West Europsan allies,"
.a reduction in the American conventional but not necessarily
nuclear presence, and a recognition of the utility of a re-
gional a§ opposed to a bloc-to-bloc poliéy in Europe, o4
Similar directions in future American conduct ars suggestad
by the incipient concept of multipolar diplomacy, which re-
duces the significance of socio-sconomic and idsological fac-
tors in the pursuit of a foreign policy of balance and man-
suver, 99 Moreover, the United States would prefar to deal
directly with the Soviet Union on European matters, rather
than having to cope with a CSCE.56 In effect, Washington
might be interested in a stabilizing arrahgemant withAmoébow
as a means of reducing the risks and costs of a renegotiation

of its relationships with Western Europe. Although thas
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adaptiva'processas occur:ingtin American foreign policy may
'ultimately prove to be only tactical in nature, Washington's

" attitudes toward the CSCE have svolved from the suspicidqsnass
of 1966 to a rapprochement with and qualified acceptance of
Soviet positions by the time of the Moscow summit and fha
Brezhnev-Kissinger conversations in September 1972, Differ-
ences continue to exist, but by the beginning of 1973 the two
governments could no longer be said to "speak different lan-

guages” on the matters to be pursued at the CSCE,57

In Western Europe there is a widesprsad and substantial
-1n£srest in coopsfating with the Soviat Union on secﬁrity
matters, The development of an equilibrium in Soviet and
American strategic military powér has incréased.west Europaan
$cepticism about the quarantess of security provided by Wash-
ington.ss Of the NATO governments, Francs'and West Germany
in particular, and also Italy, Belgium, Norway and Denmark
are digplaying "realism" and a "sober approach" to the CSCE.59
"Healthy trends" of this kind are the result of a heightened
éwaranass of thé consequencas of nuclear war, a desire for
greatsr independsnce from the United étates, an unwillingness
to shouldsr new sconomic burdens of defenss, and the "peacs
initiatives" of the socialist countriss in their dsalings»
with the Brandt Gaverﬁmant. The Decesmber 1969 NATO Council
decision lowsring the threshhold for the use of tacticai

‘nuclear wsapons in Europs has also stimulated interest in
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6oope§ation with the East on matters of EurOpeah security.suv
Thus, public opinion in Western Zurope broadly favours a
productive Conference, which is also supported by "religi-
ous and pacifist circles, holders of liberal bourgebis |
'views; trade unibnvactivists, saocial democrats,"'as well as
a significant portion of the "ruling circles" and "bourgeois
- political'partias."61 A "definite identity of stahdpoints"
is being worked out with the socialist states on the need |

for all-European solutions to the security problem.62

Up to this point we have been considering Sovist views
of thq situation to the West, as though they wers an undif-
ferentiated whole. When looked at more closely, the liter-
ature yields differences of emphasis betwsen relatively
militant neo;Stalinist and more moderate reform perceptions
of Western behaviour., As might be expected, the "Atlanti-
cist" trend and simultaneous contradictions between the
United States and its allies are more salient in neo-Stalinist
commentary, which is also inclined to limit to Western Europe
the manifestation of interests in economic cooperation and
"rgalistic" solutions to security problems. The nso-Stalinist
thus defines the balanca_of forces in the West in a way that
favours the exploitation of interimperialist contradictions,
a weakening.of NATO, and an effort to turn Western Europs
politically and sconomically to the East by means of détente

diplomacy and the manipulation of European public opinion.
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Reform perceptions, on ths other hand, are less convinced -
of the persistence of "Atlanticism," and include the United

States in the analysis of trends to sconomic cooperation

and foreign policy realism, For the sxponent of reform in

_ Soviet'domestic and foreign policiss, the situation lends

itsalf to increasingly comprehensive stabilization and coop-
eration in European affairs, based on a growing Soviet-
American collaboration. So far as the reform viewpoint is
concerhsd, there is a reasonably good fit between the three
broad tendencies presently observed, and those acknowledged
by Lenin in 1922. Assuming that the overall situation in
which the Soviet Union currently finds itself favours a re-
form perception of the complex setting to the West, we may
proceed to look at the action implications of the Genoa pre-
cedent in an effort to predict how Moscow may behave at the

CSCE.

In terms of strategy, Soviet policy-makers would envi-
sage a long-term endeavour to attuns policy to the task of
strengthening the "realist" trend at the expense df "Atlan-
ticism," thereby cfeating an increasingly securs situation in
which trends toward comprehensive East-West sconomic cooper-
ation could flourish. Acting systematically to reduce the
perceived threat of Communist aggression in the west,_mbébow
would champion reasonable proposals for a durable peacé'in

Europe, while entering into immediate practical agreements
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to}this'end. Through a successful effort to stabilize East-
West relations, the Soviets would expect gradually tu}depriVe ”
the "Atlanticists" of the opportunity to justify militant
foreign and deféﬁée‘policies by referriné to Moscow's beha-
viour, In order to reduce the perception of risk to the West
that would inevitably ariss with further movement toward
détente and cooperation in Europe, Moscow would have to dis-
play a rsadiness tb sfabilize the miiitary environment by
taking steps toward agreement at the SALT and MBFR talks, pre-
sumably before the CSCE cbmmenced. It would also have to |
convey that it was not seeking to oust the Americans from
Europe, to disintegrate NATO or the EEC, or to establish an
exclusive sphere of influence in Europe. Words would coﬁnt
for little hers, and it would be necessary to signal Soviet
intentions by exercising unilateral restraint and entering
into agréements at some cost at least to its existing poli-
cies, At the same time, in order to prevent an escalation

in Western negotiating demands, Moscow would have to avoid
creating the impression it was caving in. Thus, the CSCE
would not in itself bring about dramatic changes either in
substantive Soviet policies or in the character of East-West
relations. It would however mark an acceleration in a con-
tinuing process of transformation in East-West expectati¢h§
concerning the probability of war and collaboration among

adversarises,

In such a sstting, libesral and anti-war slements of the
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ruling class and genéral population would find mounting
Justification for their policy views, and thoss whose poii-

tical and official careers were tied to policies from situs

‘ations of strength would be faced with the choice of ending

their cereers or modifying their approach to foreign and
military affairs. In time, "realists" who recognized the
nesd for c00peratiye coexisténce with'the USSR would stand

a better chance in Western elections, bringing into powsr
capitalist governments less antagonistic to the Soviet Union.

The GStgolitik of the social democratic government in Waest

Cermény has presumably reinforced this assessmant, and an
increass in the power of the reformigt wing of tﬁé French
bourgecoisie may have a similar effect. Rather than persis-
ting in a more sophisticated continuétibn'of Cold War beha-
viour patterns, Moscow would endsavour to create a realis-
tic acceptance of the status quo in Europe as a framswork
for greater sconomic collaboration between states with dif-
ferent social systems. The CSCE would represent an excep-
tional opbortunity to launch this nesw campaign to penastrate
Western societies and manipulate the balance of political

forces in the direction of greater East-UWiest accommodation.

~ As far as tactics are concerned, Moscow would appeaf
at the CSCE with a sweeping "pacifist programme" envisaging
a very high degree of East-West sconomic as well as political‘

cooperation in Europe. This Declaration would definitely
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have to accord ths Unitsd Stéfés and Canada a substantial

. role in future Europsan affairs., IFf it Failed to do so, it

would be & clear indication that the Sovist Union wss guided
‘by offensive ambitions. Precisely what a Dsclaration on :
‘secuﬁty and cooperation in Europs might look like cannot of
‘coursa be predicted. A number of gensral indications are
howsver alrsady aveilable. Ffor example, in Kosygin's report
on the Ninth Five Year Plan at the Twanty-fourth Congrass,
the CSCE wés depicted as building confidence in Europe and
opening the way for extensive economic, scientific, and tech-
‘'nological cooperation in ths developpant oF.transcontinental
transportation and hydroelectric nets, the resolution of an-
vironmentél problems, and in dealiﬁg with cancer and cardio-
vascular disease,®3 Considerably more specific indications
of the possible content of an opening Soviest statement at
the CSCE»are to be found in a recent article in Foreign
Affairs written by Evgeny Chussudovsky, a Soviet citizen

and senior United Nations official.63

Entitled "Genoa Revisitads Russia and Coexistence,"
Chussudovsky's‘gssay was at ﬁnpe aﬁ‘account of Sovist pblicy
at Genoa, a proposal Fof.a "far-raaching accommodation bet-
wean tha East and the West," and an attempt to implement
Lenin's instructions to support the mors modsrate trends}“
in Western policy toward Soviet Russia. That it was plécéd

in a journal rsad by ths American foreign policy alits and
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not in a European publicatioﬁ, that it was concarned with
East-West rather than purely Europsan rsconciliation, sug-
gests an undsrlying interest, consonént'with with reform
tendancy, in_enconaging Unitad States participation in an
ovarall stabilization of East-Wsst rslations. That its
modarate tons and unusually pragmatic approach succeeded‘in
;‘ creating‘sdmsthing of a stir among the attentive American
.public may also have indicated to Moscow a potential res-
ponsiveness to a nsw initiative for "a lasting normalization

of the East-West relationship."

As might be expected, Chussﬁdodsky's account of the
Genoa policy is to soms extent a tendentious one. It plays
down the residual element of anti-imperialist "strugglé" in
Soviet actions. It says nothing about the Rapallo fallback
position. And it takes the Soviet "pacifist programme"
largely at face valus as a set of pfactical proposals inten-
ded for implemantation rather than to gain influance over the
politics of forsign policy-making in ths West. Indeed, it
could bs that Chussudovsky is ons of those who take a legal-
institutional view of nagotiation as a matter of pragmatic
bargaining to achlieve national interests. In any event, his
discussion of the need for "bold and comprehensiva...schemes
of East-West cooparation of the kind which Chicherin adu@;
brated at Genoa" includes proposals for a concsrted éttack

on problems of production and trads, transport and
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commuﬁicaﬁiohs, rssource davélopmeht and management, pro-
Vtection of health and the environment, st:engthaning of
common cultural values, and East-West coopesration in over-
cdmiﬁg the gap between the davelopsd and developing coun-
tries. Chussudovsky asks whether the West mightn't bs better
advised to avoid the political risks of.incrsased cooperation,
continuing instead with "the present, piscameal, limited
dealings witﬁ the East, ﬁainly in the field of trade, whils
relying on the nuclsar deterrent and a superior sconomic
potential?" His answer is that only through wide-ranging

but realiéﬁic accommodation betweenAﬁast and West can
political-military seburity,_social progress,. and stable
access to thé world market be guaranteed now and for coming
generations, In Chussudovsky's view thers is no rational
alternative to the elaboration of peacefql coexistence and
cooperaéion, if we are to avoid recurring and possibly cata-b
strophic deteriorations in international relations, and also
secure a significant reduction in military spending. As for
East-West ideoclogical and aconomib compatition, it would
continue within a framework of cooparation. Whila the USSR
could be expected to support national liberation movements,
they would "hopafully" not be violent, and the world's social

evolution would be left largely to ths vardict of hiétory;

Chussudovsky's essay may bs regarded as a trial balldon,

a praviesw of a "pacifist prdgramme" that would be made at the
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CSCE in conformance with the reform trend in Soviet policy.
To éee his presentation in‘perSpective, it should be com- |
pared with the stilted neo-Stalinist "Declaration of Peacs,
Security, and Cooperation in Europe,"Ain Pragus by the WTO
Political Consultative Committee.65 In the Prague Decla-
‘ration the CSCE is seen very much as an affair of the Euro-
pean countries,.and_tha United States and Canada are men-
tioned but twice. For Chussudovsky, howsver, the problem is
ons of creating an overall atmosphers of trust and exploring
“the modalities of a lasting collaborative arrangsment bet-
ween East and West." Already ons of his proposals has sur-
faced in official Sovist positions. Thus, despite intra-
Parfy opposition that will be mentioned in a moment, his
call for the promotion of "movement of persons" involved in
the collaborafive procsés,'and for "human coﬁtécts"-as an
essential aspect of the coexistencsAprocess, is reflected in
Brezhnev's speech of Decsmber 21, 1972, and was put forward
at Helsinki on January 22, 1973 as a proposed CSCE agenda
item on "human contacts."6® Insofar as the remaindsr of a
re form programme is presénted at the CSCE, it would repfa-
sent a tactical effort to stimulate "realist™ responses at
the expense of "Atlanticist" prefarehces, thefeby creating

a situation in Mhich existing Westarn interests in trade;
scisntific, and technological cooperation could come to tha
fore, In effsct this would be a replay of the Genoa tactic

of making sweeping and attractive proposals that stop just
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short of what Western governments ars willing to accept,
thus "flattering" liberals and reformists, and promdting a
rearréngement of influence pattarns within Westarn socisties

to favour increasad collaboration with the USSR,

| ‘MOscovaresumably recognizes that the CSCE wouid not bs
an appropriate forum for the negotiation of multilateral

trade and monetary agreements. It would thersfors ssek
general statsments of principle on East-West trade and fiﬁan-
cial relations, leaving a detailed discussion of most- '
favoursd-nation treatment, quantitative restrictiqns, and
related mattars ﬁo bilataral negotiations or to institu-

tions such as the Economic Commission for Europe., The main
practical tasks at Helsinki would be to negotiats political,
industrial, tschnological, scisntific, cultural, and environ-
mental arrangements that would lend new stability'to East-
West relations and also creats favourabls conditions for trade
and financial measures that would bs pressad forward slse-
wherg, In the political sphsre, Moscow would seek Western
racognition of the principle of peaceful coaxistance, an
affirmation of existihg European frontiers, non-interfersnce
in internal affairs, renunciation of the wuse of and threat to -
use force, and_preservation of the sovereign indspendencé.and
squality of the participating states. Cartain confidenéeA

building msasuras might alsoc ba pursusd, including exchanges

of military psarsonnsl and the positioning of military observers
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in Céntral Europe. In economic andbcultural matters Soviet
diplomats would be.likely»to accept limited exchangeé of
perﬁons and ideas, broader cultural contacts, c00perétioﬁ
in the praesarvation of tha'environmént, and joint East-West
'projects in £he development of mineral resources, hydro-
N eleétric power, transportatioﬁ na tworks, compuier techno-
logy, peaceful usaes of atomic ensrgy, andlso on. The»nago-
tiation of thess variaed measures would be approached in a
business-like mannaer, and preferably with a minimum of recri-
mination and propaganda. Obvious attempts to play Western
powers against one another would be gvoided, as would any
attempt to give clearly favourable treatment to West Germany,
Francs, or the EEC. Moscow would continue to refrain from
singling the Europsan neutralsvout for spacial cultivation.
Nor would it appeal directly to the United States, given the
American'reluctance to éppear to be bargaining over the head
of its allies. Throughout, the Soviats could be expected to
behava in an evenhandsd and unexpactadly conpiliatory fashion,
making rsasonable compromises in order to reach a seriss of
limited agresments that would‘Furthar the evolution of an
East-Wast satting more conducive to rapid Soviet interhal

development,

It should bs emphasized that we have bean outlining é
tandehcy in Soviat beshaviour on the matter of East-Wast

relations in Europs. We have not baen attempting to describe
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the antiféty of possible Soviéi conduct at Helsinki. Intra-

Party diséussions of the kind that developed at Genoa, and

that were acknowledged to recur in 1970,67 will affect the
vigour and persistence with which the raform trend is dis-

played in the months to come. And as was the case with the

‘Genoa policy, Moscow's actions can bse axpéctad to depend

heavily upon the stability of the Soviet lsadership, and on
the degree to which Western conduct sither validates or
undermines ths commitment to reform solutions. It may thsre-

fore be useful to consider some of the current issues and

~possible alignments within the Party as it prepares for the

opening of the CSCE this summer,

The parallel bstwesn décision-making for Genoé and con-
tampofary discussions within the CPSU suggest the broad out-
lines of~debate over tha Conference. The existence of a
sectarian grouping that favours the CSCE as a forum for
anti-imperialist propaganda is suggested by the statements
of Soviet military representatives and by certain harsh press
commentaries that continue to be made desﬁite Brezhnav's
assurancaé that progress has occurred in discussions with
leading Western powsrs.ﬁel This grouping seaké to utilize
the formal commitment of the CPSU to anti-imperialism as a.
means of undermining arguments for comprehensive détanfé éﬁd
East-West cooperation, and in ordsr to secure a Forsignipoiicy

consistént with sactarign attitudes and roles in Soviet
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internal politics. Within the Politburo this viewpoint is
faprasanted by Shelest and possibly Shelepin.and Voronov.

- On the othsr hand there are thoss whose primary concern is

with the practical interests of the Soviet state in rapid

economic and technological development., The heirs of Krasin

and Litvinov, thay favour a businsss-like approach to the

CsScCe thét is reflacted in Soviet behaviour at the Helsinki
praparatory talks. This orientation would ba advocated pri-

marily by Kosygin, who is the Politburo member charged with

foraign economic raelations.®9 Furthermora, therse is the

question of "who to contact and in what order," as Moscow

survays ths dpportunities presantad by ths CSCE. Suslov,

whose aresas of responsibility include foreign policy, svi-

dently Favours'the neo-Stalinist approach'according to which

Moscow would seak to develop relations with France, West

Germany, and thae EEC at the expansa of the United Statas.’U

Again it is Kbsygin who would be most clearly identified

with tha option of working directly with the United Statss

in conformance with tha reform trend in Soviet policies. As TvaﬂT(
the principal lsader, Breszhnav presumably occupies Lenin's Bﬁ}%7 Aﬁﬂ
position to the right of centre in the debats, coping with mqwilﬁv

P e e e e st M= e et - . v,u‘
"sacramental questions" of reconciling anti-imperialism and W

the requiremants of collaboration, and dealing with tha oppo-

sition to his policy of concessions to the West in Europa.

A kay point on which Brezhnav is being challenged concarns
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the fresr movament of idsas énd persons bétwean East and West.
As previously indicatéd, he has given his approval to CSCE
negotiations on this item, by acknowledging the possibility
of "cooperation in the fisld of culture, especially ths
axchange of ideas and ths sxpansion of information and con-
tacts batwsen psoples.”?l He stipulated that such measures
should conform to prinéiples of non-interference in inter-
nal affairs, an avoidance of the Cold War spirit, and "res-
pect for the sovereignty, laws, and customs of each cqbntry
and...ths mutual spiritual enrichment of ths psoplses.”
Neverthaless, he mads a concession on a point of cardinal
importance to ths NATO powers, presentad it as such, and
opeanad up an issus that brings into focus many sources of

opposition to increasingly intimate East-West cooperation.

The military has beén arquing that concessions and com-
promiéas in the sphere of ideology are "objectively impos-
sible" and "inadmissébla."72 In their View, Western govern-
ments will seek to Sxpioi£ modern mesans of ;bmmunication to
carry out "ideological divsrsions" among the Sovist armed
forcas and‘general population, prbmoting bourgeois visws on
war, ravisionist political ideas, non-Russian nationalism,

and tha like,’3 Presumably the Soviet 'intsrnal sscurity: .

- forces have similar apprehensions regarding their ability't0 

carry out sffective political control and countarintelli-

- gence oparations, should ths flow of psrsons and idsas from
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the West be increasad. From the standpoint of the heavy
industrial and defense production astablishments, the pro-
paganda apparatus, and old-guard Stalinists, the moralQ
political unity of Soviet socisty would bs impaired, and with
it their claims to resources, prestige, and relevance. Thé
wedge of idsological cosxistance would bes driven despsr into
ths Soviet systam, with the result that reformism, disordsr,
and vulnerability to imparialist penstration and disruption
could all be sxpectsd to increass. And in Eastarn Europs
thesas problems would be posed eaven mors sharply. Accordingly,
as Suslov put it shortly bsfore Brezhnev's concession on
exchanges, thasrs must be no rsconciliatioﬁ betwesn socialism
and capitalism; it is nacessary to~remain hostile to rsform-
ism; and the idsological and political intrigues of ths im-

parialists must bs frustrated.’4

-The principal spear-carrier for the conssrvative soa-
lition on the question of exchanges is Yuri Zhukov who, as
we have seen, favours a neo-Stalinist adaptation of Cenoa
tactics to promote limited coopsration with Western Europe
only. On the last day of Kissingsr's discussiéns with Brazhnsv
in September 1972, he published an attack on tha activitiss of
"NATO wreckers," "cold warriors," and Chinese enemiss of
ﬁooberation in Eufobe.75 Statiné imperiously that hosfils
forces ratained powarful positions in datermining Wsstern

policy toward the CSCE, he implisd that no concessions should
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be made to Kiséinger. The communigue on the Brazhnev-
Kissinger talks the neit day fecorded that progress had
been made on European matters, /0 Then, a fortnight after
the announcement of Brezhnev's new position bn the exchange
6? ideas, information, and contacts, Zhukov aimed a blis-
tering attack against American advocates of freer movement
of persons énd ideas, 7 Arguing that it was the American
“hawks" who were pushing this proposal, he stated that
their aim was the ideological disérmament and 5ubvers;on

of the socialist countries, particularly in Eastern EurOpe.
The Americans were not pursuing exchanges in a spirit of
mutual respect and non-interference; énd Brezhnev, he all
but stated, was clearly mistaken in thinking that anything
but disaster could come from concessions im this area.

N Moscow should havelnothing to do with a Washington that was
bent on“securing an ideological "thaw" in the socialist
countries, he inferred, Instead it should move ahead with
its tried and tested policy of limited détents and divisive

conciliation.

Whethar Brazhnev intends to tilt Soviet decisions more
definitely in a reform direction cannot of course be ascer-
tained. But as he deterhines how far to Qo at ﬁhe CSCE,(
much will depend on his ability to utilize the Central'Cbm-
mittee and Secretariat to bolster his Politburo supportAénd

outmaneuver the opposition. The voting membership of the
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Central Committee has been rélétivély stable in recent yeéré.
The fact that in 1970 Lenin was described approvingly as
having given the Central Committee "a deci§ive role" 78 in
the Genoa pdlicy decision, suggests‘that Brezhnev has some-
thing to gain here., As for the Secretariat, Brezhnev has
beén assembling his own.Foreign of fice there, and has indi-
cated that certain foreign leaders may deal directly with
the International Dspartment rather than working through
regular channels such as Kosygin's office or the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs.79_ Over and above Zagladin, the key
figure in Brezhneﬁ's personal Foreign policy apparatus is
B.N. Ponomarev, the Department head, ‘Ponﬁmarev was promoted
to the position of candidate member of the Politburo on

May 19, 1972, shortly before Shelest's rémoval from the
leadership of the Ukrainian Pérty as a result of his oppo~
sition fo Soviet-American agreéments. A critic of Stalin,
Ponomarev is a moderate on foreign pqlicy matters, and has
been publicly associated with the Institute of the World
Economy and International Relations, a leading source of

re form argumentation. Insofar as Brezhnev's leadarship as
such is not called into question, his growing operational
control over foreign policy should permit increasingly

flexible and rapid responses.

On the quaestion of leadership stability, the Politburo

appears to be operating on the basis of an undsrstanding
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inot to upset a finely balanéedvstbtus quo. within this
 framework, several changes have occurred in recent months
-that’slightly favour Brezhnev and policies of moderate
innovétion; Thus, Shelest's demotion was accompanied by
Ponomarev's rise; but Shelest fetainad his seat as a voting
member of the Politburo, while Ponomarev became a cand;date
Dnly; Shelest's replacement in the Ukraine was‘however a
protege of Brezhnev's. The accession of Dolgikh to the
Secretaryship in charge of heavy industry may presage a
policy change, as he was most active in implementing the
1965 econbmic refdrm. Finally, Polyanskf"s removal from
the Politburo in February 1973 could favour a loosening of :7<i
foreign policy, if reports that he was in favour of the in-
vasion of Czechoslovakia are correct. The opposition of
Suslov and others to extensive East-West collaboration may
'therefﬁre constitute a vigorous attempt to alter Brezhnev's
policy preferences, rather than a challenge to his lsader-
ship. As of November 1972, East Europeans reported that
Soviet moderates were riding high, and that the political

atmosphere had rarely been as favourabls.

~ On balancs, Brezhnev and his entourage seem able at
least to considsr the possibility of a new approach to East-
West relations that escapes the confines of neo-Stalinism
Tt xx 1V C?S\).MMM ¥l o
and begins to conform to the Genoa precedent. Thus in a
R ] /-—-—-—._m

latter to Nixon in February 1973, Brezhnev obsarved that (Q/



89
fhaQSigning of the Vietnam ﬁééce agreement would improve
- Soviet-American relations and raise new possibilities for
.cooperation presumably in the ﬁurOpean context as well as
others.B0 Certainly Brezhnev is heavily committed to the
CSCE, and as of March 1973 Soviet represgntatives 7zogiﬁﬁ’ﬂ¢ﬂ“““°)-
"sinki were willing to state there was heavy pressure. on '
them fo move forward rapidly. There is no doubt‘that public
opinion in the USSR would cheer the man thtTgld to rest the
fhreat of a new European war in the forssesabls futurs,
It is also the case that a policy including concessions
and a degree of propaganda restraint has produced positive
results for the Soviet Union since 1969, Brezhnev may ac-
cordingly seek to move further in é reform direction in the
belief that the risks are outweighed both by the probability
of new success and by the needs of the USSR, That such a

calculation might be made is suggested by the larger situ-

ation in which the Spviet system currently finds itself,

IV, The Outlook from Moscow

As it prapares for the opening 6? ths CSCE, Moscow is
faced with an ovarall situation that is botH novel and
fluid. The charactar of thé current policy setting is it-
self doubtless a subjsct of debate, as individuals éﬁd;A
organizations seak teo sscure accaptance of percaptioné that

favour thair own praferences for Soviat policy and undsrmine
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~the opponents' arguments. To what axtent is the United

States still ralying on its traditional alliances as opposed
to multipolar balancing? How great ara the opportunitiss 1
for unilateral gain by fha USSR in Eqropa? Are Washington,
Péking, and Tbkyo moving toward a triplé éntanﬁs in.Asia7
How large is ths opaning for aconomic and iechnological |
collaboration with the West? How important are agreements
in this area, and what political price might the Soviet Union

properly pay for them? On thess and meny other intsrrslatsd

- quastions of importance to the detearmination of Moscouw's

cbnduct in Europe there ars no claar answars for ths Soviets,

- much lass for the Wastern analyst of Soviet calculations.

Nevertheless it is possible to fit various bits of evidencs
on Sovist perceptions and judgments 1nt6 a larger framework
of situational factors that may serva to influance Moscow's
actions in a rsform diraction.at the CSCE and in the subss-

quent period.

- Military secufity has traditionally bsan an overriding
concarn of Soviet policy-mekars., The currant situation is
quite novel in that the USSR has achievgd aﬁ unparalleled
invulnerability to attack. As ths result of a massive build-
up in its strategic nuclear forces, 1t‘has now achisvad a
position that is broadly dsscribad as "parity" with tﬁa"
United States, Both sides may bs sxpacted to continue dsv-

eloping their strategic capabilitiass, emphasizing qualitativa
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improvements and the impleméntation of still diverging

military doctrines., Realism suggests however that nsither

~will accspt anything less than parity throughout the 'seven-

<ties,81 and that Moscow will continus to experiencs an en=-

hancad sense of invulnaerability. Accordingly, military
relations with Washington will incresasingly be concarned
with the pace and opportunity costs of a continuing dafense
éffort. SALT I has alrsady sstablishad a dagreé of common
interest in checking the arms racs, and SALT II will in all
probability yisld added limitations and possibly a mddeét
reduction of offensive forcas, Morsover SALT I has had sig-
nificent paycho-political rsassurance effects, adding sub-
stantially to the senss of security esngendsred by the mors
marginal arms control arrangements of previous ysars. So
long as an “adveniurer" does not come into the Whits Housa,
and so iong ags there ié a continuing affort to avoid con-
ffontations and reduce the likelihood of accidental war, the

Soviasts have little to fear militarily from the United

States.82 As Soviet fears dscline, so doss ths nsed for MV('“

military and foreign political action to offset the American
threat. So also doeé tha possibility that Washington will
interpret Soviat nagotiating concessions as a sign of waak-
nass; Insofar as Moscow wishes to reduce the economic éosts
of dafense and to avoid the emergsnce of an unstable st:uc-
turs of forces on both sidas, ths situation favours a.policy

of collaboration with Washington in further measurss of arms

cohtrql.
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Looking to Western Europe, the picture is alsc on the
whole a reassuring one'From the sscurity viswpoint., Wsst
Germany, the principal European danger to Russia, has undsr-
taken not to acquire nuclear wsapons in the non-proliferation pact
and ‘the Soviet-German treaty of August 1970, The lattar |
measure,.bombined with the Polish-Germanfpact, the four-
powsr égreement on Berlin, and the arrangements bstwsan ths
two Germaniss have removed a varisty of territorial and poli-
tical thresats to the WTD powsrs and reducad ths dangser of a
military confrontation in Europe. The EEC ssams unlikely
- to achisve the degrse of unification nescessary to poée’the
threat of either a Europsan nuclear Forcevor an adjunct
Franco-British capability. The NAfD-WTD.military balance
clearly favours the USSR; and.NATD is itsslf 1ncreésingly
divided. On the othar hand, the American attempt to shift
more oF»the burdan of dafense to its alllss, ths qualita-
tive improvemsnts bsing made in NATO conventional forces,
British attempts to obtain the Poseidon missile from the
United States, and the NATO mova toward early rasliance on
tactical nuclear weapons,83 all presumably giva concern.
These problems and the loﬁg term issus of permansnt Garman
demilitarization and containmsnt, can best be approached
by encouraging a continuad American military bresence>1nii
Western Europe through MBFR, and by enlarging the scops of
East-West détante and agreements as maans of raducing Wést

Carman and Europsan tendenciss toward a grsater military




93

effort. Such action is now increaéingly practicai owing to
thé effects of Soviet-Amarican straiegic parity on Europqah‘
military relationshipst where Moscow previously sought to f

. employ Western Europé as a hoétage against attack by ths
Unitad States, an snhanced senss of‘security vis-3-vis
Washington reducss the nesd to mount a clear threat to

America's allies.

‘Assuming that Japan doss not pdse a danger to ths Soviet
Union in the context of the 'saventiaé, and that Soviet
sacurity intefests in Eastern Europse ars mors political'
than military, we are left with the question of ths Chinase
impact on Sovist sscurity. Wastsrn analysts usually attach
considerable importahce to the Chiné factor as a source of
SoQiet afforts to improva ralations with the West. Howsver,
it can bs argued'that Soviet anxisty concerning fhe Chinesse
military thresat is insufficient to sxart a substantial in-
fluence on policy in the European thaatre. Cﬁinese inter-
mediate range missiles are targeted against Soviet cities in
increasing numbers., Chinesea command and control may leave
much to be désired. And a ground war, if it wers not rapidly
rasolvad with nuclaar weapons, would certainly wsaksn the

Soviat military posture in Europe. Moscow can nonetheless ;Jnﬂme
axpact to dater the Chinese much as it has detsrred thévmbre
powsrful Western alliance. It can handle border clashes |

without great difficulty, also using its military power in
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‘support of tacit and formalvnsgotiating demands. AOn the
6ther hand, sven if the CSCE and MBFR togsthér produce a
reduction of forces in Central Europe, Moscow will retain

and improve a substantial portion of its westsrn Forces.B84
Thus the creation of a credible offensiva capability to

deter Peking will occur in large part without direct refer-
ancs to ths state of East-West affairs. And relations with
~the West will not affect the likelihood‘of an accidental
missile firing from China, unless conbéivably the United
States ware persuadad to provide Peking with improved command

and control,

It is nevertheless advantagesous for the Soviets to con-
vince the West that their movass to improve reslations are
motivated by fsaf of China. By stressing ths China factor,
Moscow reduces Western apprehahsion that détente is being
sought for offansive, tactical purposes. Alternatively, an
emphasis on the China threat allows Moscow to reduce ths
impression that it is sseking agresements out of a sense of
sconomic weakness. This seams to bs the resal meaning of the
officially inspirad rumours in Moscow late in 1969, according
to which the USSR was considering a preemptive first strike
against Chinese nuclear facilities., By telling Washington
what it wanted to hear about the state of Sino-Soviet rela-
~tions as SALT was beginning, Moscow was able to communicate

an intersst in agreement at no cost to its bargaining
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position., Similar considara%ions doubtless influencs ths
way Moscow depicts its rslations with Peking as it pursuss

its current policies in Europs.

.If the Soviet sscurity outlook is on the whole a good
ons, the political-diplomatic situation is both novel and
threatening., The maintenance of traditional alliance rela-
tionships in Europa continues to bs vital. It constitutss
the framework within which increasing East-West coopesration
can occur with a minimum of Qetbacks. Nevertheless, the old
signpostsfare less and less abie to provide policy with a
sense of dirsction, owing largsly to the succesgful Amarican
effort to bring China into play in-a multipolar balancs of
Apower. wéshingtdn cléarly haé the advantage here,vand can
utilize ité relativé freedom of action to create combinations
that threaten to isolate the USSR. Moscow, on the other
hand, is at a disadvantags in not being able to play China
or Japan against Washington. As a result, the Soviet Union
is confronted with an increasingly clear choica. It can
basa its actions on the belief that the main action is still
occurring in the two-camp .confrontation modseratad by a dagree
of détente, and thereforg employ conciliatory splitting tac-
tics to acquire increassd influance ovar Western Europe. Or
it can sesk to raduce its vulnerability in thse eme;giné mﬂlti-

lateral balance by pursuing an overall settlement with the

Westarn powsrs. The two options cannot readily be combined.
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Splitting tactics givs the Soviets comparatively few imme-
diatse advantages in Europa, and will cause Washington to_
raspond with increased hostility in bilateral Soviet-
American relations and in making common cause with China and
Jahan, if not Western Europe as well. Convarssly, an entente
ﬁith washingtén can be obtained only if Moscow refrains from
active exploitation of American differsnces with Western
Europe. While the American commitment to a policy of multi-
polar maneuvar is uncertain and the subjsct of debate within
the United States, it is cléar that economic differences
bstwsen the Western powers are bescoming increasingly impor-
tant, and that Washington may have an intersst in stabilizing
East-WQst relations in order to acquire greater freedom of -
action in pursuing its foreign economic tbjactivas. Moscow
accordipgly has to decids in which dirsction to encourage
American conduct: to tilt Washington into greater collabo-
ration with the USSR; or to sscure powsr-political trans-
formations of questionable value in its relations with Western
Europe at the ekpensa of reduced influsnce in other arsas of
the globs. Providing that the United States esxarcises a
degres of restraint in sxploiting its political and diplo-
matic advantages, and continuas to display a rsadiness to
consider stabilizing agrasments, the logic of ths situétion _
suggests that Moscow has an increased intesrest in making‘thé «

concessions nacassary to reach a new level of East-Wast

accommodation in Europs.
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Even if it is assumed thét global powsr balancs consi;
derations do not promote a new Soviet willingness to forego
offensive foreign policy objectivesvin Western Europe, a
realistic assessment of the opportunities shows there ars
dfinite limits to what can be achiavaed by‘a continued
emphasis on tactical conciliation in Sovist policy. Given
‘the ovsrall impfovement in the sacurity picture, there is
only little military advantage to be had in a further en-
deavour to sharpen diffarences in NATO.. wgst‘Ehropean trends
toward independsnce of the United States in foreign and mili-
tary policy may readily bs encouraged to raduce or possibly
aven gliminate thq American military pressence after a longish
period. Soviet influance in Western Europe could thus bs -
gxpacted to. increass, as would sconomic cooparation bestwsen
COMECON and the EEC. But a sober assessment would show that
political and sconomic differences within NATO ars con-
strained by substantial common interests, and also by a con-
tinuing antipathy to the USSR in Western Eurobe. Barring
the advent of Communist parﬁies to powsr, the most likely
result of a Soviet policy of détente and limited concessions
confined to Europs will be not the "Finlandization" of Wes-
tern Europs but the achivement of only.marginal gains.
While West Germany ih particular might be'encouraged to‘iook
to the East for sconomic advantage and political-military
reassurancs, and while European integration might be checked,

the underlying hostility of the EEC will remain intact., It
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will continue many of its discriminatory trade ﬁractices,
and may also move toward more intensive military cooperation
to make up for any reduction of the American presencs, It
makes mors sense therefore to acknowiedge the EEC as a fact
of ];vife,Bs and to make it increasingly clear that disruptive Né
goals have moved into the background o.lioviet policy. By (
pursuing extensive East-West détents and agréements in Wes~
tern Europe Moscow stands to sncourage more favourable
European attitudes toward the USSR, thereby gaining an accep-
tance of the territorial status quo and the increased eco=-
nomic cooperation that is of immediate practical concern to

\

the COMECON countriss.

Until recently Moscow's interest in military security
and hencaAthe internal political status quo within the East
European countries has worked to prevent ﬁore intimate
" cooperation with the West., But with the improvement in the
Soviet security position in Europe and vis-3-vis the United
States, the fear of political and economic change in Eastern
Europe loses some of its significance in Soviet defense and
foreign policy calculations.B8% The lessons of the Czecho-
slovakian invasion and the reduction in the threat from the
West lowsr the necessity to vaccinate the East European popu-
lations against weétern ideas, and to carry on anti-wéstern
foreign policies consistent with internal propaganda nééds.87>

Accordingly, it now becomes possible to consider a relaxation
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of internai political controls in Eastern Europe in a manﬁer
consonant with a greater degree of East-West rapprochement.
Morsover, if the Westesrn powsrs undartake to exercise.res-
traiﬁt“in~th§*ﬁgnetration of East Europsan societiss, and if
thers is a matchingmmilitary.withdrawal or reduction in
westernBEurope, the Soviet Union can reduce its reliance on
the political and military control functions of the NTD,BB
and move in ths dirsction of military disengagement from
Eastern‘Europe.Bg At a minimum, formal Western endorsement

of the status quo will allow Moscow to reduce the political

" costs of renswed intervenfions in E;stern Europe, should

they becoms necessary. And ultimately issues_that have bssn
suppressaed within Eastern Europe and between it and Moscow
may bs allowsd to come opt into the opeﬁ, to bs discussed
and resolved, thereby removing some of the underlying causes

of instability.%0 Thus, by permitting a controlled liberal-

ization in Eastern Europe in conjunction with negotiated

controls on Western behaviour, the Soviet Union stands to
make the East European regimes simultaneously more secure
and capable of coping with the stresses of a deepsning East-

West détente.

As regards China, the outlook is one of continued high

levels of tension. Sino-Soviet border negotiations appaar>

to be frozen, and ideological attacks ars destined to con-

tinue as sach side challenges the foundations of the other's
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policies. The evolution of beking's relations with Tokyo,
Kissinger's recent visit to China and tﬁe normalizing
agreements that were reached may also cause concern. Chi-
nese attempts to sabotage the CSCE, and to establish closer

: ralat}ons with East Europe and consefvative elements in
Western Europe all point to an outflanking maneuver that.
will continue to cause great annoyance in Moscow. Thus,
while China may not be seen as a s#baificant militafy threat
affecting Soviet decisions in Europe, its potential as an
actor in diplomatic combinations hostilé to the USSR seems
likely to provoke Moscow into great?r displays of concili-
atory behaviour toward the West. However, in the event that
nmultilateral balancing activities prove consistently damaging
to Soviet interests, Moscow would inevitably be driven to
reconsider its relations with Peking. As indicated, this
~would eﬁtail a substantial appreciation of the sectarian
trend in Soviet internal policiss. The vision of a socialist
camp restored seems most unlikely, but then.so also was 3

Nixon visit to China not so long ago.

\ s

Thefggiigia political-diplomatic setting can thus be Q\‘
interpretéd as favouring a new departure in Soviet European é&quk
policy gg}ng primarily to multilateral balance of power .con-
siderations. OFfensive splitting tactics through the uss of
détente may have been suited to a two-camp, bipolar caﬁffon-

tation, but in the emerging constsllation of world powsr
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cenfres, divisive conciliatfﬁh is less aeppropriate, It
elienates the United States, ﬁromises bnly slight gains in
Western Europe, and has potentially disruptive consequences
for Eastern Europe without commensurate offsettihg gains.,
Conversely, more is to be had from an emphasis.oh intensi-
fied collaboration with the United States, Western Europe

and Canada., It assures Moscow of a larger say in world
effairs, promises a reduction in Western hostility and a
comparable increase in esconomic cooperation, and justifies
the risks of controlled instability in Eastern Europe. 1&M* £~
Either the Soviet Union decides on ?_campaign for global %p }Jﬂfir
predominance, or it accepts the realities of the axisting P*\b;aL;H ‘
situation and opts for intensified.collaboration mitﬁ the @“itﬁ& '
West in Europe. Moscow might be expected to evade this ﬂﬁjL //////f

choice. But internal economic considerations provide fur-

ther reason to opt for increased cooperation.

In the difficult process of working out the Ninth Five
Year Plan (FYP) which was presehted after considerable delay
at the Twenty-fourth Congress in April 1971, the Soviet
leadership evidently came.to the realization that a change
of emphésis in economic development was required. The annual
rate of growth in GNP had been declining steadily from 6.0%
during the 'fiftiss to 5.4% for the period 1961-1970,91
Simultaneously, labouf resources had gradually been eihadsted;

‘with the result that increases in the work force could no
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longer be expected to supporﬁ growth, A£ the December 1969‘
Central Committee Plenum Brezhnev also drew attention to )
serious shortcomings in productivity, VWhile he emphasized
labour discipline as the principal solution, ths previous
annual budgst had already marked a decision to provide a
somewhat larger quantity of acceptable consumer‘goods as

an incentive to graater productivity. The necessary funds
for consumer production wsre apparently obtained at the ex-
.npense of investment in heavy industry, for expsnditures on.
agriculturs were not cut and there was no challenge to the
¢lear priority given to dafense production ;ince Khrushchev's
removal, Further economiq p:qblems arose from an inability
to convert substantial in;a;fmsnts in science and tschnology
into practical‘applications, owing in paft to the widespread
and perennial inadaquacy of businsss communications in the
USSR, and partly to the unwillingness of managers in a systam
of central}planning to risk underfulfilling production tar-
gets while breaking in new equipment. In general the Soviet
Union was suffering from an inability to make the gualita-
tive improvements in production necassary for tha continuad
_growfh of an advancad economy. Technological devslopment
was lagging., Growth-stimulating investment funds were not
available in sufficient quantity. The work force was néithar
increasing in size nor getting the quality goods thatvwonld
brompt it to greater productivity, And the USSR was falling

behind in crucial sectors of ths economic competition with

P Acaag, |
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tha Wsst.

The results of the raassessmant_wera sean»in tha Ninth
FYP, which takes the Soviet esconomy to 1975 and projects an
incresass in ths growth rate to nsarly 6.0% without signi-
ficant cuts in dafense spending or ths raesumption of scono-
mic reform, Acceleratad growth is to be achieved primarily
by a tschnological renswal of industry, and by increases in
productivity stimulated largely through substantial incrsases
in personal consumption. Individuél income is to riss by
some 30%, and over ths plan psriod as a whola ths production
of consumer items is to increass mofa rapidly than ths out-
put of heavy industry. Cnergy utilization,)particularly
petrolsum and natural gas, is,élso to bs substantiélly im-
proved as a msans of incrsasing sfficiency, Western and
Japansse capital, tachnology, and sxpsrtiss play a consider-
abls role in tha implementation of the Plan, for Moscow has
‘avidently racognized that it is unable alons to dsvelop,
financs, and apply the technological and industrial innova-
tions now requirad. It is also unabls to gsnaratea suffi-
cient flow of quality consumer goods, and requirés the import
of machinsry and products from the West and Japan in this
area as wsll, The current FYP therasfore points to a sus-
tained intersst in é stable international climats as a -

necessary pracondition for Western economic assistance, At

the tims of its announcemsnt, however, Soviet-Amarican
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ralations were still strainsd, and Kosygin's prasentation

indicated a prefarence for cooperation with Westarn Europe.92

Since the spring of 1971 sevsaral davelopmants hava
‘occurred which togather indicate incresased Soviat intesrests
in an (ovarall )stabilization of East-West rslations for pur-

' pdées of long-term and increasingly intansive economic
cooparation. Sovist sconomic growth has continued to suffer,
dsclining to_3.3% in 1971, and then rsportedly rising to
4,0% in 1972 despits a catastrophically bad harvest and an
snormous expanditure of forsign sxchange ressrves to fin-

ancs agricultural imports.93 As a feéult expenditures on .

5,
T

consumar goods have bsen cut back, undarmining the material,

>
incantives programme that is vital to productivity and growth.:gf;ﬁyjﬁ
The currant>harvest appears to ba faring bstter. But never- Ufﬁ% ’
4

=

%

5
v{t
‘}? .

thelass the Plan is in dangar of undsrfulfillmant. The res- \9

vy,

ponse of ths leadershiplincludes a shift to long-term sconomic
planning and a graater reliance on long-term Forsign invast-
mert programmas. Brazhnev has lat it be known that a fifteen
year plan is now being prepared for ths psriod 1975_1990.9d
Massiva and carafully integrataed invéstment outlays are ra-
&Dired ovar incresasingly lengthy tims periodé for the devsl-
opmant of projects such as the Wast Sibarian patrolasum- - ..
hatural gas complax and other vantures in which ths Uﬁitéﬁ

Statss as wall as leading Western powsrs are baing fnvitad

to participata. The Sibarian project has besen called a
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desperate gamble, for if 1t Falls SLQnificantly thars could 9ﬁF{Wp

be a loss of up to 75% of the plannad increase in Soviet Q°%Qy&v;§1
petrolsum suppliss that are destined to fuel thas programme kjb

of economic modernization, Clearly the USSR has an intersst

in an 1ncreasingly pradictable and cooperative relationship"

with the West,

If only for security reasons, the Soviets are not going
to make future economic davelopment dapend primarily upon
foreign trads, investment, and technology. Growth-stimulatfng
investment can to some extent be derived from annual increasaes
in GNP. This seems howsver to be an inadequate source of.
investment funds,.and the leadarship is presumably consid-
ering its ability to reduce dafenss spending as a means of
furthering maodernization and growth, and pnssiblj of liber-
ating much-needed manpowar as wall, It is at this point
that the nesw-found sensz of security snters the'picﬁura again,
So long as the USSR was dassmed vulnerable to blackmail and
attack, high lavals of military spanding could not readily
be quastioned. But in a satting of parity with the United
Stateas and enhanced sacurity in'EurOpe, continused heavy out-
lays for dsfense must be justified by referance sither to an -
Amefican or NATO military build-up,'or to the pursly pgliti-
cal advantages that might be derived from a furthsr SoQief :
build-up. Assuming that the Unitad Statss and its allies do

nat convay the impression of trying to undo either the parity
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arrangament of SALT I or the military balance 1;ﬁ::rope,
the Sovist defense sstablishment bacomes vulnerable to the
argumant that offensive political objectives do noﬁ'juefiFy
currant levels of defense spsnding when military seeurity
is great and the nesds of ths ecenomy are so pressing. In -
conditions of East-Wast military squilibrium, sconomic:
considerations that would othsrwise bs of marginal impor-
tance serve to waaken the activist and neo-Stalinist trsnd

in Soviast policy toward thes West.

A variesty of sconomic Factors‘therafore move the Sovist
system in the dirsction of a comprehensive stabilization of
East-West ralations in a manner consistent with the reform
trand in Soviet conduct. Long-tarm plahning considerations
require increasingistability and a minimal expasctation of
crises with the West, The shortage of internal investmant
funds to stimulate growth and provids against insvitabls
agricultural setbacks can in principle be reduced by re-
allocating resources away Frpm defense. But in practice
this requires a mors profound and enduring détente and the'¢4;¢J]}mWi
negotiation of East-West military and political agresments WLZZL&“

Sd
that unmistakably reduce ths external threat to ths Soviet

Union, Even general stataments of principle are of uss here,

for the Sovists themselves tall us that tacit bargains cut

no ice with planning officials, who must have a piece'of

paper in thair hands that formally commits the Western powars
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to exercise restraint. Similarly, arguments in favour of
'alleviating manpower shortages through force reductions can
only become effectiva'in a pronounced setting of Europsan
détente and agreements that effactively thromﬁ doubt onto ‘
the!Lorst casJ'assumptions of Soviet g?% cials. Furthefmora,
a substantial Sovist reliance on Westsrn technology, in-
vestment, credits, and trade can only be contemplated if the

Western powsrs have committad thamselvss to policies of

cooperation that raducs ths risk of suddsn withdrawals of 3“

Westarn coopsration as a means of reinforcing political <4 ﬁmw&ﬁ gﬂ¢d
demands 0n‘Moscow.95b It is alsoc likely that effective sco- muaS
nomic reform will not occur in thg Soviet Union so long as :t;;ijﬂ
thraats from the West continue to rainFoch internal pressureét{ﬁlhﬁ
to maintain central controls. Converssly, ths‘encouragemant z»n

of Western economic assistance, and the involvement of the dMQQMM}:k
West aﬁd Japan in Sibaria as a means of raducing Chinese

political prassurs, require Moscow to seek a further reduc-

tion of East-West tensions and the negotiation of politiﬁal
agreements that reassure ths West about Soviet intentions.

The fact that Soviet-Amarican relations have noticsably im-

broved sinca the Twenty-Fburth Congrsss; with large-scals

joint vantures now~undar discussion, suggests a definite

Soviet intersst in including the United States in a némjgr-

fort to stabilize East-West rslations for purposes of‘lohg-

term economic development.

In sum, ths view from Moscow as presented here is not
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greatly different from ths obtlook~that’prevailed in Suviét’

- policy in 1922. Moscow has just achiesved a marked improve-
ment in its sscurity position, and as security increasss it
bscomss possible to emphasiza the intsrnal economiq dimen-

" sion of policy, approaching the Westsrn powars as "merchants"
interasted in protractad as well as immediata agreéments.
Moreovsr, the Genoa pracedsnt involved an attempt’tu come to

terms with the principal Soviet advarsary, Britain, as was
suggested by Leﬁin's choica of Keynes and Hendsrson as the

typical representativss of ths "pacifist wing of the buuf-
geoisie." Moscow now has claaf multilateral power balance

and acondmic intersests in utilizing the CSCE as an instrumsnt
for reconciiiation with ths United States as well as other
Westarn powsrs. Situational variables thus cause the Soviet

B e iy, T —— L}
system to stress collaboration and stability as opposed to ?““W’Q

offensi&a political objectiveé in its approach to the usst

in Europs. The curfant lsadsrship ssems sufficiently stabls
to permit a shift of smphasis to favour the reform trend in
Sovietvforeign and intsrnal policies, although this would bse

Ao

[

accomplished only after intenss intra-Party conflict., Should
this orientation gain predominance, the Soviets may be ex-
pectad to behava at ths CSCE in a mannar consistent with the éﬁuﬁ .
Genoa policy. The fallback position will however be a nso- & 5
Stalinist one in which Moscow takes whatever it can get from

Western Curope, and rasponds to substantial internal.pressura

for an offensive and divisiva policy based on an assessmsnt
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of the situatiohﬁdéubtlass quite different from tha one

outlined hers.

V. Shaking the Dice in Europe

Throughout this paper I have attampted'to emphasize the
fact that Soviet policy is internally contradictory,.and
that the Westarn powsrs as well ara pushing and pulling in
different dirsctions as we approach the CSCE., The impression
may nevertheless have been created that fha dice are loadad
in favour of a2 new and more promising étmosphare, if not
new institutional arrangsments, in East-West relations in
Europe. Tha readsr who ié accustomed to thinking of Soviet
' policy as a unilinear phenomsnon may'also infer I am arguing
that moscow.is now motivated exclusively by.a desire to mseet
pressing economic needs in a sstting of comparative military
security and political-diplomatic vulnerability.In conclu-
ding it may therefore be usaful to emphasize a more cautious
and balanced vi?w of the CSCE and Soviet policy, kesping it

in mind that the Conferencs may produce very little,

In Moscow, for examplé, the continuing intra;Party debate
over policy toward the West could bring to the fore or main-
tain a praexisting official assassmenf that SALT I is méfaly
a tactical pause allowing the USSR to eliminate the quaii-
tative lsad of the Americans in oFFansiva.waapons. The view

might also prevail that the United States is a declining



MJ%D -y
S | s PR fas”
factor in world politics, and is alisnating its allies and g}-‘ -
the neutrals at a rapid rate. The Wast Europsans are begin-
ning to récogniza this, the argument would go, and by braséing
For‘ détanta and agreements on the Europsasan cqntinent M g"”
stand to increase thesir senss of confidance 1n<ii:) Their | kﬁfﬁﬂa
. behaviour will becoma‘incraasinglly dependant upon‘good .
will, and@ will be able to exploit the complamantaritiasz ’,%}m
batwsan EEC and COMECON sconomiss. Continued ha3vy spending p~¥%$.-
on'stratagic nuclear weapons can bes tolerated Ey the Soviast.
economy, particularly if its effects are offset by growth-
intensive cooperation with Western Europe and Japan. Al-
though tha risks of internal raform in the Soviet Union and
EastarnvEuropa place definite limits on.all-Europaan coop-
aration,. American isolationism and interimpsrialist sconomic
.conflict will drive Western Europs toward {Us/even if maka
a nominal appeal for American involvemaent in Europsan affairs
at thae CSCE. In Washington, on the othar hand, ths parallsl
dabats could favour an squally scaeptical visw of Soviet
actions at the CSCE, MBFR, and especially SALT II. Prassure
from the more conservativa NATO alliss could-st;angthen
Américan rasistance to prematures cooperation and thes an-
courageament of suphoria in Western Europas, France and West

Germany would howsver be mors favourably disposad to poli-

tical and asconomic cooperation with ths Sovist bloc, and tha -

Sobieeé would thus ba prasented with a dividad NATO at the

Cs This fact and tha propensity of conservative slaments
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in the West to prass propoéals that are unaccsptable to the

USSR, could provids support for neo-Stalinist reactions

from tha Soviets at the Conference. With some 1luck, ths

following limited East-Wsst bargains might thersfore emarge

at Helsinki: the West explicity recognizeé the inviolabi-
lity (but'not the validity) of the territorial status quo in
Europe, including the Baltic frontiers of the Soviet Union,
and the Sovists provide the West with a balancad reduction
of forces in Central Europe and with stabilizing political
agreements at one or moré CSCEs; the West gives the Sovists
part of the sconomic and tschnological assistanéa ﬁhay nesd,
and the USSR yislds a bit of the Fréedom of movement of
people and idsas that the West wishes to ses in the Soviet
bloc. If this proves to be the outcome, underlying East-
West relationships and expsctations will remain very largely
intact;“and the CSCE will reprasant merely an episode in the

slow waning of the confrontation in Europe.

It is tharafors all tha mora important 'to be preparasd
to exploit any opportunity to move ahsad mbra‘rapidly.
Shquld the Soviets approach ths CSCE in a frams of mind that
inclinas toward long-term stability and economic coopsration,

the Westsrn powars should bs ready to fasten them into this

| attitude with a set of agreaments that create permananf

constraints on the neo-Stalinist trend in Soviet policies.

"Nothing is altogether certain in politics, and it is
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unraalistic to look Fof irongléd guarantasss égainst a rasump-
tion of offsnsive political conciliation and demands in
relations with the West. But by creéting an increasingly
dense web of joint political undertakings and Functionai
cooparation in sconomic, scientific-tachnological, cultural,
and environmental affairs we stand to maké it increasingly 7
Sk

costly and difficult for Moscow to act out its inner prefer- ‘

—
snces for naso-Stalinist policiss toward ths West, Eastern

- Europs, and its own population. That there is some basis

in current developments for an.effort to strangthen the ra-
form trend in Soviet behaviour is suggested by the fact that
internal NATO diffsrences over the.ConFerence do not pit the
United States against its Europsan alliss, and that ths

Sovists have not thus far bsen acting in a mannsr consis-

tent with neo-Stalinist PFefeTeNtas—at—the Helsinki prepar-

atory talks. ?4~{~.gu Wuu~A#L;;}Ek

Two things ara required, The first, which I havs bean

attexﬁpting to provide here, is an ability to discriminate
beatwesn forms of Soviet beshaviour that desserve to be rasbuf-
fed, and those that merit sncouragement., The second is an
endsavour to penstrate ths Sbviet foresign poiicy process,
doing for the bsarers of the reform trend what thsy ares ssek-
ing to do to the Wsst:i strengthen tha advocacy of coiiaQ?
boration, and weaken the influsnce of antagonistic ardﬁménts.

The Western governments, including a substantial proportion
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of the NATO powsrs, have implicitly been doing this in in-
sistiné on the need for thorough multilataral.preparations |
before the CSCE can mové ahead. 'The préparatory talks have
had tha'eFFact of éI;;;;::Q:}he neo-Stalinist and sactarian
\\«\_’—
tendsncy to present "a clear altsrnative” to the existing
arrangements in Europe. They have forced the Spoviets to
take a "businesslike" approach to the Conferance svan befora
it opané, and have thus played into tha tendsncy in the USSR
to employ the CSCE for sarious negotiations on matters of
practical interesst. As such, the preparatory talks have
doubtless had a bsneficial impact on Sovist decision-making.
To a lesser axtent this may also be trus of tha NATO proposal
for an agenda itsm on increasad East-West human contacts and
exchange of idsas. This is an esxtramely sansitiva méttar,
and if handled improperly it could bring the entire Confer-
ence down, But by and large it has bean treated with res-
traint, and providss supporiing external pressure for exis-
ting taﬁdencias toward intérnal raform in the Soviet Union
and Eastern Europe. Should moscowbraise new objactions on
grounds of non-intervention in internal affairs, cartain
Western governments are in a position to reply that FruitfulF«
negotiations on European sacurity and cooperation will‘giva
the Sovist Union the benafits of strengthenad reform Erénds

in Western socistiss ganerally.

Saveral additional measuras can be takan to influancs

’



Teform arguments within the USSR. In this connection it /s
| might be advantageous to go back to the Chussudovsky essay, St b4
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the relatidnship of tendencies in_Soviet policy.at the CSCE.

Of primary importance is the maintenance of a degree of

‘unity within NATO. Unanimity is not necessary, But should

" the United States bascome separated from its European allies,

the invitation to MQscoﬁ to emphasize neo-Stalinist respon-

ses would be difficult to resist, and the Soviet advocates

‘of serious negotiation would have a much harder time of it.

It would also be useful to follow current internal Soviet
discuésions on the CSCE and European affairs in order to
acquire language and proposals to be used whenever possible

in drafting Western nsgotiating pogitioﬁs that substantiate

A

")».M-Ja/

since it is the clearest manifestatlon of the reform trend wﬁyrugb
brsa

to date. Additional action could be taken to reinforce the 4 .

reform perceptlon of politics and foreign policy in the West. A

Here it!might be helpful to provide the Soviets with addi-

tional evidence that might be employed to dgmonstrata the

gxistence of a fzifiift" tendancy in the United States and FWJE:LV#‘
Canada, as well as Western Europe. For example, harsh views

of Soviet intentions in Europs, such as the assessment by
Kurt L. London’quoted/at the outset of this sfudy, could be
attacked as ons-sided, simplistic, end implicit rational-
izations for policies of continued East-Wast confrontation.gﬁA
In effect, we would be writing and speaking for Sovie£ as

waell as Westarn audiencaes. Although the constraints are very
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- much greater, officials migﬁi‘also find ways of attuning
“their statemsnts to the requirement df influencing internal

Soviet debate in a positive direction.

".Should the Soviets sppear at the CSCE with a "pacifist
'.progrémme" on the Genoa model, the West might well look at
it careFuily. Although it would be produced primarily for
atmospheric effect, it could include many views prevalent in
the Wsst, while also rapresenting the Fgg&ﬁggt point Moscow
could go toward Western social and political conceptions.
Accordingly, in the ensuing negotiations an effort oughtbto
be made to securs additional Soviai“commitmants to those
propositions that ssem viablse, In~negbtiations on specific
issues should give nothing away, but also be willing to
enter ultimately into long-term political and especially
economic agrasements., For the CSCE is in some degree an
all-or-nothing affair, If(@é}ars unwilling to go very far,
1F{j§ are unduly guardsd, we will conform to neo-Stalinist
‘expectations and provide the USSR with opportunitiss for
disruptive political activity. And by committing oursselves
to only limited short-term economic undertakings, we will

in effact be providing support for a-vigoroué Soviet defense
effort, while also_inhibiting the transition to economic and

hence political reform in the Soviet Union and Eastarn Eprope.

Canadian intsrasts in the CSCE are probably quite similar
to those of most of ths allies of the United States. While
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the Soviet Union poses a rembﬁa threat to the lives of Cana-
dians, the United States directly threatens their livelihobd
- and political independsnce. From this it follows that we '
| dd not have an intersst in a high degree of Soviet-American
-cooperation, In such a setting Canada Qould bacome less
interesting to the United States as an ally, it would lose
A édditional diplomatic influence in Washington, and it would
.be even less able to resist American esconomic demands. Simi-
larly we would losé the opﬁortunity to acquire a senss of
autonomy from the United States by developing relations with
the Soviet Union, and the Soviets wpuld drive harder economic
bargains in the knowledge there was little political advan-
tage in their relations with Canada. It can therefore be said
that we have anAinterest in supporting the neo-Stalinist
trend in Sgviet policies, for it works to ksep Washington
and MOsEow apart and creatas an international context in
which both capi@?i} are rather more responsive to our escono-

mic and foreign policy preferences.

In reality, howsver, it is ths reform trend that merits
our assistance. In the first place, the supsrpowers are not
likely to establish a condominium now or in the foreseeable
future, Their differences are simply too great. The opsr-
ative questioﬁ is thefefore one of the directiﬁn in wﬁiéh we ; /

would like to sse Soviet-American and East-West relations

evolve during the remaindsr of the descads. Quite apart from
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the increased security that hight accdqpany a greater em-
phasis on the collaborative element in,%he superpower rela-
tionship, there is the fact that it will be considsrably more
diFFicult for us to develop our economic relations with
Europe in a residual Cold War setting., Far more extensive
_ecdnomic and political ties between Canada and Western Eur-
ope are vital to a reduction of our dependence on the United
States.?7 But the neo-Stalinist trend in Soviet policy in-
hibits the develapment of these ties. It sees the CSCE as

"a Conference of Europeans" rather than "a Conference on
Europe." It envisages an exclusion of North America from

the aFFéirs of Europe. And it seeks to turn the EEC east-
wards into an increasingly intimate relationship with COMECON.
Insofar as neo-Stalinism is uppermost and Soviet-American
collaboration limited,G;QInay find it difficult to balance.

, preéent haavy reliance on the United States by entering
into a more vigorous relationship with Western Europe. Thus
while in principle there might come a day when we will oppose
Soviet-American collaboration, at present we have a clear

ad pressing interest in opposing the neo-Stallnist trend and
joining with like-minded countries in Europe in a common en-

deavour to increase our political and economic independence.

Although there is continuing uncertainty about the oute
come of the CSCE, it does offer a number of important-opbor-

tunities., Ffor humanitariah, political, and economic reasons
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we can act to support the reform tendency in Soviet policy
along the lines previously suggested. In addition to a dip-
lomatic effort, we may gain influence over the situation

by developing an accurate and hence politically effective
perception of Soviet objectives and activitiss, thereby
making up for our inability to affect the views of others

by virtue of military power, At fhe CSCE we could also bsgin
é new phase in our involvement with Europe. Sinée the eco-
nomic decisions of the Conference are likely to be implemen-
téd in part by the Economic Commission for Europe, it is
desirable for this reason alone to reqUest membership in

| this body and thereafter to seek so&e form of association
with the EEC. Finally, the CSCE presents the political lea-
dership in this country w{th an}idaal opportunity to explain
to the Canadian people the“naturé of our growing interest in

Europe, and to start mobilizing the requisita public support.
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