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Abstract 

Eduard Shevardnadze and his role in foreign policy making of the Soviet Union was and still is one 

of the topics superficially touched by academics, scholars and political experts. Looking at the 

information that existed back then and the one available today, it is clear that in most of the times, 

the scholars contributed their works to the overall perspective of the Cold War. That included works 

dedicated to US-Soviet relations in the beginning of 1980s, such as The Cold War as Cooperation 

edited by E. Kanet and E. Kolodziej; Beyond the Cold War: Superpowers at the Crossroads? edited 

by M. Cox and K. Thompson; B. Bjornulnd and The Cold War ends: 1980 to the Present; R. 

Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation: American-Soviet Relations from Nixon to Reagan; R. Brown, 

From the Cold War to Collapse: Theory and World Politics in the 1980s; S.Dockrill, The End of the 

Cold War Era; P. Winters, Turning Points in World History; M. Leffler, For the Soul of Mankind: 

the United States, the Soviet Union, and the Cold War; P. Boyle, American-Soviet Relations and 

others. In addition to that, academics also placed their focus on leaders of the superpowers, such as 

in The Crusader: Ronald Reagan and the Fall of Communism by Paul Kengor; J. Matlock Jr., 

Reagan and Gorbachev: How the Cold War Ended;  J. McMahan, Reagan and the World: Imperial 

Policy in the New Cold War; V. Zubok, A Failed Empire. The Soviet Union in the Cold War from 

Stalin to Gorbachev; M. McCauley in Gorbachev: Profiles in Power; A. Brown in The Gorbachev 

Factor; and Gorbachev’s New Thinking by K. Knotts.  Though scholars did place their attention on 

the foreign policy of both US and Soviet Union, many of them lacked information about Eduard 

Shevardnadze, who was responsible for changes and developments in Soviet foreign policy, along 

with the improvement of US-Soviet relations. In order to give Eduard Shevardnadze a due credit for 

his work, this thesis takes a closer look at the primary sources, academic works and new available 

information about the Soviet foreign policy making, namely the major changes coordinated by 

Eduard Shevardnadze in it, his relations with Mikhail Gorbachev and the development of US-Soviet 

relations in the onset of the Soviet collapse.  

In order to contribute to the existing knowledge about the Soviet foreign policy making, this work 

draws its attention to the main aspects of Shevardnadze’s career and to the consequences it brought 

both for Soviet foreign policy and international affairs. The thesis consists of three main parts, that 

provide a reader with a map of thoughts and actions taken by a Soviet leadership, including the 

topics that were barely discussed at the time of perestroika. Following the introduction, the first 

chapter starts with the overall analysis of the world order in the beginning of 1980s and changes 

that were about to come with the presidency of Ronald Reagan in his first term. That includes 
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Reagan and his administrations’s new ideologies and policies toward the Soviet Union, and answers 

to the following questions: how did the new leadership see the Soviet Union and its actions in the 

international arena? What were, according to the administration, perspectives of US-Soviet 

relations? What would be the best approach in the relations with the USSR? On the opposite, the 

chapter also discusses new Soviet leadership, namely the appointment of Mikhail Gorbachev as the 

General Secretary and his newly formed team, including Eduard Shevardnadze, as Soviet Foreign 

Minister. In order to have a more detailed look at these events, the chapter holds materials from 

official meetings of leaders of two countries, secret documents collected by Central Intelligence 

Agency, interviews and articles of members of both leaderships and academic works of political 

experts and scholars. As an example, the chapter includes works by R. Kanet and E. Kolodziej, The 

Cold Was as Cooperation; P. Boyle, American-Soviet Relations; P. Kengor, The Crusader, A. 

Chernyaev, Proekt: Sovetskaya Politika; NSDD-32 - US National Security Strategy; Conventional 

Arms Transfer Policy provided by National Security Council and others. This part concludes itself 

with the appointment of Shevardnadze as a Minister of Foreign Affairs and describes the surprise 

reaction to it in both Soviet and Western leaderships. 

The second chapter is, if not the main one, but most important one, as it discusses Shevardnadze’s 

direct impact on the domestic policy of the Soviet Union, developments in which he strongly 

connected to the foreign policy. Because Soviet domestic and foreign policy in the second half of 

1980s was always associated with Gorbachev and his “new thinking,” it is important to affect that 

perspective by adding an analysis of the implementations done by Shevardnadze. In order to do 

that, the second chapter starts with the definition of the new political thinking, both by Gorbachev 

and Shevardnadze himself, and shows where they saw the differences in approaches towards the 

new foreign policy. Further, the chapter discusses the fair rebuilding of the Foreign Ministry under 

newly proclaimed foreign minister, including personnel changes, that can be found mainly in the 

works of A. Brown, Seven Years that Changed the World; C. Nolan, Ethics and Statecraft; J. Van 

Oudenaren, The Role of Shevardnadze and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs; M. Fainsod, How Russia 

is Ruled; P. Vanneman, The Supreme Soviet: Politics and the Legislative Process in the Soviet 

Political System; M. Polynov, Vneshnyya Politika; V. Israelyan, Na Frontakh Kholodnoy Voiny; M. 

Kramer, The Role of the CPSU International Department in Soviet Foreign Relations and National 

Security Policy; together with CIA Directory of USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs Officials Report, 

interviews of Gennady Gerasimov, George Shultz and Sergey Tarasenko cited in The Wars of 

Eduard Shevardnadze by C. Ekedahl and M. Goodman, and of course, memoirs of Shevardnadze 
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himself, such as Moy Vybor and Kogda Rukhnul Zhelezny Zanaves. The rebuilding of the Foreign 

Ministry was important for Shevardnadze not only because he wanted to see a strong team next to 

him, but also because, as it turned out later, it would be the beginning of the development of human 

rights not only in the Soviet leadership, but also in the Soviet society. As history shows, human 

rights in the Soviet Union was not a topic for a public discussion, let alone rectifying their position 

in Soviet society, and therefore Shevardnadze was the only one in the Soviet leadership to make an 

accent on its development. In order to make the analysis of this topic, various primary sources were 

used. That is, articles and speeches published in Pravda, Tass and Soviet News, starting from April 

1985 up until the end of 1989; General CIA Records including “Rights, ideology and “new 

Russians” by W. Pfaff and “Soviets Empty Promises on Rights” by E. Conine; Secret documents on 

“USSR: Dissident Scene” and “USSR: Soviet Extend Shcharansky Investigation;” and 

Memorandum of Conversations Pertaining to the US and USSR Relations. This part of the chapter 

helps the reader to see the real impact Shevardnadze had on the issue of human rights in the Soviet 

policy and international affairs. The chapter concludes itself with another important implication, 

specifically solving the “American problem” and defense cutbacks proposed by Shevardnadze. 

Here, the attention is given to the centrality of US in the Soviet foreign policy and the importance to 

eliminate the vision of the “enemy.” That, according to Shevardnadze was only possible thanks to 

the cutbacks on the defense spendings, therefore showing the western rival that the USSR did in 

fact change and was not hostile as it might seem. Soviet defense spendings data was not publicly 

available at the time, and thus, this work included newly published information, including 

“Allocation of Resources in the Soviet Union and China in 1986” prepared by Joint Economic 

Committee of US Congress; “CNA Research Memorandum: Downgrading the Military in Soviet 

Foreign Policy” by S. Atkinson; “Gorbachev and the Defense Budget: the Prospects for Glasnost” 

prepared by the Office of Soviet Analysis in 1987; “The Soviet Release of Defense Spending Data 

to the United Nations: Less than Meets the Eye” collected by CIA; “Defense and the Soviet 

Economy: Military Muscle and Economic Weakness” prepared by RAND Corporation and others. 

The final chapter of this thesis consists of steps taken by Shevardnadze towards the new world 

order. Diplomacy was his key instrument, as he tried to take newly proclaimed Soviet policy to all 

corners of the globe with the specific intent of building geographic and functional interrelationships. 

That also included shift to political interaction in Europe, and especially reunification of Germany, 

decisions on which Shevardnadze had to take under the pressure of criticism from his colleagues. 

The chapter discusses how such decisions were made and the criticism Shevardnadze received for 
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allowing the Soviet Union “lose” the Germany to the US. Such analysis was made based on 

memoirs of members of Soviet leaders, such as A. Dobrynin and M. Polynov; reports of conference 

of political experts, as in Masterpieces of History by S. Savranskaya, T. Blanton and V. Zubok; 

articles and interviews published in Izvestia, International Organization and International Affairs; 

and finally “Memorandum of Conversation between Austrian and Hungarian Foreign Ministers,” 

“Assessment Paper by the Austrian Foreign Ministry” and “Ambassadors’ Conference at the 

Austrian Foreign Ministry" translated by M. Gehler and M. Graf. The thesis ends with a part on the 

analysis and criticism of Shevardnadze’s role and ideologies, where his disagreements with 

colleagues and mainly with Gorbachev are discussed.  

The main aspect of this work is to analyze newly available information about the “wins” and 

“losses” Shevardnadze acquired at his position in the Soviet leadership. It is important to reevaluate 

the existing knowledge and give the due credit to his work and career. The thesis poses questions 

that were not answered previously, and at the same time poses new ones, as more information 

becomes available. 
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Eduard Shevardnadze e il suo ruolo nella politica estera dell'Unione Sovietica era ed è ancora uno 

degli argomenti toccati superficialmente da accademici, studiosi ed esperti politici. Guardando le 

informazioni che esistevano allora e quelle disponibili oggi, è chiaro che nella maggior parte dei 

casi, gli studiosi hanno contribuito con le loro opere alla prospettiva generale della Guerra Fredda. 

Questo includeva opere dedicate alle relazioni tra Stati Uniti e Unione Sovietica all'inizio degli anni 

'80, come The Cold War as Cooperation a cura di E. Kanet e E. Kolodziej; Beyond the Cold War: 

Superpowers at the Crossroads? a cura di M. Cox e K. Thompson; B. Bjornulnd e The Cold War 

ends: 1980 to the Present; R. Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation: American-Soviet Relations from 

Nixon to Reagan; R. Brown, From the Cold War to Collapse: Theory and World Politics in the 

1980s; S. Dockrill, The End of the Cold War Era; P. Winters, Turning Points in World History; M. 

Leffler, For the Soul of Mankind: the United States, the Soviet Union, and the Cold War; P. Boyle, 

American-Soviet Relations e altri. Oltre a ciò, gli accademici si sono concentrati anche sui leader 

delle superpotenze, come in The Crusader: Ronald Reagan and the Fall of Communism di Paul 

Kengor; J. Matlock Jr, Reagan and Gorbachev: How the Cold War Ended; J. McMahan, Reagan 

and the World: Imperial Policy in the New Cold War; V. Zubok, A Failed Empire. The Soviet Union 

in the Cold War from Stalin to Gorbachev; M. McCauley in Gorbachev: Profiles in Power; A. 

Brown in The Gorbachev Factor; e Gorbachev's New Thinking di K. Knotts.  Anche se gli studiosi 

hanno posto la loro attenzione sulla politica estera sia degli Stati Uniti che dell'Unione Sovietica, 

molti di loro mancavano di informazioni su Eduard Shevardnadze, che era responsabile dei 

cambiamenti e degli sviluppi della politica estera sovietica, insieme al miglioramento delle relazioni 

tra le due superpotenze appena menzionate. Allo scopo di dare ad Eduard Shevardnadze il giusto 

credito per il suo lavoro, questa tesi esamina più da vicino le fonti primarie, i lavori accademici e le 

nuove informazioni disponibili sulla politica estera sovietica, in particolare i principali cambiamenti 

coordinati da Eduard Shevardnadze in essa, le sue relazioni con Mikhail Gorbaciov e lo sviluppo 

delle relazioni tra gli Stati Uniti e URSS all'inizio del crollo sovietico.  

Al fine di contribuire alle conoscenze esistenti sull'elaborazione della politica estera sovietica, 

questo lavoro si focalizza sugli aspetti principali della carriera di Shevardnadze e sulle conseguenze 

che hanno portato sia alla politica estera sovietica che agli affari internazionali. La tesi si compone 

di tre parti principali, che forniscono al lettore una mappa dei pensieri e delle azioni intraprese dalla 

leadership sovietica, compresi gli argomenti che erano appena discussi al momento della 

perestroika. 
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Dopo l'introduzione, il primo capitolo inizia con l'analisi generale dell'ordine mondiale all'inizio 

degli anni '80 e dei cambiamenti che stavano per arrivare con la presidenza di Ronald Reagan nel 

suo primo mandato. Questo include le nuove ideologie e politiche di Reagan e della sua 

amministrazione nei confronti dell'Unione Sovietica, e le risposte alle seguenti domande: come 

vedeva la nuova leadership dell'Unione Sovietica e le sue azioni nell'arena internazionale? Quali 

erano, secondo l'amministrazione, le prospettive delle loro relazioni politiche? Quale sarebbe stato 

l'approccio migliore nelle relazioni con l'URSS? Al contrario, il capitolo discute anche la nuova 

leadership sovietica, vale a dire la nomina di Mikhail Gorbaciov come Segretario Generale e il suo 

team appena formato, tra cui Eduard Shevardnadze, come Ministro degli Affari Esteri. Al fine di 

avere uno sguardo più dettagliato su questi eventi, il capitolo contiene materiali da incontri ufficiali 

dei leader dei due paesi, documenti segreti raccolti dalla Central Intelligence Agency, interviste e 

articoli di membri di entrambe le leadership e lavori accademici di esperti politici e studiosi. Come  

esempio, il capitolo include opere di R. Kanet e E. Kolodziej, The Cold Was as Cooperation; P. 

Boyle, American-Soviet Relations; P. Kengor, The Crusader, A. Chernyaev, Proekt: Sovetskaya 

Politika; NSDD-32 - US National Security Strategy; Conventional Arms Transfer Policy fornita dal 

National Security Council e altri. Questa parte si conclude con la nomina di Shevardnadze a 

Ministro degli Affari Esteri e descrive la reazione di sorpresa che essa suscitò sia nella leadership 

sovietica che in quella occidentale. 

Il secondo capitolo è, se non il principale, il più importante, in quanto discute l'impatto diretto di 

Shevardnadze sulla politica interna dell'Unione Sovietica, sviluppi in cui si è fortemente collegato 

alla politica estera. Poiché la politica interna ed estera sovietica nella seconda metà degli anni '80 è 

stata sempre associata a Gorbaciov e al suo "nuovo pensiero", è importante influenzare questa 

prospettiva aggiungendo un'analisi delle implementazioni fatte da Shevardnadze. Per fare ciò, il 

secondo capitolo inizia con la definizione del nuovo pensiero politico, sia di Gorbaciov che dello 

stesso Shevardnadze, e mostra dove hanno trovato incongruenze di approccio verso la nuova 

politica estera. Inoltre, il capitolo discute l'equa ricostruzione del Ministero degli Affari Esteri sotto 

il nuovo Ministro, compresi i cambiamenti del personale, che possono essere trovati principalmente 

nelle opere di A. Brown, Seven Years that Changed the World; C. Nolan, Ethics and Statecraft; J. 

Van Oudenaren, “The Role of Shevardnadze and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs;” M. Fainsod, How 

Russia is Ruled; P. Vanneman, The Supreme Soviet: Politics and the Legislative Process in the 

Soviet Political System; M. Polynov, Vneshnyya Politika; V. Israelyan, Na Frontakh Kholodnoy 

Voiny; M. Kramer, “The Role of the CPSU International Department in Soviet Foreign Relations 
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and National Security Policy;” insieme a CIA Directory of USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

Officials Report, interviste di Gennady Gerasimov, George Shultz e Sergey Tarasenko citate in The 

Wars of Eduard Shevardnadze di C. Ekedahl e M. Goodman, e naturalmente, memorie di 

Shevardnadze stesso, come Moy Vybor e Kogda Rukhnul Zhelezny Zanaves. La ricostruzione del 

Ministero degli Affari Esteri era importante per Shevardnadze non solo perché voleva vedere un 

team forte accanto a lui, ma anche perché, come si è scoperto più tardi, sarebbe stato l'inizio dello 

sviluppo dei diritti umani non solo nella leadership sovietica, ma anche nella società sovietica. 

Come dimostra la storia, i diritti umani in Unione Sovietica non erano un argomento di discussione 

pubblica, per non parlare della rettifica della loro posizione nella società, e quindi Shevardnadze fu 

l'unico esponente a porre l'accento sul loro sviluppo. Per fare l'analisi di questo argomento, sono 

state utilizzate varie fonti primarie. Ovvero, articoli e discorsi pubblicati su Pravda, Tass e Soviet 

News, a partire dall'aprile 1985 fino alla fine del 1989; documenti generali della CIA tra cui "Diritti, 

ideologia e "nuovi russi" di W. Pfaff e "Soviet Empty Promises on Rights" di E. Conine; documenti 

segreti su "USSR: Scena dei dissidenti" e "USSR: Soviet Extend Shcharansky Investigation;" e 

“Memorandum of Conversations Pertaining to the US and USSR Relations.” Questa parte del 

capitolo aiuta il lettore a vedere il reale impatto che Shevardnadze ebbe sulla questione dei diritti 

umani nella politica sovietica e negli affari internazionali. Il capitolo si conclude con un'altra 

importante implicazione, in particolare la soluzione del "problema americano" e i tagli alla difesa 

proposti da Shevardnadze. In questo caso, l'attenzione è data alla centralità degli Stati Uniti nella 

politica estera sovietica e l'importanza di eliminare la visione del "nemico". Questo, secondo 

Shevardnadze, era possibile solo grazie ai tagli alle spese per la difesa, mostrando così al rivale 

occidentale che l'URSS in realtà era cambiata e non era ostile come poteva sembrare. I dati sulle 

spese per la difesa sovietica non erano disponibili al pubblico all'epoca, e quindi questo lavoro 

includeva informazioni pubblicate di recente, tra cui "Allocation of Resources in the Soviet Union 

and China in 1986" preparato dal Joint Economic Committee del Congresso USA; "CNA Research 

Memorandum: Downgrading the Military in Soviet Foreign Policy" di S. Atkinson; "Gorbaciov and 

the Defense Budget: the Prospects for Glasnost" preparato dall'Office of Soviet Analysis nel 1987; 

"The Soviet Release of Defense Spending Data to the United Nations: Less than Meets the Eye" 

raccolto dalla CIA; "Defense and the Soviet Economy: Military Muscle and Economic Weakness" 

preparato da RAND Corporation e altri. 

Il capitolo finale di questa tesi consiste nei passi fatti da Shevardnadze verso il nuovo ordine 

mondiale. La diplomazia fu il suo strumento chiave, poiché cercò di portare la politica sovietica 
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appena proclamata in tutti gli angoli del mondo con l'intento specifico di costruire interrelazioni 

geografiche e funzionali. Questo includeva anche il passaggio all'interazione politica in Europa, e 

specialmente la riunificazione della Germania, decisioni che Shevardnadze dovette prendere sotto la 

pressione delle critiche dei suoi colleghi. Il capitolo discute come tali decisioni furono prese e le 

critiche che Shevardnadze ricevette per aver permesso all'Unione Sovietica di "perdere" la 

Germania a favore degli Stati Uniti. Tale analisi è stata fatta sulla base di memorie di membri dei 

leader sovietici, come A. Dobrynin e M. Polynov; relazioni di conferenze di esperti politici, come in 

Capolavori della storia di S. Savranskaya, T. Blanton e V. Zubok; articoli e interviste pubblicati su 

Izvestia, International Organization International Affairs; e infine “Memorandum of Conversation 

between Austrian and Hungarian Foreign Ministers,” “Assessment Paper by the Austrian Foreign 

Ministry” e “Ambassadors’ Conference at the Austrian Foreign Ministry" tradotti da M. Gehler e M. 

Graf. La tesi si conclude con una parte di analisi e critica del ruolo e delle ideologie di 

Shevardnadze, dove vengono discussi i suoi disaccordi con i colleghi e soprattutto con Gorbaciov.  

L'aspetto principale di questo lavoro è analizzare le nuove informazioni disponibili sulle "vittorie" e 

"perdite" che Shevardnadze ha acquisito nella sua posizione nella leadership sovietica. È importante 

rivalutare le conoscenze esistenti e dare il giusto credito al suo lavoro e alla sua carriera. La tesi 

pone domande che non hanno avuto risposta in precedenza, e allo stesso tempo ne pone di nuove, 

man mano che si rendono disponibili maggiori informazioni. 
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Introduction  

The decade of 1980s began with the onset of the Second Cold War and ended with an unparalleled 

cooperation between the superpowers.  At the time, it was hard to predict that a huge change, such 1

as a collapse of the Soviet Union would appear within the following decade. In December 1979, the 

British Prime Minister, Margaret Thatcher, predicted that the world was now facing “the dangerous 

decade”. In her view, in the 1980s the “challenges to our security and to our way of life may, if 

anything, be even more acute than in the 1970s,” which would require the West to be “firm, calm, 

and concentrated.”  Different from his predecessors, a strong anti-Communist and a conservative 2

representative of Republicans, Ronald Reagan entered the White House’s Oval office with much 

tougher ideas towards the “evil empire” as he used to call it in his speeches. In his first press 

conference as President in January 1981, Reagan singled out the Soviet leadership as “immoral,” 

stating that the Soviets were willing to commit any crime, to lie and cheat.”  Although President’s 3

close aides thought that he did not know what he was doing, it is clear now, after years, that Reagan 

had a clear plan in his mind. Apart from running in the arms race with the Soviet Union, the United 

States would no longer be content merely to shape and influence Soviet behavior, but would set out 

to change the Soviet system itself, and literally “roll back” Soviet advances and conquests outside 

its borders. The objective was to find weak points in the Soviet structure, to aggravate the 

weakness, and to undermine the system.  4

In March 1985, after the sudden death of Konstantin Chernenko, the Politburo announced Mikhail 

Gorbachev as the new effective leader of USSR. At that time the Soviet Union seemed a very weary 

yet immensely powerful country. It was decaying economically, but politically it sill appeared to be 

stable. The Soviet economic crisis was very visible in declining growth rates, increasing scarcity of 

exploitable resources and, most important, the worsening imbalance between military production 

and that for the general economy, especially consumer goods.  As soon as Gorbachev entered into 5

his appointment, he planned to make changes internally, rather than focusing on Soviet foreign 

 R. Brown (ed.), From the Cold War to Collapse: Theory and World Politics in the 1980s, New York, 1

Cambridge University Press, 1993, p. 1.

 S.Dockrill, The End of the Cold War Era. The Transformation of the Global Security Order, London, 2

Hodder Education, 2005, p. 8.

 Ibid.3

 P. Winters, Turning Points in World History. The Collapse of the Soviet Union, San Diego, Greenhaven 4

Press, 1999, p. 51.

 Ibid., pp. 41-42.5
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policy. The first official meeting of Mikhail Gorbachev and members of Reagan administration took 

place in the beginning of March 1985. Vice President George Bush and a Secretary of State Shultz 

had a brief, but important talk with new Soviet leader, where they exchanged their views and hopes 

on future U.S.-Soviet relations. Gorbachev thanked the Americans for paying their respects and then 

delivered a sweeping statement of his government’s aims: 

[…] the USSR has no expansionist ambitions […]. The USSR has never intended to fight the United 
States and does not have any intentions now. There has never been such madmen in the Soviet 
leadership, and there are none now. The Soviets respect your right to run your own country the way 
you see fit […]. As to the question of which is the better system, this is something for history to 
judge.  6

Bush responded, and then asked Shultz to say a few words: 

President Reagan told me to look you squarely in the eyes and tell you: Ronald Reagan believes that 
this is a very special moment in the history of mankind […]. You are starting your term as a general 
secretary. Ronald Reagan is starting his second term as president […]. President Reagan is ready to 
work with you […]. He invites you to visit the United States at the earliest convenient time […]. If 
important agreements can be found, the sooner the better.  7

Gorbachev then said: “this is a unique moment; I am ready to return Soviet-US relations to a normal 

channel. It is necessary to know each other, to find time to discuss outstanding problems, and to 

seek ways to bring two countries closer together.”  8

 G. Shultz, Turmoil and Triumph: My Years as Secretary of State, New York, Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1993, 6

pp. 531-32, cited in M. Leffler, For the Soul of Mankind. The United States, the Soviet Union, and the Cold 
War, New York, Hill and Wang, 2007, pp. 338-39. 

 Ibid.7

 Ibid.8
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Chapter 1  

U.S.-Soviet Relations in the 1980s 

1. The World Order in 1980s  

From late 1970s, the relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union went through a 

number of drastic changes. One of them might be described as an increased preoccupation with the 

role of military strength and armed power, whereas the second one lays in the attempted 

mobilization of allies to sustain and support the defense of the West from a perceived and growing 

Soviet threat — or the socialist camp from the machinations of an aggressive imperialism.  The 9

public anxiety, that was widespread in the US rose larger with the possible end of détente and the 

arrival of Reagan into the office. The agitation was justified, knowing that Reagan did not see 

neither an upcoming improvement in U.S.-Soviet relations, nor a military or political parity in 

between.  Instead, as Raymond Garthoff stated, “under the confrontational approach of the Reagan 10

administration the very legitimacy of the Soviet system was repeatedly challenged by the president 

himself.”  Reagan, with solid consistency, adhered to the view of the Soviet Union which he had 11

always held, namely that peaceful and friendly co-existence with a Communist State was inherently 

impossible and that a good relationship with the Soviet Union could be attained only by the 

conversion of the Soviet system into a political and social structure akin to Western capitalist 

democracy.  One of the ways to reassure citizens was brought by the new arms control proposals. 12

Reagan believed that the Soviets took advantage of the United States in the past with regard to 

disarmament agreements and that the Soviets should therefore make deeper cuts.  The negotiations 13

led by Reagan were based on the ground-launched U.S. and Soviet nuclear-capable missiles. This 

included the Pershing II, the GLCM and most importantly Soviet SS-20. According to Thomas 

Risse-Kappen, the initial Soviet response to the Western buildup was arms race as usual.  Under 14

 M. Cox (ed.), Beyond the Cold War: Superpowers at the Crossboards? Lanham, University Press of 9
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Andropov and Chernenko, who faced similarly gloomy economic conditions as Gorbachev, 

Moscow accelerated the production and deployment of the new nuclear weapons.  15

Although superpowers found it impossible to reach an agreement on long-range arms reduction 

(START) before Reagan left the office, it was clear that they entered another period of relaxation in 

which they were increasingly willing to take steps to moderate and regulate their relationship and to 

cooperate on security issues.  The question that arose at the time was whether the period of détente 16

would turn out to be the beginning of the new level of U.S.-Soviet relations, or was it a temporary 

phenomenon, after which two superpowers would return to a Cold War phase again? Writing before 

the Moscow Summit, a columnist for The Economist commented: “Arms control has a place in the 

business of managing tensions […]. But arms agreements cannot control the complexion of the 

entire relationship. To pretend that they can is to risk making the world more dangerous, not less.”  17

Under the umbrella of an essentially unilateral American military guarantee, much of the developed 

world rallied into a system of alliances; the developing countries were protected against a threat 

they sometimes did not recognize, even less admit.  Thus the relations between the United States 18

and Soviet Union, or the state of the Cold War between them was perceived as an ideological 

struggle of two diverse political systems, where each of them would not tolerate others’ objectives, 

values and policies. Therefore, the bipolar structure of the international system emerged, where the 

security dilemma was the main focus. Although nuclear weapons provided an incentive for 

moderating and regulating the superpower competition, as long as the system remained bipolar, it 

was impossible for the superpowers to escape from the security dilemma.  19

As for Europe, the world order was seen a lot differently rather than for the superpowers. Apart 

from Europe being divided into Western and Eastern parts, governments faced a feeling of being 

squeezed between two walls of confrontation. Both the United States and Soviet Union saw Europe 

as a buffer zone, where three main principles applied. The first principle lied in ideology. In this 
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sense Eastern Europe presented itself as an advance guard of the world communist movement and, 

along with the USSR itself, the spearhead of the global communist revolution,  whereas Western 20

part would be prepared to resist such influence with the help of the United States. Next approach 

would be political. The Soviet government built a base for policy initiatives in East in order to 

influence Western part, especially to detach it from the United States. Last, but the most important 

principle was based on the military confrontation. This time, both regions served as a starting 

territory for any possible military actions taken against any of the sides. Although the rhetorical 

belligerence of Moscow and Washington was not matched by recklessness on either side, the 

superpower relationship in the first half of the 1980s was characterized by a degree of mutual 

paranoia and hostility that many found extremely disturbing.  21

2. New General Secretary in Kremlin 

Those inclined to see the Cold War in apocalyptic terms as the struggle between good and evil 

concluded that it was Ronald Reagan and his administration that overthrew the great Satan of 

Communism. But most scholars and analysts conclude that the Soviet superpower met its end at the 

hands of its own leadership under the influence of new ideas, policies, and circumstances.  Under 22

Leonid Brezhnev, who was at the leading for 18 years, the rate of development of Soviet industry 

began to decline, the implementation of reforms was not sufficient and therefore the country slowly, 

but surely went into the crisis. Brezhnev’s direct successors Yuri Andropov and Konstantin 

Chernenko were not able to affect the situation and correct the state of affairs. After the sudden 

death of the latter, Minister of Foreign Affairs of USSR Andrey Gromyko initiated to nominate 

Mikhail Gorbachev on the post of General Secretary. In his memoirs, a principal foreign policy 

advisor Anatoly Chernyaev, recalls the moment of the election of Gorbachev: 

This last one [Gromyko] came to the podium and began to speak in a free style without a piece of 
paper. When he named Gorbachev, the audience burst into a standing ovation comparable to the one 
that was at the election of Andropov (and nothing like sour applause when Chernenko was elected). 
The ovation came in waves and did not calm down for a long time. According to many “data” the 
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people are happy that it is Gorbachev. Even before Chernenko's death, people in the subway, 
trolleybuses, in canteens did not hesitate to loudly express such a “wish”. The people are tired of 
timelessness, of the demonstration of official stupidity, when the leader is turned into a revered doll, 
with the help of which, however, they greatly influence the course of events. But […] they expect a lot 
from Gorbachev, as they began to expect from Andropov. Will he have the courage to live up to 
expectations? He has great opportunities. Fresh cadres of the party apparatus and the real intelligentsia 
will support him. In a little while is the congress, which he can make a turning point in the history of 
the country.  23

Right after his election, Gorbachev has surely defined necessary actions for domestic policy,  but 

have lacked ideas and knowledge on further steps in foreign policy. Soviet diplomat, Anatoly 

Dobrynin, stated:  

Gorbachev did not yet have a clear program in the field of the country’s foreign policy, although he 
expressed dissatisfaction with the lack of dynamism and strategic room for broad maneuver in order to 
reverse the dangerous confrontation between the USSR and the USA and changes in the general tense 
of international situation.  24

Opinion on new General Secretary was also shared during the MacNeil-Lehrer NewsHour for 

Public Affairs Staff. On 11 March 1985, MacNeil interviewed John Kristol and Arkady 

Shevchenko, both of whom met and worked with Mikhail Gorbachev before. Kristol claimed that 

Gorbachev was “civil, intelligent, perfectly capable of measuring the faults of the agriculture 

economy of the Soviet Union” and that he was “a man who thought that a good economy was good 

politics.”  Schevchenko, former Soviet diplomat, added that although Gorbachev had “more fresh 25

knowledge of what was going on in the Soviet Union than his predecessors,” the Western leadership 

should not be excited about the changes in the Soviet foreign policy immediately: 

But let me caution you that — you just mentioned that it is a generational shift in the Soviet leadership 
— let’s wait. In a sense it is true. In a sense, only, because still the majority of the Politburo, the people 
to whom Gorbachev has to listen — and not only listen, but who can make decisions, at the very top of 
the Politburo. So he is the only one who made now the move and become a new leader of the Soviet 
Union, a leader which perhaps will have a fresh look at the Soviet reality as far as the economy is 
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concerned, but who will definitely will not change anything as far as foreign policy of the Soviet 
Union is concerned in the near future.  26

As Ronald Reagan just started his second term presidency, Gorbachev made it clear that one of his 

main objectives would be to change the state of Soviet-American relations. That can be seen in the 

following circumstances: first of all, it was important to decrease the degree of tension between two 

superpowers, that was mainly initiated after the placement of American nuclear missiles in Western 

Europe and Soviet ones in GDR and Czechoslovakia; secondly, Gorbachev believed that if the 

relations between US and USSR will stay at the same level, it would be hard to normalize 

international relations as a whole and to implement any domestic changes successfully. The first 

obstacle in the way of improving the Soviet foreign policy was a Strategic Defense Initiative. 

Eduard Shevardnadze recalls that after he was appointed Minister of Foreign Affairs, he and 

Gorbachev pondered a lot about whether the Soviet Union would be able to withstand the arms race 

and, above all, the SDI competition for a long time. As he argues, calculations showed that after a 

while the Americans can create this system, and therefore “Gorbachev and I finally decided: we 

must at any cost seek a common language with the Americans.” Gorbachev tried to convince 

Reagan that the Soviet Union would not allow superiority over itself in SDI:  

In the United States, apparently, they believe that the Americans have a certain gap with us in some 
types of technology. Once again, a desire arises, seizing on this “advantage,” to achieve military 
superiority for oneself …. So, if we talk about this so-called technological superiority, which is meant 
to be realized in SDI and thus put the Soviet Union in a difficult position , then I want to say - this is 
another delusion. The answer will be found.  27

Western experts, on the opposite, did not see the changes in the arms race coming from the new 

Soviet leadership. As Arnold Horlick, CIA National Intelligence Officer for the Soviet Union and 

Eastern Europe, stated that it was not likely that the Soviet going-in position at Geneva was going 

to be affected one way or another:  28

Firstly, in part it is so because those positions worked out over the last few months without the active 
participation of Chernenko. So taking him out of the picture shouldn’t really make any difference. 
Secondly, and even more importantly, the logic of the Soviet position at Geneva argues for their doing 
precisely what is it clear now — namely, to try to soften up, to erode, at a minimum to test the 
firmness of the US position, particularly with respect to strategic defensive weaponry. And if they fail 
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to move that position or to soften it, to seize the high ground, diplomatically and propagandistically, in 
a struggle for Western public opinion, it will be a natural outgrowth of this first round at Geneva.  29

Gorbachev did everything in order to meet with Ronald Reagan again and discuss the future of the 

world order and control over the arms race. Anatoly Chernyaev, that was following Gorbachev to an 

important meeting in Geneva, later claimed that an interview given by the new General Secretary 

was a source of new understanding of the political world and ourselves: 

Will we [the Soviet government] be able to take advantage of this? A sharp change has happened: the 
arms race continues, nothing has changed in the military confrontation but a turning point has been 
outlined in international relations, where we have come close to recognizing that no one will start a 
war, to understanding that it can no longer be provoked either in the name of communism or in the 
name of capitalism.  30

Moreover, Gorbachev and his cabinet decided to use broad concessions towards Reagan and his 

administration. According to american experts, Gorbachev made more concessions in one day, than 

what the United States has received in the last 25 years from the Soviet Union. “He [Gorbachev] 

threw gifts at our feet, more precisely, on the table - concession after concession!” Shultz noted. On 

the other side, at the meeting of the Politburo on April 3, 1986, referring to relations with the United 

States, Gorbachev noted: “[…] for all the contradictory nature of our relations, the reality is that we 

will not do anything without them, and they will not do anything without us. We will not be able to 

keep the world without the United States. This is a strong move: we recognize their role.” He also 

argued that the USSR would get nothing from Reagan if it only responded with blow to blow:  

To swing Reagan, we must give him something […]. We must all understand: if our proposals will 
lead to weakening of U.S. security, it will not work for us. The Americans will never agree to this […]. 
The ultimate task is to disrupt the next stage of the arms race. If we do not do this […] we will be 
drawn into an unbearable race, and we will lose it, because we are at the limit of our capabilities.”  31

In Shevardnadze’s view the struggle between the two opposing systems is no longer the defining 

tendency of the present era. In place of this outmoded “two camp” view, the USSR, he argued, was 

now guided by a very different principle. Because the U.S. and the USSR occupy the same planet 

and are confronted by the same dangers (including nuclear annihilation) they must move “beyond 

confrontation” towards cooperation. Such “new thinking” of Gorbachev and his cabinet were placed 
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not only in the concept of security and domestic economic reformations, but also in the 

improvement of situation in the Third World. Thus, whereas it used to denounce the capitalist West 

for underdeveloping third world countries (and concluded that they could only develop after they 

had broken from the West economically) it now argued that the real source of their backwardness 

was to be found within the less developed countries themselves.  Washington, however, did not 32

trust Soviet words. The Reagan administration needed real proof that Soviet Union was ready to 

change is policy not only in Afghanistan, but also in the sphere of human rights, which was one of 

the main frameworks for president’s assessment of Soviet intentions. Above all, many in Reagan’s 

entourage regarded SDI as a stone that could kill three to more birds: it could provide a moral basis 

for the costly military buildup, boost the domestic economy, and scare the Soviets into retreat on all 

fronts. Although there was not any visible sign of continuing détente with the United States, 

Gorbachev’s new thinking continued to evolve, in marked contrast to Brezhnev’s détente politics. 

Furthermore, nobody among Politburo staff was willing to contradict the General Secretary. Even 

the General Staff, for all its dismay at the new disarmament proposals and military doctrine, never 

dared to oppose Gorbachev’s policies at the Politburo.  

Gorbachev was careful not to challenge the basics of official ideology openly. On the contrary, his 

ideological vigor and frequent public pledges “to live up to the potential of socialism” confused the 

sophisticated Moscow elites who had long regarded communist ideology to be a cadaver. On some 

foreign policy issues, the diving line was not so much ideological principles as the strategies of 

Soviet retrenchment. The two ranking members of the Politburo commission on Afghanistan, 

Shevardnadze and the KGB’s Kryuchkov, however, insisted on continuing efforts to “safe” 

Afghanistan, fearing a bloodbath in Kabul and damage to Soviet security interests in case of a 

fundamentalist victory. Overall, Gorbachev tended to support and sustain its allies in 

underdeveloped countries, including those of anti-Israeli nationalistic Arab regimes, Vietnam and 

others. The state of Sino-Soviet relations also went through changes. As the Chinese reacted to a 

change in the balance of forces, with the Soviet Union bogged down and isolated and the United 

States set on path of rearmament and determined opposition to the Soviet Union, the Chinese were 

ready to distance themselves from the United States and explore openings to Moscow. In two 

keynote speeches in Vladivostok in July 1986 and Krasnoyarsk in September 1988, Gorbachev in 

effect acknowledged that past Soviet policy had been a series of costly failures. Seeing the 

normalization of relations with China as the key to developing better relations in East Asia and to 
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participating in the economic dynamism of the region, Gorbachev made a series of unilateral 

concessions to the Chinese.  The dynamics and motivation behind this costly policy demands 33

explanation. Did Gorbachev want to reform the Soviet Union while sustaining its great power role 

and alliances around the world? Did he, as well as Shevardnadze, still adhere, through inertia, to the 

legacy of the revolutionary-imperial paradigm in the third world? It also appears that the third world 

issues never really interested Gorbachev, whose new thinking ideology made him focus on the 

integration of the Soviet Union into the “first world” — cooperation with the most advanced 

capitalists powers. In 1987, Gorbachev was already beginning to articulate his beliefs in the global 

interdependence between Soviet socialism and democratic capitalism. A major factor influencing 

Gorbachev and the Politburo at this time was the ongoing economic slump and the looming deficit. 

The initial programs for perestroika and improvement of the Soviet economy lay in ruins.  34

Perestroika, well known economic reform suggested and implemented by Gorbachev himself has 

received a lot of attention and criticism with time. It clearly required a careful consideration in order 

to push economic incentives the same direction with political ones. It was important to implement 

proper actions so that a new incentive system would be in place as the old one was destroyed, which 

was never done. Clearly Gorbachev had no theory of economic transition and something — 

including, no doubt, an exaggerated sense of the power of the bureaucracy — led him to hope that a 

market would automatically come into being if the old system were destroyed. His lack of 

conviction about how to conduct economic reform seems to have strengthened his commitment to 

democracy.  35

General Secretary Gorbachev  moved rapidly to capitalize on his strengthened political position and 

his new leadership team has been active on almost all policy fronts, issuing statements and taking 

actions that reflect a new, more favorable political balance for him at the top. According to the CIA 

Intelligence Assessment of 1988 , there are still significant constraints on Gorbachev’s power, but 36

he is in a better position that ever to advance his reform agenda. As both President and head of the 

party, Gorbachev now directly supervises the process of strengthening legislative institutions and 

transferring some executive powers from conservative and resistant party bodies to the presidency, 
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and therefore build a political base for himself outside the Politburo ad Central Committee. 

Regarding the foreign policy, in its assessment CIA claims that Gorbachev’s two closest Politburo 

allies, Aleksandr Yakovlev and Eduard Shevardnadze, are now formally in charge of managing the 

party and government foreign policy decision making bodies. Likewise, the leadership’s efforts to 

pursue more pragmatic policies in the Third World are likely to be invigorated by the changes as 

well, and therefore the United States is likely to face accelerated Soviet activity on national security 

issues, particularly with respect to bilateral and multilateral arms control.  37

3. Main aspects of Reagan administration 

Ronald Reagan entered the Oval Office as the 40th president of the United States on 20 January 

1981. Right from the beginning of his campaign and all the way up to his inauguration, Reagan 

brought with him the idea of restoring the American morale. His approach constituted a direct 

challenge to the Soviet leadership since it explicitly denied fundamental tenets of Communist 

ideology and required a Soviet about-face on many issues under negotiation.  The issue of morale 38

and many others were front and center in a key 17 March 1980 address by Reagan to the Chicago 

Council on Foreign Relations. In his first Reagan “State of the Union,” he argued that regaining US 

prestige was fundamental to a fruitful foreign policy: “Confronted by so many pressing crises, we 

would all like to find quick solutions. What can be done, tomorrow, to free our diplomats in Tehran? 

What can be done now to turn back the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan?”  39

As soon as Reagan administration got down to work, their main goal was to restore global 

dominance in the most important spheres, such as ideological, political, military and economic. The 

Reagan administration came to power with the belief that the American way of life was under 

threat. The wealth and privilege of the people and the power and prestige of the government were 

being increasingly challenged both by the menace of International Communism and by nationalist 

movements in the third world (which of course Reagan identified simply as elements in the 
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Communist Conspiracy).  Yet, despite the risks, the Reagan administration abandoned the attempt 40

of its predecessors to manage the competition between the United States and the Soviet Union 

within the framework of détente, and instead adopted a more aggressive and confrontational 

posture.  In order to build a strategic and military superiority over the Soviets, Reagan was 41

determined to “win” the arms race and restore country’s safety. Forcing the Soviets to divert even 

more resources to the production of arms will, it is hoped, help to cripple the less robust Soviet 

economy, ultimately bringing about the collapse of the Soviet system from within.  Reagan 42

administration used various methods in order to shake the Soviet Union from the inside. Some of 

them were covert operations, hidden diplomacy, a technologically intense and sustained defense 

buildup, as well as series of actions designed to throw the sand in the gears of the Soviet economy. 

During his speech to the British Parliament in 1982, Ronal Reagan has stated: 

In an ironic sense, Karl Marx was right. We are witnessing today a great revolutionary crisis— a crisis 
where the demands of the economic order are colliding directly with those of the political order. But 
the crisis is happening not in the free, non-Marxist West, but in the home of Marxism-Leninism, the 
Soviet Union […]. What we see here is a political structure that no longer corresponds to its economic 
base, a society where production forces are hampered by political ones.  43

Reagan’s idea and belief in the Soviet Union’s weakness was seen not only in his speeches, but 

mainly in the policy of its administration. In early 1982, President Reagan and a few key advisors 

began mapping out a strategy to attack the fundamental economic and political weaknesses of the 

Soviet system. As Caspar Weinberger recalls, “It was a silent campaign, working through allies and 

using other measures […] designed to shift the focus of the superpower struggle to the Soviet bloc, 

even the Soviet Union itself.”  First serious action taken by Reagan was an announcement of the 44

new nuclear arms program called the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), which involved 

development of an orbiting anti-missile system that would protect the United States from a surprise 

nuclear attack. Although SDI was controversial and has violated the Strategic Arms Limitation 
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Talks Treaty signed by both nations in 1972, the Soviet Union has claimed that they will never let 

the United States beat them in the arms race.   45

Most of the strategies and policies suggested by the president were put into the National Security 

Decision Directives, a top-secret document to set forth official national policy for the guidance of 

the defense, intelligence, and foreign policy establishments of the United States government. In 

many respects, these directives represented a fundamental break with american policies of the 

recent past. As it was claimed in one of the first NSSDs, the challenges and hostility towards 

fundamental United States interests, and the interests of its friends and allies, have grown 

significantly in recent years. These trends threaten stability in many regions and impede progress 

towards greater political and economic development.  The NSDD-32, that was signed in March 46

1982, contained the United States National Security Strategy, posed by political advisors and 

reviewed by Ronal Reagan. The document introduced and formalized the notion that the United 

States should seek not simply to contain the spread of Soviet influence but to reverse it as well, and 

to pressure the internal Soviet system so as to encourage change. They were intended to reorient 

U.S. Cold War policy away from a defensive, reactive approach toward one that went on the 

offensive. The NSDD mandated that the review should address the likelihood of changes in the 

Soviet system; the sources of strains and tensions within that system, as well as the bases for 

continuity; whether there existed in the Soviet ruling elite elements that favored change (in a liberal 

or conservative direction) rather than the status quo, and “what actions by foreign powers assist 

each of these competing groups.”  It directed that in setting out U.S. policy towards the USSR, the 

NSDD should emphasize how the “United States, its Allies and other mobilizable forces” could 

“influence the evolution of Soviet policies and the Soviet regime in directions favorable to our 

interests.”  Concerning the threat of spreading communism, the Reagan administration has posed 47

important point in its policy in order to contain and reverse the expansion of Soviet control and 

military presence throughout the world; to neutralize the efforts of the USSR to increase its 

influence through its use of diplomacy, arms transfers, economic pressure, political action, 

propaganda and disinformation. The foreign policy has also included the relations with allies, and 

therefore if possible in concert with American allies, restraint in Soviet military spending, 
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discourage Soviet adventurism, and weaken the Soviet alliance system by forcing the USSR to bear 

the brunt of its economic shortcomings, and to encourage long-term liberalizing and nationalist 

tendencies within the Soviet Union and allied countries. In order to encourage its allies and friends 

to resist the spread of Communism, earlier Reagan administration has come up with a Conventional 

Arms Transfer Policy, which was stated in NSDD-5. Here the National Security Council claims that 

the United States must, in today’s world, not only strengthen its own military capabilities, but be 

prepared to help its friends and allies to strengthen theirs through the transfer of conventional arms 

and their forms of security assistance and therefore sees it as an essential element of its global 

defense posture and an indispensable component of its foreign policy.  To meet successfully the 48

challenges to their interests, the United States will require stringer and more effective collective 

defense arrangements. The same is implemented towards NATO Allies, while they are encouraged 

to maintain and increase their contributions in Europe, and other allies, who can contribute outside 

of Europe to allocate their marginal defense resources preferential to capabilities which could 

support both out of area and European missions. This also means that the United States will have to 

improve nuclear and chemical forces, as the security of Europe remains vital to the defense of the 

United States. Likewise, the modernization of strategic nuclear forces and the achievement of parity 

with the Soviet Union shall receive first priority in their [administration’s] efforts to rebuild the 

military capabilities in the United States. Deterrence can best be achieved if their defense posture 

makes Soviet assessment of war outcomes, under any contingency, so dangerous and uncertain as to 

remove any incentive for initiating attack.   49

Advisors have also used this document to emphasize on the role of the possible attack from the 

Soviet side, and mainly from its allies and clients. Here, the administration states that despite 

increasing pressures on its economy and the growing vulnerabilities of its empire, the Soviet 

military will continue to expand and modernize. The Soviet Union remains aware of the 

catastrophic consequences of initiating military action directly against the United States or its allies. 

For this reason, a war with a Soviet ally arising from regional tensions is more likely than a direct 

conflict with the USSR. In a conflict with a Soviet ally, however, the risk of direct confrontation 

with the Soviet Union remains. 
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The most important figures in building such policy were the Director of Central Intelligence Agency 

William Casey and the Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger. Casey was the responsible for 

carrying out the strategy, as he oftentimes ventured into areas of foreign policy traditionally 

reserved for other cabinet members. Weinberger had a strong appreciation for technological 

innovations, and therefore believed that it was a distinct American advantage that could and should 

be used to strain the Soviet economy.  Although these two members of the cabinet were an integral 50

part of the strategy, the National Security Council played the biggest role in its formulation. By 

1987, the NSC has come up with the following objectives, that affected the very heart of the Soviet 

Union system and included: covert financial, intelligence and logistical support to the Solidarity 

movement in Poland that ensured the survival of an opposition movement in the heart of the Soviet 

empire; substantial financial and military support to the Afghan resistance, as well as supplying of 

mujaheddin personnel to take the war into the Soviet Union itself; a campaign to reduce 

dramatically Soviet hard currency earnings by driving for the price of oil with Saudi cooperation 

and limiting natural gas exports to the West; a comprehensive global campaign, including secret 

diplomacy, to reduce drastically Soviet access to Western high technology. Although arms race and 

its control have played a sharp role in the U.S.-Soviet relations in 1980s, Ronald Reagan has not 

seen the agreements to treaties on arms control as the measure of his success in foreign affairs. 

Rather, this is an account of a secret offensive on economic, geostrategic, and psychological fronts 

designed to roll back and weaken Soviet power.  51

Communist expansionism also concerned the third world region, namely Soviet troops in 

Afghanistan, resistance movements in Angola and Nicaragua. The Sandinista government led by 

Daniel Ortega was one of the main objectives in Reagan’s agenda. In order to bring down the 

Sandinista government, Reagan began to send the aid to the Contras [contrarevolutionarios], the 

right-wing former supporters of the deposed dictator Somoza. Reagan declared his unqualified 

support for the “freedom fighters,” the Contras, but Congress and public opinion were more 

ambivalent. Congress gave hesitant support for CIA aid to the Contras, but by 1984 indiscrete CIA 

operations, such as the mining of harbors in Nicaragua, and human rights violations by the Contras, 

especially indiscriminate killing of civilians, led Congress to pass the Boland amendment, ending 

aid to the Contras. In virtually every respect, then, from direct relations with the Soviet Union to 

regional conflicts such as Nicaragua, Reagan’s policies were a return to Cold War fundamentalism, 
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confrontational in approach with a self-righteous reassertion of the superiority of American 

values.  52

Regarding the Asia-Pacific, the Reagan administration has changed the state of Sino-American 

relations, although not fundamentally. President Reagan himself offended Beijing by his early 

rhetoric that called for upgrading American relations with Taiwan, and made it clear that China had 

become less important to the United States. That let China gain a greater degree of diplomatic 

maneuver, as it had less cause to fear Soviet aggression. Additionally, with the Soviet Union bogged 

down in Afghanistan, the Chinese could afford to take the “sting” out of relations with the Soviet 

Union. Consequently the Chinese began to move to what they called at the Twelfth Communist 

Party Congress in September 1982 an “independent foreign policy”, according to which China 

would “never attach itself to a big power or a group of powers.”  53

In his first term of presidency, Ronald Reagan was heavily criticized on his speeches and actions. 

With a lack of knowledge of foreign policy and his ignorance of basic details, he has made speeches 

that were rather provocative and therefore have raised an unnecessary panic and anxiety throughout 

the american society. Reagan’s overall attitude was ritualistic anti-Sovietism, uncritically 

proclaiming the righteousness of America’s universal democratic mission and grossly exaggerating 

the extent to which many of the world’s problems arose from conspiracy in Moscow. He felt that the 

Soviets respected strength and plain speaking, and he demonstrated both. His defensive build-up, 

especially SDI, arouse fear on the Soviet side of on upward spiral of the arms race which would be 

difficult to match and induced them to seek negotiations and better relations rather than arms 

competition and confrontation. The restoration of self-confidence which Reagan brought about, 

even if in an illusory manner in his practice of the politics of symbolism, was an essential 

prerequisite for the renewal of détente.  54

4. Appointment of Shevardnadze as Soviet Foreign Minister 

Without holding any position in Moscow before, the first Secretary of the Communist Party of the 

Soviet Republic of Georgia, Eduard Shevardnadze was appointed as Minister of Foreign Affairs of 
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USSR under Gorbachev’s leadership. Much to everyone’s surprise, Shevardnadze had no diplomatic 

experience whatsoever, but Gorbachev believed that it was important to have an intelligent and like-

minded man by his side who was not only not burdened by the old policy stereotypes and was ready 

to put his new designs into practice, but who would also universally share his new thinking in 

foreign policy.  In one of his books, Shevardnadze recalls the moment of receiving a direct call 55

from General Secretary himself and initially rejecting the position.  

The appointment was not only unexpected to me, but neither it was expected in Georgia or the Soviet 
Union as a whole. Leading politicians and members of press did not hide their amazement. Who is 
Eduard Shevardnadze?— they asked. — This person has no experience, he had no points of contact 
with foreign policy, he has no diplomatic skills. How did he make it to one of the top position of such 
superpower? Of course questions were harsh, but they were on the merits, because a foreign minister 
has to know how to communicate with politicians and press, has to have an influence on the 
international arena and make decisions on the questions of global politics. 

This is when Shevardnadze rejected the position over the phone, and claimed that there are other 

reasons for such decision, apart from lacking experience. One of the main concerns was the 

nationality of future foreign minster, due to the fact that this position was previously occupied by 

Russians only. That might have played a sharp role in the future decisions and with time it proved 

itself. Shevardnadze pointed out that subsequently, that he was repeatedly reproached for the fact 

that by his decisions on different issues, he allegedly harmed the interests of Soviet Union and later 

of Russia.  The main question here would probably be of how did he still end up at this position. 56

Gorbachev had no intention of accepting the negative answer and rather called Shevardnadze to let 

him know that the decision was already made and he was expected to arrive to Moscow and start his 

duties. The reasoning behind that was that Gorbachev was not focused on the professionalism of his 

future cabinet, but mainly on the political views and ability to regulate any upcoming issues. 

Gorbachev knew that he could completely rely on Shevardnadze also because they were old 

acquaintances dating back a quarter of a century to their days in the Young Communist League and 

became friends while working as party secretaries in large neighboring regions in the south of the 

Soviet Union. That Shevardnadze did not have his own connections inside the Kremlin leadership 

network suited Gorbachev, because the new foreign minister’s position as an outsider helped unsure 
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his personal loyalty to the general secretary.  On the other side, some experts believe that because 57

Shevardnadze was “virtually a blank slate in foreign affairs” Gorbachev would be totally in 

command of foreign policy and thus be his own foreign minister. The community of Sovietologists 

in Washington — particularly Jerry Hough of the Brookings Institution, Dmitri Simes of John 

Hopkins University, and experts at the State Department — concluded that Gorbachev picked a 

“new foreign minister cut from his own mold, a man of political wit who will allow Gorbachev to 

shape his own foreign policy over the long term.” Gorbachev thus defended his appointment of a 

non-Russian to the foreign ministry, saying that Shevardnadze was, after all, a “Soviet man.” As for 

his lack of experience, Gorbachev remarked: “Well, perhaps that’s a good thing. Our foreign policy 

needs a fresh eye, courage, dynamism, innovative approaches. I have no doubt that my choice is 

right.”   58

During his service as a party leader in Georgia, Shevardnadze pursued policies that were found 

liberal and enlightened, especially in the Soviet context. He made full use of his position and power 

in true autocratic fashion, but he also appreciated and used sophisticated political tactics, such as 

cultivating the support and cooperation of general public. He was an outstanding Soviet apparatchik 

and acted the role of psychopath to the leaders of the Soviet Union, extolling the virtues of those in 

a position to help him.  In short, he was extraordinary skilled, resilient, and ambitious politician 59

who demonstrated during his Georgian career that he was capable of both ruthless careerism and 

political creativity.  As soon as he entered the office, he was faced with unresolved issues, that 60

included the confrontation with West, question on German reunification, Soviet troops in 

Afghanistan, arms control race, SDI and others. It was important to make real actions in order to 

affect arising problems, and fortunately Gorbachev’s and Shevardnadze’s views completely 

coincided. As he took up his duties, Shevardnadze prioritized several objectives, which included 

overcoming “confrontational trend” and changing it into the dialogue. In one of his interviews to 

Novosti Press Agency, Shevardnadze claimed that everything that was achieved during his work as 

a foreign minister was a consequence and a product of perestroika. Regarding the state of relations 

between the Soviet Union and other countries, he asserted that: 
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We have not worsened our relations with anyone, we have developed the existing ties and initiated 
new ones. Our relations with the surrounding world became more equable and calmer, which means a 
great deal—primarily that the threat of a clash or war diminished. Our security enhanced—and not 
through new super-efforts in “additional armament” but thanks to a correct policy. Our words and 
deeds came to be more trusted.   61

Considered the moral force for new political thinking, he was the point man in the struggle to 

undermine the forces of inertia at home and to end Moscow’s isolation abroad.  As it was well seen 62

long before new leaders came to power in 1985, the Soviet Union inclined towards an economic 

crisis and was seen as an exhausted empire to the rest of the world. In order to save its reputation 

not only externally, but also to improve it domestically, Shevardnadze started to concern the 

military spendings. At the heart of the new thinking was the belief that revitalizing the economy 

superseded any possible military threat and that security could be served best by improving 

relations with the West, thereby easing pressure for military spending. As domestic and foreign 

policies were critically linked to the new thinking, the new leaders realized that Moscow’s foreign 

policy would have to change profoundly.  Another concern that Shevardnadze had during his work 63

was the decision to introduce troops in Afghanistan. Following his interview to above mentioned 

journal, he stated that:  

[…] if these roughshod violations of the norms of party-and-state ethics had not taken place and the 
matter had been examined with the participation of competent experts in different fields, it would have 
been possible even then to conclude that the Afghan problem could not be solved militarily. This 
conclusion underlay the decision made by the Republic of Afghanistan and the Soviet union 
concerning the withdrawal of our troops and a faithful and unswerving fulfillment of the Geneva 
agreements. It is with good reason that the new edition of the USSR Constitution stipulates that a 
decision on the use of the armed forces beyond our national borders should be sanctioned by the 
USSR Supreme Soviet.   64

As a new foreign minister, Shevardnadze made decisions based on three following questions. Do 

we want our country to be a civilized state, providing its citizens with an existence worthy in all 

respects, protecting their civil and human rights by the highest world standards? Do we want to see 

ourselves in a group of advanced countries, advanced in terms of national wealth, scientific and 
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technological development, quality and full of life for the citizens and people of the Union? Do we 

want to live in an environment, full of confidence that we will be able to ensure peace, security, to 

cope with all the threats that exist or may arise before us? Although Shevardnadze attempted to 

improve domestic setup, he still was the one to criticize and blame all the failures on. In his book, 

that he hesitated to publish at the time, he opens up about the real struggle of direct accusations: 

A harsh indictment was presented to the new political thinking: separatism of the republics, interethnic 
clashes, the “loss of the cordon sanitaire”— the countries of Eastern Europe, “the collapse of the 
socialist camp,” the unification of Germany, “concessions” to the West. The main target of the attack, 
as I said, was foreign policy, more precisely the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. If quite definitely — the 
minister.  65
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Chapter 2  

Eduard Shevardnadze’s new domestic policy choices  

1. New political thinking in foreign policy 

In foreign policy, Gorbachev was the legatee of bad relations with the US, poor relations with 

Western Europe and Japan, uneasy relations with Poland’s rulers, and only marginally improving 

relations with China.  Recognition that the Soviet Union’s security could best be served by 66

improving relations with West, thereby easing pressure to increase military spending and permitting 

serious efforts to deal with domestic problems, was at the heart of new political thinking.  The 67

renunciation of the underlying assumption that the Soviet Union was locked in a permanent 

confrontation with the West, particularly the US — an assumption that drove Soviet policy for 

seventy years — produced the radical policies of 1985-1990. Arms control initiatives, unilateral 

force reductions, human rights concessions, withdrawal from Eastern Europe, and retreat from the 

Third World all derived from this basic fundamental change in perception.  Once he took the 68

office, the pace and breadth of Gorbachev’s changes not only shocked foreign observers and 

distressed Soviet conservatives, but also surprised Gorbachev’s own comrades form the original 

“Andropov team” of reformers. In both domestic and foreign policy, his call for a major reformation 

was followed by broad liberalization, glastnost, and by 1989, a radically transformed political 

system.  During his political report to the Central Committee of CPSU in February of 1986, 69

Gorbachev identified precise steps for new foreign policy. According to him, socialism unreservedly 

rejected war as a means of resolving interstate political and economic contradictions and ideological 

disputes. Therefore, the main direction of the party’s activities in the world arena remained the 

struggle against nuclear danger, the arms race, the battle for the preservation and strengthening of 

world peace.  70
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First reforms presented by Gorbachev included personnel changes in most of the departments. He 

was able to have a decisive impact on the development of ideas on the Soviet Union’s relationship 

with the outside world and on the actual conduct of Soviet foreign policy by virtue of some half-

dozen key appointments.  These were the elevation of Eduard Shevardnadze to the post of Foreign 71

Minister, in succession to Andrey Gromyko, in the summer 1985; the replacement of Boris 

Ponomarev as head of the International Department by Anatoly Dobrynin in 1986; the promotion of 

Alexander Yakovlev  to Politburo and Secretariat membership; the replacement of Konstantin 72

Rusakov by Vadim Medvedev as head of the Socialist Countries Department of the Central 

Committee in 1986, together with the promotion of Georgy Shakhnazarov to First Deputy Head of 

that department; and the appointment of Anatoly Chernyaev as Gorbachev’s foreign policy aide in 

1986.  Though largely unappreciated in the West, the promotion of new-thinking advisers, together 73

with the growing influence of liberal, anti-socialist ideas in intellectual life more generally, began to 

shift the “critical mass” in foreign policy thought.  With Gorbachev in charge and a new foreign 74

policy team in place, the leadership  both generated and encouraged innovative ideas. It was also 

responsive to fresh thinking emanating from within the Foreign Ministry and Central Committee 

apparatus and from the broader community of mezhdunarodniki.  Although Gorbachev’s major 7576

speech to the Twenty-Seventh Party Congress in 1986 did not yet set out an internally coherent new 

foreign policy,  it nevertheless stated new fundamental principles, that new Soviet government had 77

to follow. First of all, following in the military field: the rejection of the nuclear powers from war 

against each other or against third states, both nuclear and conventional; non-admission of arms 

race in outer space, cessation of all tests of nuclear weapons and their complete elimination, 

prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons, refusal to create other means of mass destruction; 

strictly controlled reduction of the levels of military potentials of states, to the level of reasonable 

sufficiency; the dissolution of military groupings, and as a step toward this, the rejection of their 

expansion and the formation of new ones; proportionate and commensurate reductions in military 
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budgets.  Gorbachev emphasized that so far as relations with the US were concerned, the only 78

security worthy of the name was mutual security, while at the same time stressing that “reasonable 

sufficiency” should henceforth be the criterion for judging Soviet military expenditure.  According 79

to Secretary of State George Shultz, Gorbachev talked in global terms, saying that their task was “to 

assist all countries in improving the international situation,” which “had changed radically 

compared to the 1950s,” with literally dozens of new countries, each with its own interests and 

aspirations. “No one, not even USSR and the US, could fail to take this into account. We have to 

learn to base our relations on these realities,” and their interpretation of them must affect “the 

formulation and implementation of foreign policy.”  Further, Gorbachev discussed new principles 80

in political field, which were based on unconditional respect in international practice for the right of 

every nation to sovereignly choose the paths and forms of their development; a fair political 

settlement of international crises and regional conflicts; development of a set of measures aimed at 

strengthening confidence between states, at creating effective guarantees against attacks on them 

from outside, the inviolability of their  borders; development of effective methods for the 

prevention of international terrorism, including the safety of the use of international land, air and 

sea communications.  He also provided an early indication of the more multipolar Soviet foreign 81

policy he intended to follow, observing that “one must not in world politics restrict oneself to 

relations with just one country alone, even if it is a very important one.”  This was not only a 82

criticism of the US, but an indirect criticism of Gromyko’s foreign policy, as was Gorbachev’s 

remark that “continuity in foreign policy has nothing in common with the simple repetition of what 

was done before, especially in the approach to problems that accumulated.”  Further, he included 83

economic field, which was more focused on the international economic condition, rather than 

domestic and included: exclusion from international practice of all forms of discrimination, 

rejection of the policy of economic blockades and sanctions, if this is not directly provided for by 

the recommendations of the world society; joint search for a fair settlement of the debt problem; the 

establishment of a new world economic order that guaranteed equal economic security for all states; 
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development of principles for the use for the benefit of world society, primarily developing 

countries, of part of the funds that will be released as a result of cuts in military budgets; joining 

efforts in the exploration and peaceful use of outer space, solving global problems on which the fate 

of civilization depends.  Last, but one of the most important elements in Soviet new thinking on 84

foreign policy was a humanistic universalism,  which Gorbachev also included in his report. 85

According to him, this sphere consisted of cooperation in spreading the ideas of peace, raising the 

level of general objective awareness, mutual acquaintance of people with each other’s life, 

strengthening the spirit of mutual understanding and harmony in relations between them; the 

eradication of genocide, apartheid, the preaching of fascism and any other racial, national or 

religious exclusivity, as well as discrimination against people on this basis; expansion — while 

respecting the laws of each country — international cooperation in the exercise of political, social 

and personal human rights; solving in a humane and positive spirit the issues of family 

reunification, marriage, the development of contacts between people and organizations.  86

According to western experts and Gorbachev himself, the new political thinking in the foreign 

policy was based on two main axioms. Gorbachev for the first time explained his new political 

thinking and reasons behind it in his book in 1987, which was published a year later. There the first 

axiom stated that a nuclear war cannot be a means of achieving political, economic, ideological, or 

any other goals. After all, it was the political function of war that always served as its justification, 

its “rational” meaning.  Sharing such opinion, Shevardnadze spoke in Helsinki to a session of the 87

Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, and stated that it would be necessary to reduce 

East-West tensions, lessen the costs of competing in a “no-win” arms race, and create a more 

relaxed international environment in order to enhance the prospects of gaining increased credits and 

trade with West.  By the summer of 1985 Gorbachev was corresponding with Ronald Reagan on 88

how to reduce the threat of nuclear war and curb the nuclear arms race. He dropped the condition, 

imposed since 1977, that any meeting between the superpower leaders must be linked to signing of 

significant agreements.  According to an Irish historian and former senior lecturer at the School of 89
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Slavonic and East European Studies, Martin McCauley, Gorbachev perceived that the Soviet empire 

overstretched itself and that it could no longer challenge the US for world supremacy and therefore 

the first goal was to slow down the arms race and them move to arms reduction.  This opinion was 90

shared by Archibald Brown, a British political scientist and a professor of politics at the University 

of Oxford. In his view, for Gorbachev the possibility of the arms race entering a still more highly 

automated, dangerous and expensive stage was a further argument for the kind of policy innovation 

which would break the deadlock and end the vicious spiral. That is the view that the change in the 

Soviet Union was induced by the intensification of the arms race inaugurated by Ronald Reagan 

after he entered the White House in 1980 and, in particular, by his Strategic Defense Initiative.  91

The second axiom was based on the fact that Gorbachev saw the national security tied directly to 

the domestic economy. He told the Twenty-Seventh Communist Party Congress in March 1986 that 

saving an economy in crisis superseded any external military threat as the Soviet Union’s “primary 

task.”  Shevardnadze added later on the theme that foreign policy must advance economic strength, 92

during his speech in July 1987: 

The time has come today to introduce economics into Soviet foreign policy, until it emerges 
completely with economics, it will not be able to assist in restructuring the Soviet internal economy 
and society in general […], which otherwise will not be able to participate on equal terms in the 
competitive political struggle for making its social and political model of development attractive.  93

Robert Legvold, an American political scientist and Director of Columbia University’s Harriman 

Institute proclaimed that Gorbachev’s domestic  economic reform program was his most important 

foreign policy statement.  That, according to Richard Ericsson, included six main objectives: an 94

emphasis on technological modernization, raising the level of Soviet technology to develop world 

standards; modernizing organizational structures and management methods; eliminating the 

inherently wasteful nature of Soviet production and distribution activity; modernizing the sectoral 

structure of the economy; modifying the structure of consumption and raising the standard of living 

for common people; and bringing the Soviet Union into the mainstream of the world economy in 

 M. McCauley (ed.), Gorbachev, Essex, Pearson Education Limited, 1988, p. 77.90

 A. Brown, Gorbachev Factor, p. 226.91

 footnote 19 wars of Shevardnadze p. 6192

 footnote 20 wars p. 61.93

 R. Legvold, “War, Weapons, and Soviet Foreign Policy,” in Gorbachev’s Russia and American Foreign 94

Policy, ed. S. Bialer, M. Mandelbaum, Westview Press, 1988, p. 102. cited in K. Knottes Jr., “Mikhail 
Gorbachev’s ‘ New Thinking’: Implications for Western Security”, Naval Postgraduate School, 1991, p. 11.

�36



the direct sense of participation commensurate with its size and importance.  These major policy 95

revisions culminated in a revolutionary new Soviet outlook on both domestic and international 

affairs. The new political thinking could not be easily defined, but was perhaps best characterized as 

a fundamentally more flexible approach to dealing with a wide range of domestic and international 

concerns.  According to Bruce Weinrod, a board member of US Institute of Peace and Director of 96

Foreign Policy and Defense Studies at The Heritage Foundation, there were three possibilities why 

domestic changes occurred. In his research in fall of 1988, Weinrod argued that the first possibility 

of changes occurred simply because Gorbachev was a genuine reformer, and therefore wanted to 

make the Soviet Union a modern industrial power, which would require internal structural changes. 

Possibility number two stated that Gorbachev basically believed in the traditional Soviet system, 

but concluded that it needed some carefully managed and controlled shaking up to invigorate it, 

along with a modest loosening of controls — at least temporarily — in order to provide incentives 

for economic development. Third possibility proclaimed that he did not have a master plan guiding 

his actions, but rather was pragmatically trying different approaches, hoping he would eventually 

press the rights combination of buttons leading to economic development.  97

Gorbachev, Shevardnadze and Yakovlev fought long and hard to transform Soviet international 

relations and foreign policy. The new thinking was inevitable only in their minds; in the political 

arena, it could easily been halted at any number of turns.  In early 1986, in connection with the 98

upcoming Twenty-Seventh Party Congress, Gorbachev, Yakovlev and Shevardnadze sat down to 

tackle “the philosophy of foreign policy.” Shevardnadze recalled the “incredible difficulty” with 

which the group accepted the view of an integral world over one divided by social systems; in their 

near daily sessions, he “observed Gorbachev’s ideas heading into dangerous, uncharted water.”  He 99

also stated that the formation of the basic principles of new thinking was to be preceded by a 

meticulous, scientifically verified analysis of the main trends and contradictions of the modern 

world in the most direct, immediate connection with the situation in the country. It was a task no 
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less difficult than the proclamation of new guiding goals, a task in itself also insoluble because of 

the tools of new thinking:  100

The key idea was about a contradictory, but interconnected, integral world. The thesis about human 
life as the highest goal of social development, later developed into an imperative category of the 
priority of universal human values. The principle of freedom of choice, which could only be realized 
in a world without weapons and violence. Ensuring the security and regency of all controversial issues 
exclusively by political means, in other words, a statement of the supremacy of the power of politics 
over the politics of power. An extremely important conclusion from both theoretical and practical 
points of view was that security was indivisible: in bilateral relations it could only be mutual, and in 
international relations only universal. And such security was guaranteed not by an extremely high, but 
by an extremely low level of strategic balance, from which it was necessary to completely exclude 
nuclear and other types of weapons of mass destruction. A simple, outwardly devoid of any pitfalls, 
but actually rejecting the factor of ideologization — the position — to behave in the international 
arena with restraint, according to the  norms of civilized communication, guided by the criteria of 
universal human morality.  101

Shevardnadze firmly believed that the failing economy was attributable to government repression of 

the Soviet people and distortion of Lenin's socialist model. First, democracy and glasnost were 

essential to reform of the Soviet economy and therefore the Soviet people must be given  a stake in 

the Soviet economy in order for material productivity to improve and perestroika to succeed. 

Second, military spending and client state subsidies collectively represented a disproportionate 

share of the GNP and an intolerable burden on the domestic economy. Achieving cost savings in 

these contentious areas was essential and would directly impact Shevardnadze’s breadth of attitude 

in crafting foreign policy.  Further, the Soviet economy desperately needed modernization through 102

foreign investment, where Shevardnadze recognized that it was an important vehicle for delivery of 

short-term economic gains, which were vital to maintaining new thinking reforms. Last and most 

important was democratization of Soviet society through drastic reform in the area of human rights , 

where ending government repression was central in Shevardnadze’s thinking. Additionally, he 

realized that world recognition of improvements in this area were a key requisite for foreign 

investment and that international perceptions of Soviet reform rested largely on his actions and 

diplomacy.  Given the extraordinary foreign policy activism of the Soviet Union under 103
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Gorbachev, Shevardnadze had a demanding and important role to play, which he performed with 

skill and integrity, in the process winning the respect and even affection of his foreign 

counterparts.    104

In October 1989, Shevardnadze was ready to publicly state improvements in foreign policy, that 

happened thanks to new political thinking and argued, that Soviet Union occupied a worthy place 

among the nations. In his words, there was no state in the world that would not want to develop 

relations with the Soviet Union, to expand ties and contacts, exchange people, ideas and 

information:  105

We maintained correct, normal relations with all countries. We had no strained, let alone hostile 
relations with any state. We did not worsened relations with any state, but on the opposite, improved 
with many. For the first time in many years, not a single Soviet soldier took part in military operations 
anywhere in the world. We came up with the idea of eliminating foreign military bases and military 
presence in foreign territories by the year 2000. For the first time, the number of Soviet servicemen 
behind our national borders sharply decreased. We were ready, in the basis of reciprocity, to work 
towards the dissolution of military-political groupings in Europe.  106

Further, Shevardnadze claimed that the Soviet Union took an active part in settling regional 

situations in southern Africa, Central America, Cyprus and the Korean Peninsula, around Cambodia, 

the Middle East, the Horn of Africa and Western Sahara, maintaining contacts with all interested 

parties. The Soviet Union acted as an active partner of Non-Aligned Movement, many regional 

organizations and associations, and maintained business contacts with them.  Regarding the 107

Soviet policy in the Third World, Weinrod claimed that the most significant development was, of 

course, in Afghanistan, which was carried out in subtle manner — through what variously was 

termed “indirect,” “undeclared,” or “covert” aggression. At the time however, it was only the 

beginning of the test of Soviet intentions and was by no means clear whether the Soviets would 

seek to dominate Afghanistan — or at least encourage disorder — even if they pulled out their 

uniformed military forces or whether it would allow a genuinely and neutral government with 

indigenous political and cultural institutions to develop.  108
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Despite the fact that quite a few diplomats, politicians, institutions and departments were involved 

in foreign policy problems, two people, Gorbachev and Shevardnadze, played a decisive role in this 

area.  They worked hand in glove and it was not long before the Gorbachev - Shevardnadze 109

tandem came to determine the country's foreign policy in its entirety, gradually pushing the rest of 

the Politburo into the background, where its collective opinion was no longer of crucial 

importance.  Western leaders, foreign ministers, and senior officials responded with diverse and 110

mixed emotions to the new style of Soviet foreign policy, for the change of manner was immediate, 

whereas changes of substance were not so instantaneous. While, in general, they welcomed dealing 

with Soviet counterparts with whom they could have real conversations not overladen with dogma, 

they realized that they could no longer rely on the ineptitude of Soviet propaganda to give them a 

walk-over victory in any battle for public opinion.  111

2. Rebuilding the Foreign Ministry 

Eduard Shevardnadze was a very skilled politician and policy-maker, but was modest about his 

attainments, frank about his shortcomings, and genuinely interested in encouraging his subordinates 

to be candid in their criticism of the Foreign Ministry’s actions.  Shevardnadze had more than 112

compensated for his previous lack of foreign policy experience with his undoubted political ability 

and diplomatic skills, thus helping to ensure that while the Foreign Ministry did not dominate the 

foreign policy making process as it did when Gromyko was minister and the hapless Chernenko 

was General Secretary, it had not reduced to the role of mere executant of a policy decided 

elsewhere but instead makes its own substantial input to that process.  According to the 1977 113

constitution, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was responsible to the Council of Ministers of the 

USSR, which in turn was accountable to the Supreme Soviet.  An important part of the security-114
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related function of the Supreme Soviet was legitimizing Soviet policy in the international arena.  115

However, the legislature’s role in foreign and security policy formulation and implementation 

appeared to be primarily symbolic, ritualistic, and propagandistic.  The Ministry of Foreign 116

Affairs, the Ministry of Defense, and other governmental organs — all under the guiding hand of 

the CPSU — held the real power in foreign policy formulation.  The Foreign Ministry was 117118

incessantly engaged in the practical implementation of specific direction of foreign policy. By the 

time Shevardnadze arrived to his post, a large number of highly qualified diplomats, who enjoyed 

high prestige in the international arena were working there. These included G. Kornienko, A. 

Dobrynin, Y. Vorotsov, A. Adamishin, O. Grinevsky, Y. Kvitsinsky, V. Kochemasov, A. Kovalev, V. 

Petrovsku and others. They held various positions in the central apparatus of the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs and were ambassadors to foreign countries. They prepared official meetings of the 

General Secretary of the state and represented the country internationally.  119

Anticipating resistance to new thinking, Shevardnadze arranged for Gorbachev to endorse change at 

an unusual foreign ministry conference in early 1986,  where then the president told the 120

assembled diplomats that it was time to end the lethargy of the Gromyko era and introduce new 

thinking to the conduct of foreign policy.  As Shevardnadze recalls himself, in the beginning of 121

his career as foreign minister, he had to build a number of priorities for himself, before giving out 

any orders:  
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[…] I was in no hurry, I looked at people, observed, accumulated information about the department, 
listened more than spoke, studied, but did not lecture, took as much as I could take, and gave only 
encouraging interest and attention to the potential strengths of the employee. At the same time, I 
clearly realized that perestroika could not wait. That it did not bypass our department and that it 
needed new landmarks that met the new realities of the time in which the country and the world found 
themselves.   122

According to Viktor Israelyan, one of the Soviet diplomats and First Deputy Representative of the 

Soviet Union in the United Nations, Shevardnadze’s approach towards Foreign Ministry changed 

quickly: 

Shevardnadze’s arrival at the Foreign Ministry seemed to portend a thaw in relations between the 
heads of the diplomatic departments of the socialist countries. The traditional smile, the outward 
simplicity of the new minister was noticeably stated with a dryness determined by the gloominess of 
his predecessor. At first, he gave primary attention to improving relations with socialist partners, often 
met with his communist colleagues, but soon Gorbachev’s new thinking began to place other accents 
in Soviet foreign policy, and the minister began to focus with pleasure in other problems, pushing into 
the background acute issues of the socialist community.  123

Within the foreign ministry, Shevardnadze first made his influence felt in personnel matters.  In 124

the past, officials in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs tended to see themselves as the “doers” — the 

practical people concerned with the real business of interstate relations — and the International 

Department as an organization more interested in liberation and revolutionary movements and in 

the ideological advance of communism.  In April 1986 Georgii Kornienko, who was the first 125

deputy foreign minister since 1977, was moved over to the International Department.  Within a 126

month, Shevardnadze appointed two new first deputy ministers, Anatolii Kovalev and Yulii 

Vorontsov,  both of whom had extensive experience in East-West affairs. Four other career 127

diplomats, Aleksandr Bessmertnykh, Vladimir Petrovskii, Anatolii Adamishin, and Boris Chaplin 
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were promoted to deputy foreign ministers.  Bessmertnykh, a former chief of the US section, 128

became deputy minister with responsibility toward Washington in 1986. Shevardnadze relied 

heavily on him during this period and praised him as the foreign ministry’s chief troubleshooter.  129

Israelyan, who was a witness of reorganization of the foreign ministry, stated one of the main 

reasons of Shevardnadze’s actions. In his book Israelyan claims that above-mentioned changes were 

partially based on the personal animosity: 

Shevardnadze quickly cleared the top echelon of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, removing, for 
various reasons Gromyko's deputies — Kornienko, Maltsev, Kapitsa, who were disagreeable to him, 
appointing in the spring of 1986 a group of new deputies —- Komplektov, Bessmertnykh, Adamishin, 
Petrovsky. […] They appreciated their nomination and served the new minister faithfully for a number 
of years. I worked with almost all of them. Each had his own style, handwriting, and most importantly, 
his opinion. But they were good officials and knew how to keep their opinion to themselves when it 
did not coincide with the opinion of their superiors. Shevardnadze did not tolerate people whose 
opinion did not coincide with his own. For this reason, for example, he got rid of Kornienko, did not 
allow, relying on Gorbachev, the most experienced diplomat Dobrynin, to solve cardinal foreign policy 
problems, having achieved his transfer to work in the Central Committee of the CPSU.  130

Along with these removals of high-level officials came whole case changes in the Soviet diplomatic 

corps.  The ambassadors to the major Western countries, including the US, Britain, France, West 131

Germany, Japan, and Spain (and the United Nations) also changed. Some of his ambassadorial 

appointments were Brezhnev holdovers, and the Central Committee rather than the Foreign 

Ministry remained in charge of selecting ambassadors to East European and other Communist 

countries.  In just first two years Gorbachev was in power, Soviet ambassadors were replaced in 132

60 percent (74 of 124) of the countries maintaining full diplomatic relations with the USSR, 

including nine of the 16 members of NATO.  Shevardnadze also promoted a number of specialists 133

who had criticized Soviet policy in the past. His special assistant for the Middle East, new deputy 

chief for African affairs and the department chief for Southeast Asia criticized previous Soviet 
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policies towards those regions.  Specifically, Gennady Tarasov criticized Moscow's close ties to 134

radical Arab states, Boris Asoyan wrote a devastating critiques of Brezhnev’s African policy and 

Vladimir Lukin was critical of Soviet policy toward China.  The reorganization also influenced 135

diplomats going to Eastern Europe, where Shevardnadze no longer wanted posting party officials 

who resisted reform but those diplomats with regional expertise. Thus, the new ambassadors — 

Ivan Aboimov (Hungary), Yury Kashlev (Poland), and Boris Pankin (Czechoslovakia) — were 

regional experts.  His action was not a simple changing of the guard; it involved the promotion of 136

younger, better-educated officials with expertise in their fields.  Shevardnadze promoted younger 137

officers and recruited more women and non-Russians, introducing more than one hundred women 

and “representatives of forty nations and nationalities” to key diplomatic posts.   138

On 6 May 1986, a new regulation on the International Department was approved, the main 

provisions of which were the solution of key issues of the party’s foreign policy and international 

relations, as well as the links of the CPSU with communist and workers, revolutionary democratic 

and labour parties with other parties and organizations, with national-liberation movements and 

anti-war forces.  However, the International Department was unable to cope with these ambitious 139

tasks. Brutents explained this by the fact that the department immediately faced jealous resistance 

from the Foreign ministry. Its new head Shevardnadze, after a shirt and, apparently, not very sincere 

“affair” with the department, tried to prevent it, like others, from entering his diocese. Dobrynin’s 

attempts to resist this were doomed from the very beginning: their weight categories and influence 

were incommensurable.  Thus, the changes of personnel in both the International Department and 140

the Foreign Ministry, tended to give the International Department new authority and strengthen the 

party’s control over the foreign policy apparatus.  As Shevardnadze recalls in one of his books: 141
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[…] Most of the ministry employees supported the restructuring policy and my style of work. Without 
their assistance and lively participation, it would have been impossible to find solutions to many 
important world problems, those solutions that significantly changed our world in the twentieth 
century and created a suitable climate for entering the twenty-first century.  142

To gain control over the formulation and implementation of foreign policy, Gorbachev and 

Shevardnadze pre-empted the Communist party institutions involved in national security policy — 

the Politburo and the foreign ministry’s main bureaucratic rival, the Central Committee’s 

International Department.  As Shevardnadze stated himself, perestroika could not wait and 143

therefore he believed that the foreign policy department needed to be a flexible production, that was 

capable to quickly readjust to produce exactly what it needed:  144

[…] for the practical implementation of the policy of curbing the arms race and solving the security 
problems by peaceful means, a new structural subdivision was created — the Directorate for Arms 
Limitation and Disarmament. New approaches to the protection of human rights and the proclaimed 
principle of the rule of law required the formation of special units — the Department for International 
Humanitarian Cooperation and Human Rights and the International Legal Department.  145

In creating the arms control and disarmament administration and the peaceful uses of atomic energy 

and space department, he signaled that issues of arms control was no longer left to the military.   146

Further, new offices were created to oversee relations with Communist countries in Europe and in 

Asia and with non-Communist countries in the Middle East and North Africa, in sub-Saharan 

Africa, in North America, and in Southeast Asia and the Pacific.  Several other new agencies were 147

established within the MFA to carry out specific functional duties: a Directorate for Humanitarian 

and Cultural Ties, an International Economic Relations Directorate, a Directorate for Liaison with 

Soviet Embassies, a Non-Aligned Movement Department and a Directorate for Information.  The 148

latter was created in order to avoid the public relations problems that accompanied Gorbachev’s 

first summit meeting with President Ronald Reagan in 1985 and the Chernobyl tragedy of 1986, 
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when the ministry denied that a disaster occurred.  The MFA also expanded and improved the 149

quality of its publications directed at domestic and foreign audiences. In August 1987 it launched a 

Bulletin of the Foreign Ministry of the USSR, which mainly published documents and official 

notes.  As Shevardnadze recalls himself, the principles of glastnost’ and openness prompted the 150

improvement of relations with the public and the press, which is why regular briefings, press 

conferences of the minister, his deputies and ambassadors were introduced into practice.  Giving 151

the importance to East European region, Shevardnadze created a new Institue of Europe in 1987, 

headed by Vitaly Zhurkin.  This demonstrated his intention to put relations with Eastern Europe 152

on a state-to-state rather than party-to-party basis.   153

The changes that Shevardnadze brought showed its results quite fast. On 14 March 1989, during the 

meeting of CC CPSU on foreign policy, progress was noted with pleasure in improving the 

international situation. Real encouraging shifts included the successful completion of the Vienna 

meeting of the states participating in the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe and the 

start of relevant negotiations between representatives of 33 European states, the US and Canada, 

positive efforts to untie the “knots” of international tension on various continents and an increase in 

political role of the UN.  Shevardnadze developed a plan to take Soviet diplomacy to all corners 154

of the globe with the specific intent of building geographic and functional interrelationships in the 

following priority — maintaining relations with socialist countries, enhancing relations with 

nonaligned countries and ultimately opening dialogue with all nations.  155
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3. Human rights dimension 

During his first speech to the nation and colleagues in 1985, Gorbachev made sure that all the 

upcoming reforms were mainly done in order to improve the life of Soviet people. According to 

him, the CPSCU saw the highest meaning of accelerating the socio-economic development of the 

country in steadily, step by step increasing the well-being of the people, creating favorable 

conditions for the harmonious development of the personality of everyone.  That included 156

ensuring equal access to vital benefits, such as health care and education, improving the material 

situation of labour veterans, living conditions for young families, protecting mothers and children, 

and increasing efforts to solve housing problems.  That, according to William Pfaff, was thanks to 157

the Helsinki Final Act of 1975, according to which Mikhail Gorbachev owes a new skill in 

communication, a new assurance, but also a new uncertainty on matters of human rights.  The 158159

fundamental documents signed in Helsinki contained the participants’ commitment in three key 

ares, or “three baskets,” as they were called in the Helsinki jargon: security, economic cooperation, 

and humanitarian cooperation. The third basket included the important issues of human rights, 

freedom of movement, and the exchange of ideas.  From the very outset of the negotiations, the 160

Soviet leadership was interested only in the first two baskets and laid principal stress on recognition 

of the postwar boundaries of Europe diving it into East and West. At the same time the Soviet Union 

did all it could to diminish the significance of the third basket, for it believed humanitarian issues to 

be domestic matters.  The situation slightly changed by the time Shevardnadze entered the office.  161

For its ten years anniversary of Helsinki Final Act, Shevardnadze made a speech and stated, that the 
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human rights dimension was taken seriously throughout the Soviet leadership, although was still 

kept a domestic issue, and did not require an outside intervention. According to him, the Soviet 

Union never allowed anyone to interfere in its internal affairs, and any kind of slander against its 

system, against socialist democracy would continue to meet a proper rebuff.  He also noted that 162

although the country made large improvements in socio-economic condition of the nation and 

specifically in human rights dimension, there still was a lot of work to do. In his words, upcoming 

improvements on domestic and foreign policy were yet to be discussed during the XXVII Congress 

of the CPSU: 

In the Soviet Union, both legislatively and materially, the entire completeness of economic, political, 
social and cultural rights and personal freedoms of citizens was guaranteed. As a result of the socialist 
reorganization of society in the country, unemployment, poverty, homelessness, and all forms of 
discrimination on racial or ethnic grounds were permanently eliminated. Regardless, the foreign policy 
of any state is inextricably linked with its internal life. Our party and our sate direct their main efforts 
to accelerating socio-economic development in order, relying on its achievements, to steadily increase 
the well-being of the people, improve all aspects of the life of Soviet people, and create favorable 
conditions for the harmonious development of the individual.  163

Shultz did not agree with Shevardnadze’s statement. Early in the opening session he delivered a 

hard-hitting speech on Soviet violations of the human rights provisions of the Helsinki Final Act: 

denial of emigration and travel, suppression of religion, repression of individuals who constituted a 

Helsinki watch group (including Andrey Sakharov and Yuri Orlov), and jamming of radio and TV 

transmissions.  Shevardnadze later asked him if he had to deliver such a tough speech, to which 164

Shultz replied that he only stated the facts and would look forward to discuss this subject 

privately.  165

A fundamental change in the Soviet attitude toward human rights was necessary if the 

transformation of Soviet-American relations was to occur.  Not long after being named to head the 166

foreign ministry, Shevardnadze defined “new thinking” as looking at the world “through the eyes of 
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humanity.”  He exaggerated the binding nature of the Helsinki Act to his colleagues in order to 167

further his policy agenda. He argued that, in order to abide by the final act, Moscow could no longer 

hold such prisoners of conscience as Andrey Sakharov, that “loony bins” for political dissidents 

must be closed, and that divided families must be reunited. As with arms control, the issue of 

human rights was critical to the development of closer relations with the West.  During his first 168

official visit to the US, Shevardnadze made some implications on human rights for the first time, 

which surprised American delegation. According to the CIA letter from 19 September 1985 from 

Robert Gates to William Casey, on Shevardnadze’s upcoming visit to the US, it was expected to see 

new commitments on human rights, especially on Jewish immigration and perhaps even release of a 

dissident or two to appear.  Shevardnadze was virtually alone among Soviet leaders in 169170

understanding that, in large part, the Soviet Union’s international isolation reflected its alienation 

from Western world due to its  repression of the individual.  By accepting — as did Shevardnadze 171

in his meetings with Shultz — that the human rights issues had a regular place on the agenda (in 

contrast with the previous defensive Soviet insistence, which implicitly conceded the vulnerability 

of their position, that they were entirely the ‘internal affair’ of the Soviet Union), Gorbachev not 

only took the opportunity to attack aspects of the American record at home and abroad but also, and 

more importantly, brought into harmony his domestic and foreign policy objectives.  172

Shevardnadze shared such view by stating that even with all the upheavals of time, the prevailing 

drive was still toward the renaissance of humanist ideas, toward the return to the individual and the 

human scale: 

The architects of politics often thought in categories that leave no room for the human being: “the 
people,” “the country,” and “national security,” that is, the sum of sublime values, ignored the most 
important detail, human life. It appeared to be taken for granted that a collective approach would 
guarantee the welfare of each individual. “Human dimension” presupposes a proportionality between a 
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person and his dwelling, between the environment and its inhabitants. The disruption of this 
proportion results in discomfort and severe psychological, physical, and social consequences.   173

Shevardnadze criticized the “rules of games” that were already posed at the ministerial meetings. 

When he made his appearance “on the field,” he understood that the Soviet position was quite 

vulnerable on questions of human rights, on Afghanistan, and on other conflicts.  During his 174

second meeting with Shultz, he proposed that from then on they begin their negotiations with 

questions of human observance: 

I think my “preemptive game” surprised George. Human rights were the American’s favorite 
hobbyhorse, and a taboo for us. Suddenly, here was the Soviet minister making a move like this. After 
a while my suggestion became our tradition, steering our talks, to use his words, onto a two-way 
street.  175

The turning point on human rights took place in the spring of 1986, when Shevardnadze created a 

Department for Humanitarian and Cultural Contacts in the foreign ministry under Yury Kashlev, a 

veteran ministry official with considerable CSCE experience.  During his first trip to Washington 176

in the summer of 1986, Kashlev indicated that Moscow was developing a new approach to 

emigration. Several months later, Tass announced that the Council of Ministers adopted a new 

policy to allow emigration for those persons, who had a spouse, parent, child or a sibling living 

abroad.  Proper personnel changes also contributed the improvement in humanitarian affairs. The 177

Reagan administration made a surprise appointment to the post of human rights negotiator, 

Assistant Secretary of State Richard Schifter, a Washington lawyer who embraced liberal causes 

and democratic politics.  Shevardnadze also turned to a group of “Westernizers” in the foreign 178

ministry, including Deputy Foreign Minister Anatoly Adamishin and Alexander Glukhov. Being 

involved with human rights issues in the Helsinki process, Adamishin was a natural choice to serve 

as intermediary with Schifter.  Outlining the Soviet view on human rights, Adamishin stated that 179

“it implied the unity of political, civil, social and economic rights.” During his speech as a part of 
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the CPSU Central Committee’s greetings to Twenty Fourth National Convention of CPUSA, 

Adamishin noted that over the nine months that passed since the time when Shevardnadze put 

forward the proposal at the meeting in Vienna, the Soviet Union took into account a whole number 

of considerations ad wishes which were set out by representatives of Western countries.  In his 180

words, the Soviet leadership was convinced that they solved a whole number of problems in the 

field of human rights, ranging from people’s opportunity to influence production and social life, and 

to the the refinement of legislation and the adoption of laws defending the lawful interests of 

citizens, including laws on the rights to appeal against the actions of officials; from changing the 

practice of exit from the USSR, people-to-people contacts, and to vigorous blossoming of cultural 

and creative life.  181

Following that, during their meeting in September 1987, Shultz and Shevardnadze discussed 

changes in the internal condition of human rights in Soviet Union. Shevardnadze began by 

describing what he described as the main trend in the Soviet Union at the time, whether in the filed 

of politics, social development, economics or culture — demokratizatsia — democratization was 

the “basis for everything.” To understand the importance of the term, Shevardnadze explained, that 

after the Revolution, there was a dictatorship of the proletariat, which therefore led to direct 

restraints on individual liberties. In 1987, there was already a feeling that Soviet society became 

ripe for a policy of total democracy, it was a multifaceted process, the question of individual 

liberties was being reconsidered.  Democratization was part of a general perestroika, but the 182

change did not come immediately. Among those who did not change were too many who sat in 

offices and it was hard to effect a revolution in their minds.  In his words, early on in perestroika, 183

resistance was strong. Statements about human rights and freedoms remained on paper since many 

of powerful opponents “could not forgo their principles,” and their logic followed the former 

regimen: 

It was one thing to make declarations, but let Andrei Sakharov and other prisoners of conscience serve 
out their sentences. Let the number of refusenik cases pile up, and let the divided families stay divided. 
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Let the “loony bins” keep on working, and not a whisper from anyone about giving international 
experts access to these prison “hospitals.” What about the stripping of citizenship and expulsion from 
the country of writers and artists? […] It cost immense efforts to bring back from exile and banishment 
several outstanding scientists, writers, and theater directors — honest, conscientious people whose 
only offense was refusing to accept the canon of violence and falsehood. But it was even harder to 
restore the good name of the country where the best people were treated that way.  184

Further, Shevardnadze raised a delicate issue, which stated that Secretary was well aware that the 

Soviet Union was a multinational state composed of many ethnic groups. Briefly describing the 

structure of the Soviet state, he noted that, if the Secretary reviewed what some “ideologically 

oriented” US institutions were writing about Soviet ethnic issues, he would find it hard to believe. 

Shevardnadze wanted the Secretary to know that an irresponsible approach on such matters was 

unacceptable as far as Moscow was concerned.  Turning to what he described as another 185

important question, Shevardnadze observed that there was no accident that the Soviet proposal for a 

Moscow humanitarian issues forum arose in the context of democratization.  At the opening of the 186

Vienna meeting,  Shevardnadze proposed holding an international conference on humanitarian 187

problems in Moscow. Although it was preceded by stormy debates in the Politburo, he was 

convinced that the conference was essential in order to show the country and the world how far 

Soviets intended to go and, beyond that, to provide an impetus for democratization and the 

perestroika of legislation in everything relating to human affairs.  Shevardnadze simply wanted 188

people to know the truth about what was happening in the Soviet Union — how Soviet citizens 

lived, what was changing, and in what directions. Therefore, he suggested that the US would 

consider whether or not it could take a more positive stand on this issue.  The problem was, 189

according to Shultz, that the “experts” were too mired in their own pet positions. They were hooked 

on the idea of trading Soviet actions on human rights for US actions on trade. Shevardnadze told 

him that the Soviets would do what made sense from the stand point of their society.  190
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Throughout his years as foreign minister, Shevardnadze tried to improve human rights issues inside 

the Soviet Union, but as he admitted in October 1989, he was ashamed that the Soviet leadership 

perceived it as “so-called human rights” and that it argued that there were no problems with them. 

He argued that in the formulation and resolution of humanitarian issues they made a genuine 

psychological, political, legal breakthrough and reached world standards:  191

New political thinking brought the Soviet Union to a different scale of assessments and criteria for its 
own behavior. We stated that we would be guided by universal human values. We could talk about 
common human interests, being confident that our country saw its main interest in the combination of 
the national and international. We could talk about the democratization of international relations, 
knowing that we ourselves live in democratic, legal society and are guided by the highest standards of 
democracy. We could talk about the humanization of international relations as representatives of a 
country professing humanism in its practice.  192

4. Peredyshka: Solving the “American Problem” 

From the outset, Shevardnadze focused his energy and diplomatic effort on solving the “American 

problem” in order to gain breathing space (peredyshka) for reviving Moscow’s failed economy.   193

His focus on the US stood stark contrast to the limited attention Shevardnadze gave other countries 

in his first years as foreign minister. Western Europe seemed almost nonexistent, and his visionary 

talk about the “common European home” was just that — mere talk. Third World leaders criticized 

his lack of attention of their problems.  194

Not seeing the US as a central problem and an “enemy” first came with the new thinking of Mikhail 

Gorbachev. Shevardnadze shared such view and stated that it was not easy to accept the new 

thinking, just as it was not easy to overcome the inertia of the old in the oneself. In foreign policy, 

new thinking also entailed a rejection of the outdated, a reappraisal of what was believed to be 

correct for many decades.  First of all, he claimed, it was not easy to overcome the stereotypes of 195
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the existence of the “enemy,” which were approved by centuries of wars and redistribution of the 

world: 

[…] but how often the idea of the enemy was artificially implanted in the interests of the ruling 
regimes and the ruling persons, in national interests. The curves of the ideology distorted the real 
image of the “enemy” to the point of absurdity, instilling fear, hatred and readiness to accept the 
existing “order of things” as something natural and due. By presenting an “enemy” to your own 
people, you can make them endure any hardships, make any sacrifices, and refuse the most necessary 
things. There comes, however, a moment when the reserves of patience are running out, and most 
importantly, the constant belittling of the human principle dooms the country and the people to the risk 
of exclusion from the general civilization process, and therefore there is a real threat to its safety.  196

Although Gorbachev did not officially call the US an enemy, he nevertheless accused the US of the 

fact that the international situation was alarming and dangerous during his first speech as General 

Secretary in April 1985: 

The ruling circles of the US are primarily responsible for the current situation, and this must be said 
with all certainty. They continue to act as the initiators of the arms race and sabotage disarmament, 
which the world community is well aware of. The US openly claims the “right” to interfere 
everywhere, ignore, and often directly trample on the interests of other countries and nations, the 
traditions of international communication, treaties and agreements in force.  They are constantly 197

creating hotbeds of conflict and military danger, heating up the situation in one or another area of the 
world.  198

According to Robert Gates, Deputy Director for Intelligence, the Soviets believed President Reagan 

and his long-time, closest advisers share a conscious, deep-seated hostility to the Soviet Union and 

would like to turn back the clock of history if they could. They saw the President as much more of 

an ideological warrior than his predecessors: they believed that while the latter also would have 

liked the USSR to be different, they thought this impossible to bring about, accepted the Soviet 

Union as a second superpower, accorder it a grudging respect, and pursued policy lines that 
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acknowledged a Soviet role in all aspects of international affairs.  The Soviets found ideological 199

confirmation of this view in the President’s muscular support of individualism, private enterprise, 

less government, and what they termed “capitalism” at home and “imperialism” abroad. They 

regarded references to the USSR as the “evil empire” and jokes about declaring the USSR “illegal” 

and ‘start the bombing in five minutes” as indicative of deeply held feelings. They regarded US 

support for insurgents in Afghanistan, Nicaragua, Angola, and elsewhere as rejection of the status 

quo and attempt to reverse Soviet gains in the Third World. They believed the Administration’s 

commitment to SDI and the other strategic programs it would like to pursue were aimed at 

outmoding Soviet strategic forces and regaining US strategic superiority for the purpose of dictating 

political terms to the USSR. They thought the Administration wished to create political and military 

pressures that would undermine the Soviet economy enough to make it unable to compete militarily 

and force internal changes in the Soviet system that would threaten its very nature.  200

According to Gorbachev, the Soviet government was willing to improve the relations with the US 

and did not need an American “enemy image” neither for domestic needs, nor for foreign policy 

interests: 

We [the Soviet government] would like to express the hope that the position [on foreign policy] of the 
US would be corrected. This would open an opportunity for reaching mutually acceptable agreements. 
There is such willingness on our part.  […] A mythical or real enemy was required if one was tuned 201

in to maintain tension, to confront far-reaching and, I would add, unpredictable consequences. We 
focused on something else. As for us, in the Soviet Union there was no propaganda of hatred towards 
Americans, disrespect towards America. You would not find this either in politics, or in teaching, or 
anywhere else. We criticized policies we disagree with. This does not mean that we are showing 
disrespect to the American people.  202

Regarding the above mentioned position of Gorbachev, Gates claimed that to be sure, the Soviets 

did not consider the Administration to be threatening war or even seriously raising the risk of it in 

the foreseeable future, notwithstanding their frequent rhetoric about the “risk go war.” They saw the 

Administration as hostile and tough, nut not crazy or violent; their vociferous rhetoric results from 
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their having to face rather unexpectedly, in light of their experience in the 1970s, an adversary that 

rejected assumptions that implicitly accorded the USSR a global role which Moscow came to take 

for granted.   203

Although Gorbachev and Shevardnadze were ready to eliminate such image and move to a peaceful 

coexistence, it was not possible until the words became full actions. Shevardnadze stated that it 

would take a long process for the Soviet nation to change its perspective, especially until the 

domestic reforms were not finished and while the Soviet troops were still placed in Afghanistan: 

It was on this issue that we and the Americans had to come to an agreement and formulate a common 
position. The General Assembly demanded the same from us. The example of Afghanistan could prove 
to the world that the Soviet Union really changed. However, we were not yet ready to interact with the 
United States on an equal footing. We could not talk with the West and at the same time not see the 
transformation of the “enemy image,” conduct a pragmatic, honest dialogue, taking into account 
common interests. First, there had to be changes in the internal policy of the state.  204

Gates also claimed that Soviets perceived that elimination of such “enemy image” was also 

profitable for the US. He claimed that the Soviet leadership did not believe the US had the capacity 

to accomplish above stated goals, being encouraged by what they considered Reagan’s 

Administration vulnerabilities. They believed that the US had its own economic problems and that 

the prevailing high interest rates, budget deficit, and trade deficit could ruin the US economy; and 

even if they did not, it would be at the cost of a lower defense budget and worsened relations with 

US allies and the Third World.  Further the Soviets believed that the American public, pluralist US 205

political system, and the Congress imposed severe constraints on the Administration;s preferred 

policies and provided major avenues for Soviet manipulation. Similarly, Moscow saw the NATO 

allies and Japan as having concerns and agendas that offered major opportunities to constrain 

Washington or cause the allies to diverge from Washington to Soviet again.   206

With his commitment to rapprochement with the US, Shevardnadze brought to the foreign ministry 

a willingness to compromise. In his first two years, he offered concessions on issues that he 

believed would have resonance in Washington, particularly disarmament and human rights, making 
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one gesture after another in his efforts to forge a new relationship.  Shevardnadze’s compromises 207

on nuclear testing, naval nuclear weapons, and anti satellite weapons attracted no response from the 

US. His support for deep reductions in the Soviet arsenal, however, led to disarmament agreements 

that were overwhelmingly favorable to the US.  During the personal meeting with Shevardnadze, 208

George Shultz claimed that foreign minister understood, in contrast to Gromyko, that there was 

more to the world than the US, Soviet Union and Europe, and that he suddenly presented a broad, 

active and more flexible Soviet diplomacy.  Shevardnadze himself proclaimed, that if foreign 209

policy was “guilty” of anything, it was overcoming the country’s isolation from the rest of the world 

and providing Soviet citizens with the chance to see for themselves that it was better off, more 

tolerant, and more humane than the champions of ideological messianism painted it.  Foreign 210

policy freed Soviet man of his innate xenophobia, just as it freed society of the image of an external 

enemy and turned the “opponent” into a “partner”:   211

Maybe this is not the right analogy, but when we began to deal with Mr. Reagan, he called us the “evil 
empire.” Even so, he initiated dialogue with us, with this “evil empire.” And we were willing to have 
discussion — although we ourselves believed that America was the center of global imperialism […] I 
recall Geneva. How difficult was Mikhail Sergeevich’s first summit with Reagan! While Shultz and I 
were waiting, we thought, “Let them sit and talk — the more, the better.” And they sat till late and kept 
on talking. I know that those were very pointed, sometimes unpleasant discussions. But they were 
indeed dialogue.  212

The Soviets also may believed the Administration, in its second term, was somewhat more 

pragmatic and less ideological than it was previously insofar as they perceived US economic 

problems and domestic and allied pressures for positive developments in US-Soviet relations 

growing. Moscow also may believed that National Security Advisor McFarlane’s replacement of 

Judge Clark in practice meant a shift toward a more pragmatic policy perspective.  It is believed 213

that the key progress in solving the “American problem” was Shevardnadze’s close personal 
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relations with his US counterparts, Secretaries of State Shultz and Baker, whom the Soviets viewed 

more favorably than Secretary Weinberger and who gained greater influence.  Shevardnadze used 214

his innate graciousness and sense of humor to insinuate himself with both men and to leaven the 

opposition of anti-Soviets in the Reagan and Bush administrations. He used his access to Gorbachev 

to isolate the anti-Americanists at home.  The professional and personal relations between Shultz, 215

Baker and Shevardnadze will be precisely discussed further, but according to Ekedahl and 

Goodman, President George Bush came to office believing that Shultz was too impressed with 

Shevardnadze and too eager to improve bilateral relations. Baker, initially skeptical, came to believe 

that Moscow was genuinely committed to redefining relations and persuaded President Bush to 

continue negotiations with Moscow.  216

5. Cutback on defense spending  

Shevardnadze’s early pronouncements on international issues were by no means conciliatory, and 

gave no hint of the strongly antimilitary posture he was to adopt in mid-1988.  During his speech 217

to the CSCE anniversary meeting in Helsinki, Shevardnadze stated his concern about rapidly 

growing components of the US strategic offensive nuclear potential, the use of which was fraught 

with serious negative consequences for security both in Europe and the throughout the world:  218

The Vienna talks on the mutual reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe were not 
able to budge. In Vienna we heard continually — give the numbers. The USSR and its allies gave 
figures, but apparently they did not like them. It was clear that the numbers were not the issue, but that 
our partners had no desire to negotiate.  219

Further, Shevardnadze made sure that the Soviet Union did not want to apply any military actions,  

but in case if needed, it would respond fully: 
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Confrontation, however whether it be in the military, political or economic, is, in our firm conviction, 
not the path that Europe should take. […] but something else should also be clear. If someone 
expected to conduct negotiations with the Soviet Union “from a position of strength," then let them 
abandon these illusions. In the face of the buildup of military preparations by NATO bloc, the Soviet 
Union and its allies would be able to take care of their security and protect their legitimate rights and 
interests. Any attempts to upset the existing military equilibrium and gain unilateral advantages would  
meet with effective opposition from our side.  220

The drive for superiority and the increases in US defense expenditure made contribution to the 

conflict with the USSR, namely the cost which they imposed on the Soviet Union itself. Even if not 

used, weapons cost money, and the expenditure burden which the USSR, carried, with a GNP less 

than half that of the US, had enormous debilitating consequences for the rest of the economy. 

Secretary of Defense Casper Weinberger, was particularly clear about the impact of US military 

development upon the USSR: without any of the weapons being used, they nonetheless served to 

weaken the enemy camp.  Shevardnadze’s changes in the foreign ministry enabled the new 221

leadership to proceed rapidly with new thinking and develop a counterweight to the military 

community.  In order to effect deep cuts in military spending, Gorbachev and Shevardnadze 222

weakened the leverage of military institutions and reduced the myth of the military’s infallibility.  223

According to Shevardnadze, there was no sense in defending a system that led to economic and 

social dislocation. There was only one solution: politics must take on the task of creating a reverse 

of security while cutting spending on arms.  In late May 1988 the Central Committee issued ten 224

theses for the conference, the last of which was devoted to the international aspects and implications 

of restructuring.  It stated that a critical analysis of the past showed that dogmatism and a 225

subjective approach also left an imprint on the Soviet foreign policy. It was admitted that it lagged 

behind fundamental changes in the world, new opportunities for reducing tension and greater 

mutual understanding between people were not fully realized.  Striving for military-strategic 226
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parity, in the past the opportunities to ensure the security of the state by political means were not 

used, and as a result, allowed to be drawn into the arms race, which could not but affect the socio-

economic development of the country and its international position.  Defense outlays traditionally 227

were drain on the Soviet economy in more than simply monetary terms.  The disproportionately 228

large share of industrial and high-technology production allocated to defense diverted resources 

from other sectors, sacrificed capital which might have been devoted to future innovation, and 

helped to account for the low growth of productivity.  At an unusual Ministry of Foreign Affairs 229

“scientific-practical” conference, held 25-27 July 1988, several speakers echoed conclusions similar 

to those in the Izyumov-Kortunov article.  Most notably, Shevardnadze stated that “the economic 230

aspect of national security comes to the forefront” in the modern era, and that in the competitive 

struggle with the West, socialism must show that it can offer more than any other sociopolitical 

system through “economic successes and higher individual and social labor productivity.” This, he 

said, was the main national interest, and “the category of national security and all of its aspects can 

and should be viewed solely in this connection.”  231

The first changes towards military spendings were seen in May 1987, when the prestige and 

authority of defense ministry weakened and strengthened that of Shevardnadze and the foreign 

ministry.  In late July 1988, at a conference attended by much of the national security elite, 232

Shevardnadze put forward the unprecedented demand that henceforth, “major innovations in 

defense development should be verified at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to determine whether 

they correspond juridically to existing international agreements and to stated political positions.”  233

On the face of it, this would seem to claim for the foreign minister a right of personal veto over the 

defense-industrial programs presented to the Defense Council by the Ministry of Defense and its 
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various allies.  According to Ambassador Dobrynin, with Dmitry Yazov as the new defense 234

minister, Shevardnadze felt much more at ease during the talks and opposition by the military 

became more moderate.  By the end of 1988, the minister of defense, all deputy defense ministers 235

but two, all the first deputy chefs of the General staff, the commander and the chief of staff of the 

Warsaw Pact forces, all the commanders of the groups of forces and fleets, and all of the military 

district commanders were changed.  Turning to his advisers for assistance, Shevardnadze 236

encouraged them to debate the military on security issues dominated by the General Staff. He 

created special departments in the foreign ministry on national security and used their analyses to 

justify unilateral cuts in conventional arms, as well as deep strategic reductions.  In one of his 237

speeches to Ministry of Foreign Affairs conference, Shevardnadze stressed that the “forthcoming 

work” of the ministry included full anticipation in a rage of issues which traditionally belonged to 

the armed forces:  238

In the military area it was necessary, in conjunction with the Ministry of Defense, the Gosplan, and 
other departments, to develop detailed plans and measures for carrying out all the tasks set by M.S. 
Gorbachev. […] The withdrawal of troops and arms from allied countries, the reformation of the 
remaining divisions, and the reduction of troops and arms on the territory should be taken in the near 
future.   239

During his speech to United Nations in December 1988, Gorbachev, accompanied by 

Shevardnadze, publicly stated Soviet goals on disarmament and domestic defense cutbacks. He 

claimed that the Soviet Union made a decision to reduce its armed forces, which was carried out 

unilaterally, outside of the negotiations on the mandate of the Vienna meeting:  240

[…] by 1990, the numerical strength would be decrease by 500.000 people, and the volume of 
conventional weapons would also be significantly reduced; by 1991, in agreement with Warsaw Pact 
allies, the Soviet Union would withdraw six armored divisions from GDR, Czechoslovakia and 
Hungary and disband them; Airborne assault and a number of other formations and units would also be 
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withdrawn from the groups of Soviet troops stationed in these countries, including the airborne 
convoys with weapons and military equipment; the military troops found in these countries were 
reduced by 50.000 people and the armament by 5.000 tanks. At the same time the number of troops 
and weapons were reduced in European and Asian parts of the Soviet Union. All in all, in this unit and 
on the European territory, the Soviet Armed Forces would be reduced by 10.000 tanks, 8.500 artillery 
systems and 800 combat aircrafts.  241

Further, Shevardnadze bitterly criticized the buildup of chemical weapons, stating that it costed a 

“colossal amount” of money and diverted “production capacities, manpower, and resources.”  In a 242

harsh attack on the military leadership, he called its rationale for chemical weapons the “most 

primitive and distorted idea of what strengthens and what weakens the country.” In view of 

Moscow’s reliance on large ground forces, he said, chemical weapons were far more dangerous for 

the USSR than for the US.  In his speech to the January 1989 Paris conference on chemical 243

weapons, he declared that in the previous two years, the Soviet position on chemical weapons had 

undergone a “fundamental revolution.”  The Soviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs was authorized to 244

report that the stocks of chemical weapons in the Soviet Union did not exceed 50.000 tons of toxic 

substances and that they were all located on the territory of the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union 

stopped the production of chemical weapons, never used these weapons, did not transfer them into 

the wrong hands or deployed them outside its borders.   245

During his speech on foreign policy and perestroika in October 1989, Shevardnadze noted that with 

the decision to reduce the armed forces and the concomitant reduction in armaments and military 

equipment, the Soviet government gave confident course to promising negotiations on deep cuts in 

troops and conventional weapons in Europe. This allowed not only to reach more equal levels of the 

armed forces, but also to obtain huge savings in funds and resources:  246
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At the time there were many people who accused diplomats of making concessions, giving up our 
positions and not taking into account the interests of defense. But the treaty  exists and we lived with 247

it. The Soviet people felt calm and confident — there were no nuclear missiles on the other side, 
capable of hitting a target in the European part of the country within seven minutes with an accuracy 
of meters. And we already saved 400 million rubles per year on this agreement, and after the 
liquidation was completed, this amount increased. This was the price of “concession”. There is no 
compromise without concessions, and without compromises there will be no agreement, there will be 
no diplomacy at all.  248

By taking these fundamentally important decisions, the Soviet State maintained country’s defense 

capability at the level of reasonable and reliable sufficiency, so that no one was tempted to encroach 

on the security of the USSR and its allies.  As a result of such cuts in defense spendings, the 249

Soviet government managed to improve its economic condition by presenting military production 

conversion. Within the framework of economic reform, they were ready to develop and present their 

internal conversion plan; during 1989 to prepare, as an experiment, plans for the conversion of two 

or three defense enterprises; publish their experience of employing specialists from the military 

industry, as well as the use of its equipment, buildings and structures in civilian production.   250

Later in his book Gorbachev answered to some concerns on workplaces: 

Firstly, for each workplace in the military-industrial complex, funds were spent two to three rimes 
more than in the civilian industry; that is, three workplaces could already be created here. Secondly, 
the sectors of the military economy were connected with the civilian sectors, and they were doing a lot 
for them. Therefore, they could deploy their capabilities for peaceful purposes. Thirdly, the Soviet 
Union and the US could think over major joint programs, combining the resources, scientific and 
intellectual potential for the sake of solving a variety of problems for the benefit of humanity.  251

Regarding the data on the Soviet defense spendings, different experts concluded that the 

information presented by the Soviet Union was doubtful and did not match the one presented by 

CIA reports. For example, in the memorandum for CIA in 1987, members of the Office of Soviet 

Analysis claimed that verification of any defense spending figures announced by the Soviets would 

 The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty was an arms control treaty between US and the Soviet Union on the 247

limitation of the anti-ballistic missile systems used in defensing areas against ballistic missile-delivered 
nuclear weapons. Under the terms of the treaty, each party was limited to two ABM complexes, each of 
which was to be limited to 100 anti-ballistic missiles.
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be extremely difficult in the absence of highly detailed data on the coverage of the reported outlays 

and the prices and quantities of the programs and activities included in defense.  Further, 252

according to the research prepared for CIA in 1990, the Soviet defense budget submitted to the 

United Nations contains serious problems in three areas: inconsistent data, incomplete data and 

unrealistic prices.  The CIA estimated that defense spending in constant (1982) rubles grew from 253

60 billion rubles in 1965 to about 110 billion rubles in 1985, which presented an increase in  the 

defense share of GNP from 12-14 percent to 15-17 percent.  In brief, the ambitious goals were to 254

accelerate economic growth and technological progress and to improve markedly the quality of 

industrial goods.  Among the claims and announcements made by party and state leaders, the 255

following was known: defense spending was frozen in 1987-88 and this generated a saving of 10 

billion rubles from the expenditure approved by the twelfth Five Year Plan for 1986-90.  256

Nevertheless, based on speech by Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, Nikolai 

Ryzhkov, taking into account the proposed cost cuts for the next two years (1989-91), the total 

 Reconciling Western estimates of defense spending with Soviet reported figures would be especially 252
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savings in defense spendings in relation to the approved Five Year Plan  was almost 30 billion 257

rubles.  According to him, in 1989, out of the total expenditures in the amount of 77.3 billion 258

rubles, it was envisaged to allocate: for the purchase of weapons and equipment — 32.6 billion 

rubles, for seraph and development work — 15.3 billion rubles, for the maintenance of the army 

and navy — 20.2 billion rubles, for military construction — 4.6 billion rubles, retired servicemen 

— 2.3 billion rubles, other expenses — 2.3 billion rubles:  259

We intended to persistently follow the path of disarmament, strived to reduce the share of defense 
spending in the national income by 1.5-2 times by 1995. Taking into account the consistent reduction 
in defense spending, the government strove to provide the Soviet Armed Forces with everything 
necessary, while at the same time realizing the principle of reasonable sufficiency.  260

The allocation of resources to the defense sector in the Soviet Union was dependent not only on 

macroeconomic priorities expressed in economic plans but also on those associated with the 

strategy adopted to promote the security of the country.  Although in theory Shevardnadze 261

surrendered some of his power to Supreme Soviet, in practice his authority over foreign and defense 

policy was enhanced, as the military and the KGB were placed under stricter and more hostile 

parliamentary supervision than the MFA.  His influence on Soviet national security policy derived 262

from various sources. First of all, Shevardnadze had a political stature unmatched by any military 

officer of defense official. As foreign minister, he was ex officio member of and undoubtedly 

Gorbachev’s closest ally in the Defense Council.  Further, Shevardnadze had 31 meetings with US 263
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Secretary of State George Shultz and was present at Gorbachev’s five meetings with President 

Reagan. The imbalance between the stepped-up activism of the MFA and the background role of the 

military redressed only partially by the participation of Soviet defense officials in high-level US-

Soviet meetings, and the opening of a direct US-Soviet military and defense dialogue.  Lastly, 264

Gorbachev’s “new thinking,” in addition to being partly the result of Shevardnadze’s role, was a 

further source of power for him and his ministry. Backed by a doctrinal line that downplays the 

importance of military power in international politics, by mid-1988 Shevardnadze had great latitude 

to make proposals affecting the Soviet armed forces, but about which many military officers clearly 

were unenthusiastic.  265
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Chapter 3 

Steps towards new World Order  

1. Diplomacy as the key instrument 

Public criticism of the Soviet foreign policy was always an especially delicate issue. Even at the 

time, with glasnost flourishing in the Soviet Union, Soviet analysts had to tread very carefully when 

discussing the record of Soviet diplomacy.  In the closed atmosphere that existed prior to 266

Gorbachev, it was easy for the Soviet leadership to ignore — or even be ignorant of — pressing 

domestic problems. With glasnost this was no longer possible.  Foreign minister Shevardnadze 267

was especially outspoken in his indictment of the failings of past policies, and in addressing Soviet 

diplomacy personnel on 27 June 1987, when he used some of the bluntest language about the 

shortcomings of Soviet diplomacy ever to appear in the press.  After detailing how Soviet foreign 268

policy personnel contributed to the decline of Soviet Union’s position as one of the leading 

industrially developed countries, he stated: 

If we are finally honest, we frequently encouraged and at times even induced enormous material 
investments in hopeless foreign policy projects and tacitly promoted actions which both in the direct 
and the indirect sense costed the people dearly even to this day. […] The fact that the foreign policy 
service — one of the most important and most sensitive links in the system of state management — 
carried out of touch with the country’s fundamental vital interests is in our conscience.  269

Reversing the trend of the Brezhnev period, Gorbachev and Shevardnadze worked to enhance the 

status of Western (and other foreign) ambassadors in Moscow. In December 1985 Gorbachev met 

with the Moscow diplomatic corps and declared that “trust between states begins with 

ambassadors.”  In Shevardnadze’s thinking, diplomacy and negotiations were the only reasonable 270

means to achieve conflict resolution.  During one of his interviews to a Soviet journalist, 271

 P. Marantz, “Changing Soviet Conceptions of International Security” in S. Woodby, A. Evans Jr. (eds.), 266
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113-114.
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Shevardnadze claimed that the principal task of diplomacy was to ensure a state’s normal activity  

on the international scene as a sovereign, independent, territorially integral entity in conditions 

which are maximally auspicious for its political and socio-economic development.  The principal 272

threat to this was lack of trust in the West of Soviet motives and intentions and, equally significant, 

domestic hard-liner resistance and undercutting of new thinking reforms.  Therefore 273

Shevardnadze made himself more accessible to foreign ambassadors than Gromyko did and used 

meetings with groups of ambassadors for certain symbolic purposes.  Whereas in the past Soviet 274

domestic needs were often sacrificed in the pursuit of an overly ambitious foreign policy, 

Shevardnadze called for a very different conception of the relationship between domestic and 

foreign policy, especially that “the most important function of the Soviet foreign policy was to 

create the optimal conditions for the economic and social development of the country.”  During 275

his report to the Foreign Ministry, he also stated that: 

The restructuring in diplomatic work is primarily the fundamental awareness, to a greater depth that 
ever before, of the interrelationship between the foreign and domestic policy of the Soviet Union. […] 
Without an awareness of the fact that diplomacy must create for domestic restructuring a favorable 
foreign policy environment and conditions, we do not have and cannot have today a qualified, 
competent diplomat to a competent diplomatic service.  276

The shift from the Brezhnev-era emphasis on ritualized meetings to concrete agreements on the 

central issues — recognition of the European Community, arms control, and perforce the 

reunification of Germany — entailed a new role for negotiation, not all of which could be 

conducted at the summit level.  Having analyzed the international situation, Soviet diplomacy put 277

forward a concept providing for international economic security and submitted it to the United 

Nations.  In his speech to the United Nations in December 1988, Gorbachev coined a phrase that 278
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had considerable resonance in the post-Cold War era. He declared that further world progress would 

be possible only if there were progress toward creation of “a new world order.”  Shevardnadze 279

became the most vocal and consistent proponent of the new Soviet goal of redefining the 

international environment and creating this new world order.  To a considerable extent this was 280

the result of changes in Soviet foreign policy, where the Soviet diplomacy changed drastically in the 

last four years of 1980s.  Two things, in particular, illustrated the contrast with old ways. First, 281

Soviet officials began to admit quite openly that the Soviet Union had domestic and external 

problems and that some of these were the fault of past and present practices.  Second, the way in 282

which Soviet diplomats conducted business changed radically. They became more affable and 

flexible, showed more individual initiative and soon proved that they were adept at using the media 

to communicate and to project a positive image of perestroika.  Shevardnadze’s bilateral meetings 283

with foreign counterparts also became more complex and results oriented, as plenary sessions were 

supplemented with subministerial working groups tasked with finding solutions in specific problem 

areas.  According to Shevardnadze himself, following a pattern established in US-Soviet talks, 284

during his official visit to Bonn in January 1988, him and West German Federal Minister Genscher 

agreed to expedite their work by setting up working groups concerned with bilateral affairs, 

questions on security and disarmament, and humanitarian problems:  285

We had extremely intense negotiations with the Deputy Federal Chancellor, Federal Minister 
Genscher. For the first time, we practiced the parallel discussion of individual sections of our agenda 
in specially formed groups of experts, which eventually presented ministers with oral reports on the 
solid, serious work they had done. In particular, it was stated that the positions of both sides on the 
issue of banning chemical weapons coincide, and an agreement was reached to hold consultations on 
legal and humanitarian issues. Both sides expressed pleasure in new forms of discussion at the expert 
level of problems of interest to the USSR and the FRG.  286
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When summing up the results of the negotiations, it was noted that this visit and the agreements 

reached in the course of it were another important step forward in the development of political 

contacts between the two countries. The signing of bilateral documents took place: a protocol of 

consultations, a protocol of negotiations on issues related to the establishment of consulates general 

of the USSR in Munich and the one of FRG in Kiev. Further, an exchange of notes was made on the 

extension for the next five years, starting from 26 December 1988, of the agreement on the 

development and deepening of long-term cooperation between the USSR and the FRG in the field 

of economics and industry of 6 May 1978. The ministers expressed the hope that these documents, 

which significantly expanded the legal basis of relations, would serve to dynamic them and 

contribute to strengthening mutually beneficial cooperation and trust between the people of two 

states.  The similar actions took place during Shevardnadze’s official visit to France in October of 287

the same year. This time, Shevardnadze was received by French President François Mitterrand, 

during which a final agreement was reached on the exchange of high-level visits between the USSR 

and France. On both sides, there was confidence that the forthcoming meetings of the leaders of two 

countries would set a new political pace for Soviet-French cooperation and would contribute to 

expanding the spheres of constructive interaction between the two countries in the international 

arena.  Later, a conversation between Shevardnadze and French foreign minister Roland Dumas 288

took place, at which some fundamental issues of Soviet-French relations were discussed in the light 

of upcoming contacts at the highest level between the USSR and France. On the same day, official 

Soviet-French negotiations began at the French foreign ministry, where working groups created by 

mutual agreement started their work on discussing disarmament issues, regional problems, various 

aspects of humanitarian and cultural cooperation, as well as bilateral relations.  During his 289

interview to the Soviet journalist, Shevardnadze answered to a question of why was the Soviet 

foreign policy activity so intensive specifically on the European continent? What were the aims of 

Soviet so-called Eurodiplomacy? In his words, the Soviet leadership started shaping the concept of 

its relations with European states, envisaging the deepening of the Helsinki principles, at the April 

1985 plenary meeting.  Within the framework of the Warsaw Pact, serious work started on 290
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correcting military doctrines and working out new proposals on reducing regular arms and military 

forces in Europe.  291

With time, humanitarian cooperation was broadening, Soviet traditional contacts with France regained 
their normal course. Soviet contacts with Britain were developing on a qualitatively new basis and a 
new chapter opened in relations with the FRG. We were indeed advancing to the uppermost positions. 
The Soviet interest in European matters emerged when Europe of peace and cooperation started to 
emerge before our eyes. The “iron curtain” was finally tumbling. Mikhail Gorbachev’s trips to Britain, 
the FRG, France and his statement at the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe in 
Strasbourg — all fitted into the concept of a common European home with room available for the US 
and Canada, which was developing into a structure with a clear outline, one resting on trust and 
expanding ties between states at all levels and in all areas.  292

Soviet diplomatic ties did not end only in Europe. Years 1988 and 1989 were the most fruitful ones 

in Soviet diplomacy, as joint documents, treaties and agreements were signed and concluded. That 

included Soviet-Swedish agreement on the principles of the delimitation of territorial waters in the 

Baltic Sea; agreement on prompt notification of a nuclear accident and exchange of information on 

nuclear installations, along with an agreement on cooperation in the sea of environmental protection 

between USSR and Norway, signed in January 1988. Further, in the spring of 1988 US and Soviet 

Union, serving as guarantors, concluded Geneva Accords on Afghanistan, where the agreement on 

the settlement of the situation in Afghanistan was signed between Afghanistan and Pakistan.  293

Secretary of State Shultz recalled the time, when before and during the Washington summit, he 

worked hard at nailing down the terms of a Soviet withdrawal. In his words, the US sharpened its 

position in January 1988, but only in the light of Soviet insistence on continuing their own supply 

operations.  He further stated that the issue on Afghanistan brought him to one of the most 294

difficult meetings with Shevardnadze, as they knew that he was in charge of the Politburo effort on 

Afghanistan. Later, at Geneva, after negotiations and signing of the agreement, Shevardnadze said: 

The importance of these instruments and of this moment can hardly be exaggerated. […] we fully 
agreed with those who regarded the Geneva Agreement as the first example of a peaceful resolution of 
regional conflicts on the basis of the principles of new political thinking.  295
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A month later, agreement as to the application of the INF Treaty to “intermediate-range and shorter-

range missiles flight-tested or deployed to carry weapons based on either current or future 

technologies” was signed directly between US and Soviet Union. During his speech at the Second 

Session of the Supreme Council of the USSR, Shevardnadze stressed that both the Soviet and 

American leadership were guided by the long-term prospect of growing positive and constructive 

cooperation in bilateral relations and not he entire range of world problems. The dialogue between 

the two powers reached a new level of openness, business saturation, the breadth of posing 

questions, the degree of mutual understanding and goodwill.   In 1989, the treaty of friendship and 296

cooperation with Cuba; Sino-Soviet Joint Communique; agreement on the establishment and 

operation of a cultural-information centre of the GDR in the USSR; declaration on the principles of 

relations and friendly cooperation between the USSR and the Islamic Republic of Iran; USSR-

Philippines agreement on economic and technological cooperation; Warsaw Treaty statement on 

confidence and security building measures and disarmament in Europe, along with document of the 

Political Consultative Committee of the Warsaw Treaty Member States “For a stable and safe 

Europe, free from nuclear and chemical weapons, for a substantial reduction of armed forces, 

armaments and military spendings” and many others were signed.  For the first time the visit of 297

the Soviet foreign ministers to Nicaragua took place in 1989. In Shevardnadze’s words, the Soviet 

Union attached great importance to stabilization and a joint decision with the allies to suspend the 

supply of weapons to Nicaragua. He noted that the talks with the Nicaraguan leadership were 

necessary and important in terms of their own outcome, and therefore were characterized by a spirit 

of camaraderie and complete understanding.  Shevardnadze was also actively involved in 298

international negotiations for a settlement in Cambodia, where he urged the Cambodian government 

to compromise, criticizes the Khmer Rouge for boycotting the negotiating process and issued a joint 

statement with the Chinese promising not to arm Cambodian factions.  With respect to South 299

Korea, increasing ambivalence within the Soviet leadership was evident, when Moscow was 

moving toward establishing diplomatic ties with Seoul at Shevardnadze’s urging. Yevgeny 

Primakov, an adviser to Gorbachev, accompanied the General Secretary to the meeting with South 

Korean President No Tae-U in San Francisco in June 1990, there he indicated that he favored 

 “Vneshnyaa Politika”, Pravda, 24 October 1989, p. 3.296

 M. Kondratyev, “Eduard Shevardnadze”, p. 28.297

 “Vneshnyaa Politika”, Pravda, 24 October 1989, p. 3.298

 C. Ekedahl, M. Goodman, The Wars of Eduard Shevardnadze, p. 46. 299

�72



slowing the pace of relations.  When Shevardnadze met with the South Koreans in New York in 300

September, he preempted Primakov and immediately established relations.   301

Such positive changes in Soviet diplomacy were also in virtue of Shevardnadze’s efforts towards 

Soviet embassies abroad. Many cases of expulsion of Soviet diplomats from US and Europe left its 

imprint on the image and effectiveness of embassies in foreign countries. New ambassadors were 

appointed to virtually all major countries, and Shevardnadze displayed an interest improving the 

day-to-day work of Soviet representatives that was largely absent in Gromyko.  Shevardnadze 302

called Soviet embassies laboratories of innovative diplomatic thought, and stated that the growing 

prestige of Soviet foreign policy and diplomacy was largely due to the operation of Soviet 

embassies too.  Soviet embassies began holding frequent formal press conferences for the first 303

time in 1986, following the Twenty-Seventh Party Congress.  Soviet diplomatic personnel 304

stepped-up informal contacts with Western journalists, and even Soviet military attachés began to 

meet with the foreign media, usually to promote Soviet arms control initiatives.  Although such 305

active actions were taken by embassies to promote Soviet foreign policy position, Shevardnadze 

was still unhappy with their narrow vision of themselves. In the interview to Novosti Press Agency, 

Shevardnadze blamed Soviet embassies in viewing themselves as authorities that can deal with their 

host countries, which was not always justified. The embassies, in his [and Soviet leadership’s] 

opinion, were supposed to share in developing regional and global components of the foreign policy 

course and each diplomat’s goal and ideal should be an ability to apply the principles of the new 

political thinking at his specific workplace and to specific sections and directions of activity as a 

daily work instrument, and not only as a philosophical category.  That included diplomacy 306

precepts, namely that diplomacy should be guided by the truth that a state does not exist outside of 

remaining world and even if the world is hostile to it, it all the same reacts with the world through 
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diplomatic means; that diplomacy actively projects outward the political and social ideas of its state 

as well as it spiritual and moral values; that the mission and duty of diplomacy is to pursue policy 

and defend the state’s interests and to also shape correct and moral impressions of the state’s 

policies and interests and that Soviet diplomatic actions are subject to strict approval by the 

nation.  While embassies played important symbolic and public relations roles, after World War II 307

their involvement in negotiations was largely supplanted by direct high- and working-level talks 

between governments. Given the importance of agenda, representation, and other procedural 

matters, ambassadors continued to play an important role in preparatory and exploratory talks 

before formal meetings and conferences.  308

Shevardnadze’s effort for a better diplomacy also brought him to close relations with some of his 

counterparts. Shevardnadze’s energy and self-assurance enabled him to develop extremely close 

relations with Secretary Shultz, who in turn waged a long and intense bureaucratic battle to 

convince the White House that the Kremlin was genuinely interested in rapprochement. Shultz had 

major differences with Secretary of Defense Weinberger, CIA Director Casey, National Security 

Council adviser Poindexter, and Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Director Kenneth 

Adelman over Soviet-American relations and arms control.  Other than first lady Nancy Reagan 309

and Ambassador Matlock at the National Security Council, Shultz had few allies outside the State 

Department.  The first impression that Shultz had about Shevardnadze was that he “would incline 310

more to the pragmatism than to ideology.”  That, according to Shultz, was because the people 311

rising to the top in Moscow were coming from outside Moscow, from the republics, where they had 

to face, and deal with, the problems created by their system.  That was confirmed in words of 312

Shevardnadze himself, when he stated that on a long-ago day in July 1985, when he first time met 

his foreign colleagues in Helsinki, he passionately wanted each one of them to accept his chosen 

criteria: 
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I wanted us to talk among ourselves as people with common concerns: peace for our families, the 
future of our children and grandchildren, and the welfare of our fellow citizens. I did not want the 
walls of mistrust and fear to divide us.  313

Shultz recalled, that he expected Shevardnadze would be gregarious, energetic, full of economic 

hustle, with more subterranean private enterprise than commonly found in the USSR. Therefore, 

Shultz and his wife O’Bie decided to make every effort to get to know Shevardnadze and his wife, 

and establish a friendly personal relationship, however strained the relations between the two 

countries.  Shevardnadze liked to overdraw about the first time he personally met Shultz in 314

Helsinki in 1985. He joked that as the story goes, he placed his Georgian kinzhal  on the table in 315

front of the US Secretary of State and said: “I have disarmed. Now it’s your turn.”  That was not 316

true, and in addition, their first meeting happened in Finlandia Hall, while the room quieted and 

more and more delegates saw what was happening. When Shultz reached Shevardnadze, they shook 

hands, and the latter broke into a broad smile.  Shultz recalled that there was a sense of relief and 317

shared drama, but they chatted in a friendly, open manner.  Shevardnadze, seeking an opportunity 318

to end “suspiciously hostile and vengeful” relations between the US and the Soviet Union, warmed 

to Shultz after their firm handshake. He claimed that he softened passages in his statements in order 

to foster close ties, and he turned his energy and charm to building the personal relationship that 

would play the leading role in Soviet-American relations.  However, during business meetings, 319

Shultz was not as friendly and warm as Shevardnadze would expect him to be. Ambassador 

Dobrynin recalled the conference at the end of July 1985, when Shevardnadze made a suggestion to 

accompany him. He stated that “Shevardnadze was surprised at the tone of a speech Shultz made 

there on human rights in the Soviet Union, which he felt exceeded all the habitual limits of 

hostility.”  He added that Shevardnadze was more conciliatory, and after the speech, he asked his 320

American counterpart if he “really had to make such a speech?”  The similar approach can also be 321
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found in Shultz’s memo for President Reagan on the upcoming visit of Shevardnadze in October 

1987. According to Shultz, he expected to use Shevardnadze’s visit to tie up a few loose ends, 

namely to extract essential Soviet compromises on remaining INF issues, particularly regarding 

inspection; to turn Gorbachev’s proposal on START sublimits to our [the US] advantage by placing 

the proposed Soviet numbers into the sublimit structure we [the US] prefer; reiterate a willingness 

to address the concerns the Soviets expressed on the need for greater predictability on strategic 

defense, without limiting US freedom to conduct a vigorous SDI program.  Achieving those goals 322

and therefore using less friendly approach was important for Shultz, despite their already 

established warm relationship. According to US Secretary of Defense Frank Carlucci, the Soviet s 

understood that if the meetings with Shevardnadze ended without the announcement of a fall 

summit, the US press would term the meeting a failure. Therefore, it was important to attain as 

much as possible, so that the Soviets would not get what they wanted, specifically a US agreement 

to include in the INF Treaty text, or in a document that could be associated with that Treaty, some 

provision covering the US warheads for German Pershing IA missiles, and US agreement that it 

would conclude both an INF Treaty and a “framework agreement” covering START and Defense 

and Space at fall summit.  Shevardnadze also admitted that the dialogue between them did not 323

always unfolded early or simply, and before the matters reached a stage of normal human cordiality, 

they had occasions to get on each other’s nerves terribly.  According to him, the reason for that 324

were not the character flaws, but the nature of Soviet-American relations themselves at the time.  It 

determined the rules of the game:endless, relentless pressure all over the field.  That was due to 325

Shultz’s role, which was almost as important as that of Reagan. Certainly the appointment of Shultz 

in succession to Alexander Haig made progress easier than it otherwise would once the Soviet 

Union had a leader ready to embrace change.  Reagan found that Haig made a difficult 326

subordinate, saying that he discovered “only few months into the administration that Al [Haig] did 

not want anyone other, me included, to influence foreign policy while he was Secretary of State” 
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and he “was never shy about asserting this claim.”  Matlock noted that General Haig “was less 327

sanguine than Reagan and Shultz that the Soviet Union could change, and therefore posed more 

limited goals for US policy than they eventually did.”  Gorbachev also saw the importance of 328

Shultz and was very impressed after holding negotiations with him twice. He saw Shultz as a great 

statesman who considered not only American interests, but also the full scope of global 

development.  In Shultz, Gorbachev saw a man who did not come to destroy or undermine the 329

Soviet Union. In a friendly way, he mentioned to Shultz a few times, “Let us not play games, it will 

not work, we know everything about one another. We know who the main spies are — 

Shevardnadze and Shultz are the main spooks, and your ambassador, sure. Let us play fair and 

straight.”  Shevardnadze himself of course noticed changes in Shultz’s behavior, and in his book 330

he stated that he always felt his firm handshake, which sometimes weakened for reasons that did not 

depend on them: 

[…] circumstances related to the serious differences in our countries’ positions, unforeseen situations 
that arose in spite of us brought elements of frustration and irritation into our meetings. But the 
obstacles were never stronger than our mutual desire to listen to and understand each other and to 
achieve a mutually acceptable outcome. That was how it was at the most dramatic moments: after 
Reykjavik, at the final stages of the drafting of the treaty on IRBMs, and before the signing of the 
Geneva accords on Afghanistan. Even at those moments, we always found a way to communicate our 
positions like human beings and to search for ways out of whoever situation developed. […] we spent 
many hours, meeting either late at night or at the beginning of negotiations, but we did not give up 
seeking a mutually acceptable resolution to the problems that arose.  331

Shultz also warmly remembered some personal moments during meetings with Shevardnadze, 

where he would make sure that “Shevardnadze and his group had a hearty breakfast when they 

came to the room at the US mission at the UN,” how on the way to Moscow airport his motorcade 

suddenly slowed to a crawl, because it was Shevardnadze, hastening to arrive before him to bid a 

farewell in proper protocol style, and jokes they shared during the dinner the Gorbachevs were 
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hosting.  On the other hand, Shevardnadze compared his relationship with Shultz to an american 332

football: 

American football, they tell me, involves two kinds of play: either the forward pass, which, if 
successful, will gain dozens of yards at once, or carrying the ball in your hands, conquering ground a 
yard at a time. George Shultz and I carried the ball of Soviet-American relations toward a common 
goal. It was physically, intellectually, and psychologically hard work.  333

Based on the foregoing, it became clear that Shevardnadze developed a plan to take Soviet 

diplomacy to all corners of the globe with the specific intent of building geographic and functional 

interrelationships at the following priority: maintaining relations with socialist countries, enhancing 

relations with nonaligned countries, and ultimately opinion dialogue with all nations.  In its 334

practical activities, the foreign ministry under Shevardnadze payed priority attention to relations 

with the countries participating in the Warsaw Pact, with socialist states, and also assigned the main 

role to the United Nations Organization and international institutions. This included creating 

conditions for participation in the international division of labor and membership in the World 

Bank, International Monetary Fund, GATT and other financial and economic institutions; 

establishing international cooperation in order to protect and preserve the environment, as well as 

establishing contacts with compatriots abroad, whose position the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

would keep in sight and protect their rights.  When Shevardnadze just started as a foreign 335

minister, the number of countries with which Soviet diplomatic relations were established was even 

to 131, along with 110 diplomatic missions of foreign states in Moscow and 117 of Soviet ones 

abroad. The figures changed slightly and by 1989, the numbers increased by 6, 3 and 7 

respectively.  336

According to Anatoly Dobrynin, the head of the International Department of Central Committee and 

Ambassador of the Soviet Union to the US, all the efforts that Shevardnadze put into developing 

Soviet diplomacy and international connections, became progressively less effective from 1989, 

because of the urgent pressure of Gorbachev’s domestic political agenda and his efforts to sustain 
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his weakening reputation at home by what appeared to be successes abroad.  In his words, in 337

exchange for the generous Soviet concessions offered to the West, they both should have obtained a 

more important role for the Soviet Union in European security and a stronger Soviet voice in 

European affairs.  338

2. Shift to Political Interaction in Europe 

In early years of perestroika, the new leadership waged an ongoing battle for the hearts and minds 

of West Europeans, both politicians and populations, with the goal of pulling them away from the 

intransigent US of the Reagan administration.  According to Ekedhal and Goodman, before the 339

perestroika, the Soviets isolated themselves from Western Europe by walking out of arms control 

negotiations and meddling in German elections. They continued to subsidize Eastern Europe 

heavily, but they lost credibility and leverage there because of the prolonged economic decline that 

was forcing non-Soviet members of Warsaw Pact to explore new economic models and Western 

assistance.  The same opinion was shared in the Izyumov-Kortunov article, where authors 340

contended that from the mid-1970s onward, the USSR experienced a declining rate of political 

return from military investments. Moreover, the buildup of Soviet forces led to an overall 

weakening of the Soviet position in the world.  As an example, the situation in Europe at the end 341

of 1970s and in the early 1980s was described: 

Never was the military balance in Europe so favorable for the USSR and its allies as at the start of the 
decade. However, it was precisely in this period that our European position began to weaken, the most 
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 Ibid.338

 S. Savranskaya, “The Logic of 1989: The Soviet Peaceful Withdrawal from Eastern Europe”, p. 19 in S. 339

Savranskaya, T. Blanton, V. Zubok (eds.), Masterpieces of History. The Peaceful End of the Cold war in 
Europe, 1989, Budapest and New York, Central European University Press, 2010.

 C. Ekedahl, M. Goodman, The Wars of Eduard Shevardnadze, p. 152.340

 S. Atkinson, “CNA Research Memorandum”, p. 5.341

�79



important political initiatives began to “misfire,” and anti-Soviet and conservative elements in Western 
Europe grew.   342

The question of whether the Soviet leadership viewed the socialist commonwealth as a burden and 

how that perception contributed to the reformulation of Moscow’s East European policy is also 

raised in Jacques Levesque’s work. In one of his book, Enigma, the Quebec political scientist and 

an expert on Soviet Union, Levesque, writes that the “cost” of Eastern Europe was not a significant 

factor in Gorbachev’s thinking at the time, and he compared the region to nuclear weapons in terms 

of its value to the Soviet Union, noting that the fraternal allies were expensive but “essential 

attributes of Soviet power.”  Shevardnadze himself did not agree with a statement, especially with 343

the one on self-isolation, and in his article for Slavic Review in 1991, he stated that a self-isolation 

was the ultimate danger:  344

A self-isolation can arise as a consequence of policy or as a result of unmanageable events within the 
country, which would result in the West erecting a protective cordon against the advancing chaos. If 
we were able to solve our ethnic, economic and political problems and create a law-abiding, 
democratic state, we could participate in the common European process and form together with 
Europe a unified economic, legal, humanitarian, cultural and ecological space.  345

Shevardnadze stressed that the US formed the main “strategic front” confronting the Soviet Union 

and that a major objective of Soviet policy ought to be not only the neutralization of this front, but 

the prevention of the formation of additional strategic fronts.  Thus, he condemned the Soviet 346

departure in late 1983 from the Geneva INF talks, which “hastened and facilitated the formation of 

the second strategic front in Europe standing opposed to us.”  As perestroika progressed, and 347

especially as Gorbachev’s contacts with West European leaders led him to see them as his primary 

peer group, his appreciation and understanding of Europe became richer and his approach less 

 Ibid., it is noteworthy that this depiction of the European correlation of forces in the late 1970s-342
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tactical.  Europe, including the “return to Europe,” was one of the earliest ideas of perestroika, 348

always invoking Russia’s identity as a European state and the implicit hope of pulling Europe away 

from the US. In fact, Shevardnadze’s first trip abroad as foreign minister was to participate in the 

CSCE Vienna conference, at which the Soviet side made an unprecedented proposal to host a future 

CSCE meeting in Moscow on the humanitarian dimension of security. The Soviet proposals of late 

1989 calling for regular summits under CSCR auspices also envisioned new and highly formalized 

roles for the foreign ministers. In his December speech in Brussels, Shevardnadze suggested the 

establishment of an all-European committee of foreign ministers that would receive directives from 

and present proposals to meetings of national leaders.  To make this possible, Kremlin undertook 349

significant changes in Soviet human rights practices, including releasing political prisoners and 

putting an end to the persecution of prominent dissidents.  More than Gorbachev, Shevardnadze 350

understood that Moscow could not improve its international economic position and implement 

domestic economic reform until it significantly changed its relations with Western and Eastern 

Europe, as well as with the US.  In contrast to Gorbachev’s increasingly “global” perspective, 351

Shevardnadze's views on Eastern Europe had rather more “provincial” roots. They were, first, those 

of a republican leader who studied Hungarian reforms for their application in Georgia.  But his 352

was also the outlook of the “governor” of a “Russian colony” that long chafed under Moscow’s 

control, and so one who understood intrinsically the long-term untenability of imperial diktat — and 

the likelihood of recurrent crises — in Eastern Europe.  His calls for global interdependence and a 353

“common European home” required increased political independence for Eastern Europe, and his 

pursuit of closer economic links with Western Europe required the absence of military confrontation 

in Central Europe.  Such opinion was shared by Jack Matlock, Foreign Service Officer and a US 354
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ambassador to the Soviet Union. In his report on USSR’s relations with its East European allies he 

stated that in the decades since World War II, the USSR sought to bind these members of the 

“socialist commonwealth” into a tight alliance through a program of military, economic, and 

political integration.  That included a variety of institutional links and trade patterns that 355

developed over the years between itself and other members of the Warsaw Pact, such as giving the 

USSR full control of most non-Soviet Warsaw Pact forces in the event of war; substantially tying 

the industry of the region to that of the USSR through dependency on Soviet raw material and 

energy sources as well as markets; and regularizing coordination of Warsaw Pact foreign policy 

positions on major issues.  Despite Soviet efforts to weave a strong net of common ties, 356

developments such as the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, unrest in Poland, and NATO 

intermediate-range nuclear forces deployment and USSR counter deployment exacerbated this 

relationship to the point where the USSR was encountering serious problems with more countries 

on its western periphery than at any time since the death of Stalin.  The controversy regarding the 357

seriousness of the remaining threat from the West was also linked to two additional policy issues on 

which there seems to be differences between the MFA and the military: the pace at which the Soviet 

Union should press for the conclusion and implementation of a first-stage Conventional Forces in 

Europe (CFE) agreement, and the advantages and disadvantages for the Soviet Union of a long-term 

conventional “zero option” for Europe, i.e. an agreement to withdraw all Soviet forces from Eastern 

Europe in exchange for the removal of US forces from Western Europe and non indigenous allied 

forces from the Federal Republic of Germany.  In understanding that, Shevardnadze took an 358

extremely risky approach to Europe, which concluded that Moscow had to remove the obstacles 

complicating relations with the West, particularly its presence in Afghanistan and the Soviet 

decision to break off arms talks with the US and Europe in 1983 in retaliation for US INF 

deployments in Europe, that had to be reversed.  Strategic arms agreements with the US captured 359

the headlines, but the real savings in the defense budget were to be found in conventional arms 

agreements and unilateral reductions in Eastern Europe, which meant ending the Brezhnev 
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Doctrine.  Although this was a high-risk strategy, the Soviet leadership recognized that military 360361

intervention was hardly possible in any Eastern European country without aborting reforms in the 

bloc and even threatening perestroika at home.  By wanting to improve relations with Eastern 362

Europe, Shevardnadze faced two requirements, that were set by East European governments. That 

included maintaining the leading role of the Communist Party and maintaining a firm commitment 

to the Warsaw Pact. As long as these states met these requirements, they were relatively free to seek 

their own solutions to domestic economic and political problems.  Shevardnadze believed that 363

reform in Eastern Europe could serve as a model for the Soviet Union, because it would be easier to 

introduce reforms into the USSR if they  were already successful in Czechoslovakia, Hungary and 

Poland.  Thus, the vision of Europe and especially the idea of a common European home over 364

time became central to Gorbachev’s thinking about the future of the socialist community. He was 

concerned that in the eyes of West Europeans the image of the USSR was linked with invasions and 

therefore, correcting this image was seen as a necessary condition for being accepted as one of the 

civilized nations of Europe.  By 1986, Shevardnadze had the Foreign Ministry studying variants 365

for troop withdrawals from Eastern Europe. Though they did not foresee the bloc’s sudden collapse, 

there was a growing understanding among the new thinkers that these countries would inevitably 

evolve toward the West.  In 1988, Shevardnadze emphasized Moscow’s commitment to non-use 366

of force and non-intervention, telling James Baker that the use of force to stop reform in Eastern 

Europe would “be the end of perestroika.”  Almost a year later, on 24 February 1989, the Soviet 367
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Ministry of Foreign Affairs gathered for the evaluation of changes in the Eastern European 

countries and measures that needed to be taken in order to maintain ties with these countries. In the 

following memorandum it is noted, that an extremely complex situation arose in Eastern Europe, 

namely the fate of socialism in a number of countries of this region, the future of the Warsaw Pact, 

and the fundamental interests of the Soviet Union.  Further, it claimed that without question, the 368

course of perestroika in the Soviet Union was exercising and would still exercise a decisive 

influence on the character of the processes in socialist countries. The surmounting of a negative 

legacy and the renewal of socialism were occurring with difficulty and conflict, namely that the 

ruling parties of a majority of countries delayed carrying out reforms and several of them lost 

confidence in the public  and were losing control over the course of events (this chiefly concerns 369

Poland and Hungary).  In countries where authoritarian methods of leadership were being retained 370

[Romania, GDR, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria], the ruling parties were experiencing growing 

difficulties in resolving social economic, political and ideological problems. Hidden dissatisfaction 

with their policy was intensifying and in some parts, it was already displayed in the creation of 

alternative associations, in demonstrations and strikes. In addition to that, both in the West and in 

the socialist countries, predictions were more spread about a transformation of the existing regimes 

in Eastern Europe into “post-capitalist societies” and their “Finlandization.”  In response, the 371
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authorities were intensifying their repressive measures and using their harsher methods  of 372

regulating public political life.  The Soviet Foreign Ministry evaluation noted that though Soviet 373

allies might received the impression that, in conditions of an intense dialogue between the USSR 

and the US, relations with socialist countries became secondary to them, the socialist countries had 

a special significance as a genuinely high-priority main thrust of Soviet foreign policy.  Therefore, 374

the Soviet Foreign Ministry concluded following principles in its further work with Eastern Europe: 

need to strengthen the emphasis on work with friends in the political and ideological sphere and 

substantially increase comradely attention to the leaders of the fraternal countries; work to prepare 

new treaties on friendship, cooperation, and mutual aid between the USSR and a number of allied 

states in connection with the expiration of already existing ones, which would acquire great 

significance for the further development of relations with the European socialist countries in the 

spirit of equality, partnership, trust and mutual responsibility; keep limited military presence in 

Eastern Europe as a stabilizing factor and maintain uncertainty as regards the possible role of Soviet 

troops in a critical domestic political situation.  In connection with the ambiguous perception of 375

Soviet perestroika by the leadership of the European socialist countries, Soviet attitude toward 

those  of them who restrained attitude toward the reforms in the USSR, should be distinguished 376

by self-restraint and calm.  Inasmuch as in a number of socialist countries there could be 377378

created state structures based on a coalition system of power with the participation and significant 

influence of the opposition, and therefore it is advisable to make it [our] business to establish 

contacts with reemerging political parties, organizations, and associations, including trade unions 

acting in a constitutional framework. The question of the maximum removal of restrictions on trips 
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of citizens of socialist countries to the USSR and of Soviet citizens to these countries and the 

creation of corresponding facilities for this became unavoidable. In accordance with the proposals 

advanced by us to improve the mechanism of cooperation within the framework of the Warsaw 

Pact, it is necessary to follow a line of maximum politicization of the activity of the alliance, 

democratization of the forms of its operation, an increase of the contribution and interest of each of 

the member states.  The Hungarian Foreign Minister, Gyula Horn, during his official visit to 379

Austria, confirmed Soviet Foreign Ministry's above mentioned principles by stating that the 

development in the Soviet Union was extremely important for Hungary and that the Soviet Union 

maximally supported it. He also noted that their relations were at the moment dominated by their 

past (not only 1956, but also 1968), which vexed some other allies, and therefore this process could 

not continue infinitely and must be “modernized.”  Horn also noted on the domestic reform 380

policy, where he claimed that Hungary was consciously pushing the change process to exploit the 

favorable internal and external conditions, which also included the Warsaw Pact policy objectives, 

which were yet to be defined.  The objectives of [near]future Warsaw Pact consisted of 381

coordinating its defense policies (in which substantial reforms should included a revision of the 

ratio of the common and national forces); defining the fundamental position on international issues 

and preserving the member states’ sovereignty (in internal affairs, bilateral issues as well as in 

protecting national interests towards third countries and integration areas). The Austrian Foreign 

Ministry also commented on such new changes in Eastern Europe in its assessment paper. There it 

is noted that the socio-political process [in means of 1989] in the reformist Eastern Europe countries 

could be described as unique: simultaneously the Soviet Union, the previous communist power 

center, as well as Hungary and Poland were promoting reform with surprising determination.  In 382

addition to that, Austrian Foreign Minister Alois Mock stressed a possibility of integration of 

Hungary into the European Communities. During the working breakfast and a work meeting 

between ministers Mock and Horn, the latter informed that Hungary aspired in the short-term for an 
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agreement on tariff preferences with the EC, similar to that of Yugoslavia, and in the medium-term a 

genuine free trade agreement. At the same time, Hungary wanted to step up its cooperation with the 

EFTA,  in which it could imagine a joint statement as to Yugoslavia.  The Austrian minister 383 384

assured political support for Hungarian efforts and stressed that Austrian European policy rested 

upon two pillars: participation in Western European integration (EC/EFTA/CoE) and neighborhood 

policy (in the broader sense). In view of the situation and foreseeable development of the EC he saw 

— even if certain problems could not be ruled out — no reason for Hungarian concerns.  Thereof 385

arose the first real chance to transform the previously dictatorial government system based on the 

communist party’s sole claim to power, and turn it into a societal system based on democratic rules 

in which human and fundamental rights were respected.  Moreover, the acceleration of 386

revolutions across Eastern Europe during the winter of 1989 ushered in Austrianization, which 

originally meant neutrality through great power agreement as exemplified by the 1955 Austrian 

settlement. Unlike Finlandization though, Austrianization could not be a unilateral measure because 

it required agreement with the West.  Regarding the Western Europe, unlike his predecessors, who 387

viewed Europe as a tool of US interests, Shevardnadze believed that it became an independent 

power center, capable of challenging the US in areas where Washington exerted undisputed 

dominance, and that it no longer gave “unquestioning obedience” to Washington.  Shevardnadze 388

first made a statement during his official visit to Vienna in January 1989, where he met with Hans-

Dietrich Genscher, Deputy Federal Chancellor and Foreign Minister of FRG, Italian Foreign 

Minister Giulio Andreotti and French State Minister and Minister of Foreign Affairs, Roland 

Dumas. There he noted that “the Soviet Union and the FRG attached particular importance to 

parallel and mutually complementing negotiations on armed forces and conventional armaments in 

Europe and on measures to strengthen confidence and security;” expressed satisfaction with the 

development of the Soviet-Italian political dialogue, with growing cooperation between the two 

countries in various areas and went on record for furthering and consolidating Soviet-French 
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 M. Gehler, M. Graf (trans.), “Memorandum of Conversation”.384

 Ibid.385

 M. Gehler, M. Graf (trans.), “Assessment Paper”.386

 R. Koslowski, F. Kratochwil, “Understanding Change”, p. 244.387

 Ibid., p. 156.388

�87



interaction in the implementation of the Vienna accords.  He also added that the Soviet 389

government exerted every possible effort to promote substantially all-European cooperation in the 

humanitarian, economic, ecological, cultural and scientific domains.  In addition to that, number 390

of Austrian ambassadors to European countries shared their opinion on the state of Eastern Europe, 

their relations with the Soviet Union and possible German reunification. During the Ambassadors' 

Conference at the Austrian Foreign Ministry, in September 1989, the positions of Austria, Belgium, 

Finland, France, Yugoslavia, Luxembourg and others’ were presented, confirming possibilities of 

cooperation, stated by Shevardnadze. Namely, Austrian ambassador to France, Wolfgang 

Schallenberg noted that after initial skepticism towards perestroika, France shifted in line for a 

positive development and support, along with other western states. He also claimed that France 

showed a strong interest for Poland and Hungary, and had a certain fear of possible German 

reunification, and therefore was endeavoring to involve FRG in the closest possible cooperation.  391

Accordingly, ambassadors Weinberger [to Belgium] and Mussi [to Sweden] stated a positive 

modification towards perestroika, shared a great interest in developments in the USSR, claiming a 

de facto good relationship in-between. Ambassador Hoess claimed that Gorbachev's reform path 

was an ideological success for the US, and therefore perestroika was supported, but expected to be 

carried out by the USSR itself.  Overall, the US was quasi the only Western country, which did 392

not fear a reunification of Germany, and therefore it was concluded that the transformation process 

in the East was desired by the West, yet was completely unprepared for it. The reduction of tensions 

resulted from the economic impossibility of a permanent arms race, which was predictable. 

Processes in the East were to be assessed positively, but with a danger of it spiraling out of control 

and resulting in destabilization.  Hence, a more complicated transformation toward some form of 393

multilateral arrangement began. This was evident by the February 1990 agreement to begin the 

“two-plus-four talks”  on the status of Germany. The introduction of multilateral concerns would 394
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be minimal if the German problem was solved by Austrianization of East Germany.  The collapse 395

of East German communism and the 18 March 1990 victory of the electoral coalition Alliance for 

Germany, however, prompted the acceleration of German reunification. By opting for a united 

Germany within Western European structure, the Soviet leadership decided that such solution was 

likely to serve Soviet security interests better than a neutral Germany.  Gorbachev eventually 396

admitted that the process would lead to reunification, but he still hoped against hope that the GDR 

could survive thanks to its own “perestroika.”  Obviously, such a policy was not unopposed, as the 397

debate within the Soviet leadership indicated.  Aware of domestic opposition to reunification, 398

Shevardnadze stayed in touch with European leaders who were concerned about the emergence of a 

unified Germany, particularly British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher.  In her memoirs, The 399

Downing Street Years, Thatcher revealed that she held three private meetings in December 1989 

and January 1990 with French President François Mitterrand, who also feared the “consequences of 

German domination” and recognized the need to "check the German juggernaut.”  Mitterrand 400

shared the concern of Shevardnadze and Thatcher that a reunited Germany would dominate Europe, 

but he believed that the process could not be stopped and hoped that it could be contained by a more 

integrated Europe.  Nevertheless, the fact remains that Gorbachev and Shevardnadze made their 401

definition of Soviet interests stick, thereby contravening the traditional “realist" positions espoused 

by their opponents.  According to Shevardnadze himself, in Berlin in June 1990, the Soviet 402

delegation submitted for the consideration of its partners in the Six a draft document, “Fundamental 

Principles of the Final International Legal Settlement in Germany.”  The document included 403

following proposals and issues to be covered: the question of the borders of a future Germany; an 

agreement that a future Germany would not launch military actions against anyone, except to 

exercise its rights to self-defense; measures aimed at reducing the military presence on German soil 
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— to renounce the production, possession, receipt, and deployment of nuclear, chemical, and 

biological weapons; a reaffirmation that all international treaties and agreements signed by East and 

West Germany would be valid for a period of five years [starting 1990]; and finally the principle of 

synchronization.  Shevardnadze also stressed that proposals were supported by the partners in the 404

Six, and therefore it was a mutually acceptable decision that in no way infringed the interests of the 

Soviet Union.  However, the two-plus-four notion, introduced in a memorandum from the State 405

Department’s policy planning staff and spelled out by Baker’s key aides, Dennis Ross and Robert 

Zoellick, was designed primarily to help Kohl and Genscher with the internal aspects of 

reunification. Only secondarily was it directed at easing Moscow's concerns.  The Germans would 406

decide their legal, political and economic future; the big four powers would discuss the external 

problems of reunification. Zoellick subsequently rationalized that if the US were to protect Kohl's 

domestic position in the short term during the process of reunification, then Kohl would be in a 

position to provide economic assistance to a beleaguered Soviet Union over the long term.  407

Although Baker, Ross and Zoellick understood the need to make Moscow part of the diplomatic 

architecture for reunification, they underestimated the personal and political risks that Shevardnadze 

was taking and the strength of Shevardnadze's opposition. The Bush administration concluded that 

it was far more important to preserve Kohl as a vital ally than protect Gorbachev and 

Shevardnadze.  In his article for Slavic Review in 1991, Shevardnadze claimed that the Soviet 408

leadership “had to plan to prevent unwanted complications and a dangerous, unmanageable 

situation, to prevent them by means purely political.”  He also sharply responded to the criticism 409

that arose toward the solution of Eastern European question, German reunification, and especially 

perestroika and its consequences on relations with Europe. In his words, there were alternatives, but 

they were not reasonable: 

There was pressure on us to use force, to restore traditional doctrine and to resolve by military 
intervention a crisis of legitimacy in one of the countries of the “socialist commonwealth.” We were 
pressured to follow the scenarios of 1953, 1956 and 1968. “Even if it meant risking the politics of 
perestroika?” I asked; and the reply was, “If there were no perestroika, nothing like that would have 
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happened in the socialist bloc.” This is not true! The discontent in Eastern Europe began long before 
perestroika […] Unfortunately, with few exceptions, those who were our partners there, the leaders of 
Eastern Europe, understood little of what was happening. Alluding to our experience, we delicately 
made recommendations to our allies […], we tried to make them understand that if they did not accept 
change, they would face extremely serious problems.  410

3. Analysis and criticism of Shevardnadze’s role and ideologies 

Communist apparatchiki, the officials who spent their careers toiling away within the Party 

bureaucracy, were not usually thought of as individual with strong principles and well-developed 

moral codes, but were proven to be opportunists, careerists or worse.  Yet Eduard Shevardnadze 411

may well be a striking exception, when even though his ambitions and well-developed political 

skills brought him to the highest levels of the Communist Party and government of the Soviet 

Union, it appears that he somehow retained a strong sense of personal morality and a belief that 

principles must play an important role in guiding policy.  Shevardnadze came to the job nearly 412

devoid of foreign affairs experience, but intellectually driven by the need to change the basis of 

Soviet strategic thinking.  He claimed that he became disillusioned with the Soviet system in the 413

1950s, when like many Soviets, he was shaken by Khrushchev’s speech in 1956, describing Stalin’s 

crimes, particularly the campaign of terror.  Shevardnadze was horrified when Georgian 414

demonstrators, protesting what they considered the affront to Georgian pride in Khrushchev’s 

speech, were moved down by machine-gun fire. Speaking out against the accusation that 

demonstrators were the ones of “bourgeois nationalism,” Shevardnadze argued that dismissing the 

protesters as nationalists was morally reprehensible and politically dangerous.  Further on in his 415

career Shevardnadze believed, that after the events of Tbilisi in 1956, members of his generation 
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acquired the “1956 complex” — rejecting the use of force as a political instrument.  In the 416

interview for Slavic Review, Shevardnadze argued that “a state needed order, especially a state like 

ours, which then was in a severe crisis.” 

After the events in Tbilisi, a parliamentary commission declared it unacceptable to use military force 
against the people in a society of democratization and glasnost. But although I agreed with the 
commission, others tried to refute it by essentially justifying violence and placing blame on the victims 
of punitive action.  I consider such views a relapse to old ways, an attempt to curtail and replace the 417

policies of perestroika.  418

For Shevardnadze, it was vitally important that the Soviet Union became a full member of “the 

civilized world.” This could only be done by admitting past errors, putting new policies in place, 

winning the trust of other nations, and restoring — as he put it — “the good name of the 

country.”  419

The analysis of Shevardnadze’s personal ideologies towards the Soviet foreign policy shows that his 

approach was different from Gorbachev’s initial “new thinking”. In his research thesis for National 

Defense University, William Bartlett stated that the central pillar of Shevardnadze’s vision was that 

a nation’s security rested not on its ability to project military power, but on its internal strength and 

ability to compete in an independent world.  Similar opinion was shared in another thesis, 420

prepared by Leonard Belgard, who argued that Shevardnadze emphasized the roles of science, 

technology, information access, and innovative thought. He clearly had in mind the dangers of 

imperial overreach,  though he never used the phrase in his criticism of maintaining vast 421

quantities of arms and keeping forces abroad to the detriment of the basic elements of national 

power.  In contradiction to Shevardnadze’s ideas, Gorbachev tried to play it around with numbers 422
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and secrecy, as in the example of troops reduction and proper information access to it, which 

Shevardnadze heavily criticized during the CC CPSU Politburo session on 27-28 December 1988. 

There, Shevardnadze did not agree with how the Ministry of Defense draft issued glasnost, which 

was of principal importance.  He added that the military proposed not a maximal level of 423

openness, but a level that would be acceptable, and what “acceptable openness” was not clear, 

especially because it was only applied to the withdrawal of Soviet troops from allied territory, and 

not as to reduction measures domestically.  In addition to that, John Van Oudenaren suggested that 424

another reason Shevardnadze became increasingly critical of the Soviet military was because it 

resisted Ministry of Foreign Affairs intrusions into its domain, because Gorbachev’s new political 

thinking downplayed the importance of military power  in international politics, and was 425

interpreted by Shevardnadze as a mandate to the MFA to monitor the actions of the military to 

ensure that they were consistent with the USSR’s newly proclaimed international obligations.  426

Differences on matters of policy between Gorbachev and Shevardnadze, according to Ekedahl and 

Goodman, could be best seen at the end of 1990, when Gorbachev sponsored a series of steps to 

appease the military, including measures to allow soldiers to defend themselves; and allowing the 

Soviet military to move more than 16000 tanks west of the Ural to avoid having to destroy them 

under the terms of the Conventional Forces in Europe treaty — which Shevardnadze apparently was 

not informed about.  Shevardnadze was caught off guard and embarrassed during negotiations 427

with the US.  Vladislav Zubok, Anatoly Chernyaev and Oleg Skvortsov also raised a question on 428

duplicity of Gorbachev’s policy, especially in Eastern Europe, namely when Shevardnadze raised a 

question whether it was time to withdraw troops from Hungary, Gorbachev responded “no, no, we 

should cut the number of troops, but we should not withdraw at once.”  In addition to that, 429

Thomas Blanton noted that according to the evidence that was available, although limited at the 

time, Shevardnadze began exercising a somewhat independent role, at least after the event in Tbilisi 
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in 1989. The confirmation to that can be found in the interaction between Jacques Levesque and 

Sergey Tarasenko, when during the Musgrove Conference, Levesque asked Tarasenko to confirm 

Shevardnadze’s “green light” response to Hungarians on the intention to open the border. Tarasenko 

gave his confirmation and added that Shevardnadze sided with the Hungarians on this issues, and 

not only in wording, but generally too.  This, according to Tarasenko, was not because 430

Shevardnadze wanted to do more, or because he wanted to show himself off more, but simply 

because many problems needed to be solved, and he often had to make decisions without any 

directives, without consultations with the center and often during his trips.  Tarasenko also added, 431

enlisting support from Anatoly Dobrynin, that Shevardnadze often sent telegrams to Gorbachev 

which stated that they achieved such-and-such compromise, such-and-such package deal, especially 

on missiles, on disarmament — and if he could not get an affirmative response until, let say 10 p.m. 

Moscow time, he would do this and this. That forced the center to either make a decision or to let it 

pass automatically, which rarely happened.  From Western counterparts though, it seemed that 432

relations between Gorbachev and Shevardnadze were seen in a positive light only.  In Memorandum 

for Central Intelligence Deputy Director from Robert Blackwell, the Source  found Shevardnadze 433

- Gorbachev working relationship easy and comfortable. The Source added that Shevardnadze 

clearly had enormous personal respect for Gorbachev, and there was no sense of his toadying up to 

him in any way.  On the issue of the role of Shevardnadze, the Source’s opinion coincided with 434

the above mentioned ones. It claimed that Shevardnadze clearly grown into his role; he was on top 

of the issues and could handle himself in ad hoc topics that came up; he had a good idea of where 

his leash was, but he clearly had a lot of authority to work out most details and issues.  The 435

Source also provided one possible example of where Shevardnadze’s limits were seen. That is, on 

his marching orders in his fall 1987 meetings with US officials in planning for the December 

summit: Shevardnadze was prepared to agree to joint wording that there would be a Fall 1987 

summit, but unwilling to add “in the US” to the formal statement, even though he did not object to 

 Ibid., p. 163.430
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US officials using that formulation informally as their own presumption.  There were also policy 436

differences between Gorbachev and Shevardnadze on Third World issues. Shevardnadze was 

actively involved in international negotiations for a settlement in Cambodia, where he urged the 

Cambodian government to compromise, criticized the Khmer Rouge for boycotting the negotiating 

process, and issued a joint statement with the Chinese promising not to arm Cambodian factions.  437

In late 1990, however, when the Cambodian government rejected key provisions of the peace plan, 

the Soviets implicitly endorsed its recalcitrance; this vacillation suggested that Shevardnadze’s 

approach was being challenged.  Another contradiction in ideologies was also seen between CC 438

Secretary Yegor Ligachev and Eduard Shevardnadze on the issue of “class struggle.” In a major 

speech to a conference at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in the summer of 1988, Shevardnadze 

virtually called for taking ideology out of international relations and said that peaceful coexistence 

could no longer be considered a specific tactical form of “class struggle.”  Ligachev implicitly, but 439

unmistakably attacked Shevardnadze’s position, asserting publicly that “class struggle” must 

predominate in international relations and that “raising the question in another way” would only 

cause confusion among the forces of “social and national liberation,” a reference to Moscow’s 

traditional left-wing allies.  In addition to that, in July 1990, two months before Shevardnadze’s 440

third visit to Japan, Soviet Vice President Gennady Yanayev was named party leader in charge of 

Soviet diplomacy toward Japan — a clear slap at Shevardnadze.  During his visit to Tokyo in 441

September, Shevardnadze indicated willingness to negotiate the territorial dispute over the Northern 

Territories with Japan, in which Yanayev tried to intervene, and a moth later visited Tokyo and 

repeated the old intransigent Soviet position.  442

Shevardnadze’s statements regarding his “new thinking” were so effusive that one might ask 

whether he was not cynically using all of his dramatic talents to assuage the doubts of a hostile US 
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administration in order to realize the Gorbachev’s foreign policy agenda.  Undoubtedly, he placed 443

a high priority on convincing Western counterparts that Soviet foreign policy was based on a 

radically different view of the world.  On balance, however, the totality of Shevardnadze’s 444

statements as well as comments about him by James Baker indicate that he sincerely believed what 

he was saying.  Some analysts, according to Cathal Nolan, argued that the key explanatory 445

variable accounting for the alteration in Soviet policy was not changes in the belief system or values 

of the Soviet leadership but irresistible economic, social, and political forces which were largely 

beyond their control.  Nolan added that for Shevardnadze, who played such a critical role in 446

Soviet foreign policy, support for “new thinking” was much more than a propaganda ploy or the 

forced and grounding acceptance of declining Soviet power. In his case, it represented nothing less 

than a paradigm shift, a fundamental change in how the world was understood.  He moved away 447

from class perspectives that emphasized division and antagonism between “the two camps” to a 

more complex perspective that stressed the common concerns and interests that all nations shared 

regardless of ideological divisions.  448

Regardless, according to Shevardnadze himself, he was heavily criticized on certain issues, that he 

later commented on in his memoirs. The most harsh blame Shevardnadze received was after the 

resolution of German question, when German historians and political scientists raised following 

questions in Moscow. The first question stated that critics in the Soviet Union reproached 

Shevardnadze for agreeing to the reunification of Germany, and therefore blamed him for “loss” of 

the Victory of 1945, and that it did not guarantee that Germany would not start a new war.  449

Shevardnadze sharply answered by stating that the word “loss” was in quotation marks, but even in 

this highlighted form, non of his critics, even the most fierce, would dare to use the word. The 

moral and political risk was too great in suggesting that there was some kind of “game,” since the 

stakes were so exceptionally high. Shevardnadze also added on the overall future of Germany: 
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The Victory of 1945 and the unification of Germany are different, incomparable events. I would prefer 
simply to speak of the guarantees that Germany will not start a war. In these recents months, starting 
from the end of last year [1989], the goal of our effort was to formulate and obtain such guarantees. I 
think we obtained them. Briefly, they are the correct solution to the external aspect of the German 
settlement, its linkage to the pan-European process, to the design of institutions for European security, 
and to the transformation of the military-political alliances; the formation of effective contractual-legal 
mechanisms; and finally, the will of the Germans themselves.  450

Shevardnadze’s second justification for “playing the game” was that it was necessary if he were to 

have a chance to reform the system.  In an emotional speech after being harshly criticized at the 451

Party Congress in July 1990, Shevardnadze described the environment in which he operated as 

[…] a system where a certain selection of words represents a ritual sign of devotion to that system — 
and if you fail to do homage to it you run the risk of being deprived of any opportunity to do anything. 
[…] God forbid you ever say anything contrary to the ritual. You will be an anthem in an instant. To 
have an opportunity of doing anything my way, I was quite frequently forced to speak like everyone 
else. For instance, that meant paying homage to the “number one.” […] I say this with sadness, 
recognizing the definite morale damage implicit in such an admission. But I am saying it, […] and let 
he who has not experienced this split personality cast the first stone. […] These “rules of the game” 
made no provision for any exception. There was just one way out — not taking part.  452

Whether Shevardnadze’s foreign policy is considered success depends largely on an observer’s 

perspective. The conservative political elite of Russia viewed Shevardnadze’s tenure as a time of 

capitulation to the West in return for little in terms of tangible benefits.  Shevardnadze would later 453

claim that he took many risks to pursue his policies:  

A great deal of what we did in the republic party organization was contrary to top-level directives and 
rejected all-powerful centralism as a principle. There was a great risk inherent in this willfulness and it 
was often intimidated to me that I might have to pay for it.  454

 Ibid.450
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In his interview for The Brown Journal of World Affairs in 1995, Shevardnadze stated that he 

already knew that the Soviet Union would fall apart, and even knew who would be behind it.  The 455

journal posed a question of whether Shevardnadze expressed his fear of an impending dictatorship, 

and if so, where did he see the it arising from? Shevardnadze replied that it would come from those 

people that organized the putsch, and Gorbachev failed to recognize the danger.  Shevardnadze 456

also added that in the Supreme Soviet, reactionary forces were coming back into power while the 

influence of democratic forces was becoming increasingly limited: 

I realized that the Soviet Union would break apart when I moved to Russia and became foreign 
minister. But I was dead against the speedy disintegration of the Soviet Union. Personally, I felt that 
there should have been a transition phase so that it would be less painful, and maybe not even painful 
at all. However, that was not the way things turned out.  457

Shevardnadze’s perception for securing his nations’ future was, according to Bartlett, classically 

idealist, because he rejected the notion that the security of the nation was determined largely by 

external forces, and for the first time highlighted the importance of domestic policies.  Bartlett 458

also rejected the notion that Shevardnadze was just an “activist” with no strategic game plan for 

implementing his vision. He added, sharing his opinion with Ekedahl and Goodman, that it was 

unlikely that the radical change in the Soviet foreign policy achieved by Shevardnadze was 

accomplished by mere ad hoc activism.  Needles to say, the rethinking of Soviet foreign policy 459

did not happen in a vacuum. In response to the domestic problems, new thinking was embraced by 

Gorbachev and promoted by Soviet scholars and policy-makers. Shevardnadze was not an isolated 

figure.  But at the crucial time in world affairs, he helped the Soviet Union navigate through a 460

very dangerous passage and achieve a safe landing under very difficult circumstances.  461

Although the grand strategy Shevardnadze played, and a pivotal role in crafting and implementing 

did not achieve his ultimate personal aims, it did yield impressive achievements in global 
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relations.  In particular, it facilitated an era of new cooperation between the Soviet Union and US 462

in bilateral relations to include historic agreements reducing weapons of mass destruction and the 

risk of nuclear conflict;  the ability to modify policies that disturbed and taxed his Western 463

counterparts and the withdrawal from Afghanistan.  Shevardnadze carried out his policies well, 464

but both him and Gorbachev overestimated their ability to shape events with remaining resources.  

They might have used the available concessions in a more demanding manner, but in doing so the 

already skeptical West might have seen them as more of the same old thinking. Hence, the 

international atmosphere would not have changed enough to provide the needed breathing space.  465

4. Reevaluation and analysis of the existing knowledge  

The end of the Cold War and especially the collapse of the Soviet Union undoubtedly were the most 

discussed and analyzed topics by scholars and political experts by the end of the twentieth century. 

As an example, two years before Mikhail Gorbachev’s accession to power in 1985, Georgetown 

University sponsored an intense eighteen-month effort by thirty-five experts and scholars to study 

the Soviet Union, which did not provide clues to the strange death of Soviet communism less than 

ten years later. According to Ekedahl and Goodman, it reiterated much of the mythology about the 

Soviet empire that led the West to miss the signs of its coming collapse; they attributed to the Soviet 

Union the second largest economy in the world — a typical mistake on the part of Western 

scholars.  In post-Soviet historiography, however, after almost a ten-year pause in the 1990s, the 466

study of the problems of Soviet foreign policy during the perestroika period intensified. This topic 

is reflected in educational works on the history of international relations and foreign policy, both by 

western and nowadays Russian scholars.  Moreover, as this work comes to its conclusion, it is 467

important to note that although a lot of academic works were devoted to Soviet Union, only few of 

them focused on Eduard Shevardnadze and his role in the collapse of the Soviet empire. The 

research on this topic showed that most of the times, scholars placed their attention on Mikhail 

 “New Thinking as a Principal Export”, p. 10.462

 Ibid.463

 L. Belgard, “The Strategic Vision”, p. 10.464

 Ibid., p. 11.465

 C. Ekedahl, M. Goodman, The Wars of Eduard Shevardnadze, Preface.466

 M. Polynov, “Soviet Union-United States”, p. 7.467

�99



Gorbachev and even if Shevardnadze was mentioned, he was always a part of the Gorbachev-

Shevardnadze tandem. That of course changed with time, as more works were written and more 

information became available. As an example, the second edition of the book Ethics and Statecraft, 

edited by Cathal Nolan, a Director of International History Institute, included a chapter dedicated to 

Shevardnadze and fall of the Soviet Union. That is because it was decided that an overview of the 

enormity of the Cold War in just one chapter, as it was in the first edition, offered readers less 

insight into the role of moral reasoning in statecraft than a close study of one major issue.  The 468

same opinion was shared by a number of works presented by RAND Corporation as an analytical 

assistance to the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense on the subject of developments in Soviet 

Union. That is, particularly, reports and theses prepared by John Van Oudenaren on The Role of 

Shevardnadze and the MFA in the Making of Soviet defense and arms control policy; Eduard 

Shevardnadze and a New Thinking as a Principle Export by Ben Saylor, Eduard Shevardnadze — a 

Prophet Without Honor in His Own Land by William Bartlett; the Strategic Vision of Eduard 

Shevardnadze by Leonard Belgard, and of course, The Wars of Eduard Shevardnadze by Carolyn 

Ekedahl and Melvin Goodman. Although above mentioned works were dedicated to Shevardnadze, 

they were all written after the collapse of the Soviet Union, and some of them even in the beginning 

of the twenty-first century, which makes it clear that the available information is not primary and is 

still limited. That can be seen in Paul Marantz’s chapter in above mentioned book, where he stated 

that despite the greater openness of Soviet political discourse in the late 1980s, there is much that 

we still do not know. The memoirs of Shevardnadze and other top Soviet officials are not especially 

revealing about the leaders’ private thoughts or how key decisions were reached.  Scholars were 469

searching for answers to following questions: How far did Shevardnadze go in his questioning of 

the basic features of the Soviet political system? What was he trying to change and what was he 

trying to save? How much of his seeming moral conviction was genuine and how much was skillful 

political packaging aimed at selling needed changes to resistant Communist officials at home and 

skeptical policy-makers abroad?   470

Throughout working on this paper, it became clear that the information provided in above 

mentioned sources, memoirs and even some primary sources was very similar to one another. Thus, 

the sources stated that Eduard Shevardnadze was previously known for his economic developments 
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in Georgia; that he was fortunate to become Soviet Foreign Minister, although without any previous 

experience at such position; that reaching this position was only available due to the friendship with 

Gorbachev; that he was welcomed by his new colleagues at first, but then criticized harshly and 

finally, that Shevardnadze was one of few people in Soviet leadership that understood the 

importance of domestic change. Now, thirty years after the collapse, it is important to look at the 

existing information with a new perspective, considering that more information appeared with time. 

Thus, in the process of writing this work, a fairly wide range of sources was used, among which it is 

worth highlighting the materials of plenums, decisions and resolutions adopted by the Central 

Committee of the CPSU and the Council of Ministers of the USSR, conferences and congresses of 

the CPSU, speeches and publications of top party and state leaders on foreign policy issues. First of 

all, they included materials from press conferences, official speeches, as well as reports on foreign 

visits of Gorbachev, Shevardnadze, Dobrynin and others published in the newspapers Pravda, 

Izvestia, Mezhdunarodnaya Zhizn, Soviet News, Slavic Review and others. They were also 

analyzed, translated and published, as in Masterpieces of History, edited by Svetlana Savranskaya, 

Thomas Blanton and Vladislav Zubok; Seven Years that Changed the World and The Gorbachev 

Factor by Archie Brown; Vneshnyya Politika Gorbacheva by Matvey Polynov; Democratization 

and Revolution in USSR by Jerry Hough; Soviet Union in Foreign Relations of the US by James 

Wilson and Adam Howard. In addition to that, with the help of digital archive centers, such as 

Central Intelligence Agency, Ronald Reagan Library, Gorbachev Foundation and Wilson Center, it 

was possible to have an access to western secret documents, that were declassified with time. That 

included Western perception of Soviet domestic and foreign policy changes, minutes of official 

meetings of Reagan administration, reports on preparations for meetings with Soviet delegates, talks 

between Western leaders and representatives of Europe, as well as personal talks between the 

President and his aides.  

One of the important questions still remains why political experts and scientists on the Cold War 

and the collapse of the Soviet Union did not and still do not give due attention to Shevardnadze. 

Whether the reason is the lack of the necessary information for a complete analysis or the reluctance 

to break the Gorbachev-Shevardnadze tandem, because looking at the existing information, 

Shevardnadze was and remains a part of it. Perhaps the reason might be that scholars did not want 

to destroy the charismatic nature of Gorbachev's leadership, presenting Shevardnadze to the world 

as truly responsible for changes not only in the USSR, but also in the international arena. 

Nevertheless, it is rather difficult to answer this question even now, not to mention the time of 
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perestroika. However, considering all the information gathered and the analysis made, this work 

concludes the following evaluation of Eduard Shevardnadze and his role in the making of Soviet 

foreign policy. Firstly, it is important to understand that even if major decisions were made under 

the leadership of Gorbachev, their implementation stood behind Shevardnadze, which makes one 

think about revising the work of the Soviet leadership. This will not be possible while certain 

personal conversation between Gorbachev and his aides are still classified, and while reports of 

meetings of Soviet ministry of Foreign Affairs are not available publicly. Secondly, Shevardnadze’s 

interference in military affairs and subsequent criticism against him should be considered 

unfounded, since the Foreign Ministry understood the seriousness of material law and the danger of 

not taking the necessary measures. As Shevardnadze was one of the few wanting to improve 

relations with the West, it was important to take actions in his own hands, namely to intervene into 

the work of the Ministry of Defense, which later led to the normalization of international relations. 

Therefore, although Shevardnadze did exceed his powers as foreign minister, his actions were only 

criticized, but not refuted, and should be seen as actions of the whole Soviet leadership and not only 

his. Thirdly, human rights dimension was one of the hardest issues to make an analysis on, and it is 

so because just like human rights were not publicly discussed in the Soviet Union, they were neither 

discussed much in the academic works. Here, the credit should be given to Shevardnadze for 

bringing up human values as a part of his ideologies, and showing the example of how they should 

be implemented. By changing the personnel of MFA and by including more women and non-

Russian employees into the ministry, Shevardnadze gave a start for the development of human 

rights not only in the Soviet leadership, but also in the Soviet society. It is also important to note 

that Shevardnadze wouldn't be able to affect human rights dimension without the help of George 

Shultz, to whom he promised a higher priority and greater openness of human rights in order to 

reach improved US-Soviet relations. Fourthly, Shevardnadze influenced diplomatic work of his 

ministry, which established number of new diplomatic ties, and improved the existing ones. By 

reorganizing the work of foreign ministry, Soviet embassies abroad and building trustful relations 

with foreign embassies in Soviet Union, Shevardnadze was able to bring the new Soviet change to 

most of the corners of the world. It also should be noted that Shevardnadze’s personal contacts with 

foreign counterparts played a decisive role in the policy making, as he developed close ties not only 

with George Shultz and James Baker, but also with European, Asian and Middle Eastern leaders and 

foreign ministers. Lastly, as one of the most criticized decisions, political interaction in Europe and 

the reunification of Germany, were harshly blamed on Shevardnadze only, which makes one think 

that all the work and effort implemented by him was forgotten in the shadow of this “failure” and 
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considered as the main reason for the collapse of the Soviet Union. It was important to look at this 

problem under a new light, since from 1989, Gorbachev and Shevardnadze started having 

disagreements, and therefore the decisions were made under pressure. 

In addition to the foregoing, it is important to answer not only the questions posed above, but also 

the ones that contributed to this work. First of all, how far did Shevardnadze go in his questioning 

of the basic features of the Soviet political system? In response to this, it is worth noting that 

Shevardnadze built a picture of the Soviet political system after the very speech of Khrushchev, 

which made him understand the essence of the Soviet power. It became clear to him that as long as 

the power belonged to the one who resorted to the use of weapons in solving the problem, it would 

be impossible to change the future of the country. Secondly, what was he trying to change and what 

was he trying to save? The answer to this question is simple — the image of the Soviet Union. It 

was important for Shevardnadze, as a Foreign Minister, and basically as the Soviet figure abroad, to 

not to humiliate himself, and more importantly, to save the face of Soviet Union. Thirdly, how much 

of his seeming moral conviction was genuine? His moral convictions may or may not be 

convincing, depending on observer’s perspective, but the main thing is that during official visits, 

personal meetings and even public speeches, he never refused them. How much was skillful 

political packaging aimed at “selling” needed changes to resistant Communist officials at home and 

skeptical policy-makers abroad? As noted above, the image of Soviet Union was crucially important 

for Shevardnadze, and therefore he did the most not to “sell,” but convince his Soviet and Western 

colleagues in the need for a drastic changes both domestically and abroad. Did the perception of 

Shevardnadze radically change as more information became available? The answer is no. Though 

Shevardnadze was criticized for his actions, he was always and still is seen in a good light only, 

both by his domestic and foreign counterparts. Can this work be considered a contribution to the 

new knowledge about Eduard Shevardnadze? As hopefully more information will be available, it is 

believed that this work will contribute to students or even scholars in the analysis, as it hold both 

primary and secondary sources, dated back to perestroika period and decades later.  How did new 

sources help evaluate Shevardnadze’s work during perestroika? With the help of above mentioned 

sources, this thesis concludes that information that was not available today holds important facts, 

that were missed in already existing academic works. That is, according to the memoirs of top 

Soviet leadership members, secret conversations and memorandums of conferences, it became clear 

that Shevardnadze acted independently in a number of major decision makings. The fact that he 
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sometimes took actions without acknowledging them to the Soviet leadership proves that at the time 

of perestroika Shevardnadze played bigger role than it was anticipated until now.  

Conclusion 

At the start of his career as Soviet Foreign Minister, Eduard Shevardnadze believed that the Soviet 

Union had a chance to change and tried to implement the most he could in order to achieve it, and 

therefore played a critical role in conceptualizing and implementing the Soviet Union’s dramatic 

volte-face.  As this work shows, Shevardnadze predicted the collapse of the Soviet Union, but still 471

tried to “save its face” in the international arena. That can be seen in the works of scholars and 

political experts in time of perestroika, but most importantly it can be found in newly available 

information that appeared decades after the collapse.  

The role Shevardnadze played in the Soviet foreign policy making was underrated in academic 

works, and therefore it was important to use a new perspective on the existing knowledge and give 

Shevardnadze a due credit for his work. As this thesis uses primary sources, memoirs and secret 

documents that were not available at the time of perestroika, it concludes that Eduard 

Shevardnadze, although without previous knowledge in foreign affairs, achieved sufficient progress 

in the normalization of confrontation between two superpowers. That was possible thanks to his 

persistence, stubbornness and will to change the Soviet system. As he developed close relations 

with his counterparts and personally spoke to them on decisive issues, he was able to break the 

stumbling-block in US-Soviet relations. Though the Soviet Union collapsed, and Shevardnadze was 

harshly blamed for it, he was and still is presented in a good light only, as his achievements at the 

position of the foreign minister cannot overcome the “failure” of the whole Soviet leadership.  

 trans. an abrupt and complete reversal of attitude, opinion or position471
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