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Détente of the 1970s was a vital stage in global history of the 20th century, when the
rise of Soviet communism stopped and the collapse of the Soviet bloc began. Soviet
behaviour during détente was not a consistent policy, but rather an extension of
Soviet conservative ideological regime under Leonid Brezhnev. Despite some
windfall gains, the Soviet Union failed to capitalize on détente as it expected. Soviet
overextension in the ThirdWorld and growing dependence of Soviet semi-autarchic
economy on global trends prepared the ground for Soviet collapse one decade later.

Soviet détente policies and the nature of Kremlin’s international behaviour in the
1970s remain a controversial topic. Some authors argued that the Soviet Union was
genuinely interested in détente as a combination of cooperation with confrontation,
the best one could achieve during the ColdWar.1 Others claimed that the Soviet Union,
unlike the gullible West, masterfully used détente for inexorable expansion and
military superiority. Critics of détente pointed to the unchanging nature of
Soviet military doctrine, growth of military arsenal, expansion in the ThirdWorld and,
above all, to the messianic ideological goals of the communist regime.2 After the end of
the Cold War the second viewpoint became almost a common wisdom among the
broader American public. In contrast, in Western Europe the majority of analysts
never subscribed to it.

In my opinion, it is inadequate to analyze the Soviet side of détente in the classic
‘realist’ mode, as if the Soviet Union were a unit with rational, understandable sets of
interests and policies. Soviet diplomacy should be analyzed as a ‘two-level game’ of
international affairs and domestic politics. Even more helpful is a broadly understood
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‘constructivist’ approach that takes into account the evolution of Soviet regime, its
ideology, economic and foreign policies, as well as the personalities of decision-
makers.3 Moreover, the history of détente, especially its Soviet side, should not be
studied only as a diplomatic history. Scholars should not pretend that the détente of
the 1970s was just a complex game between two hostile blocs and the two
superpowers. Instead, it should be treated as part of the global history at the moment
of its epochal transition: when the rise of Soviet communism stopped, and the collapse
of the Soviet bloc began. This transition is the main focus in this brief study of the
Soviet side of détente.

The Brezhnev factor

In Moscow, the drive towards international détente was the outcome of the evolution
of Soviet ‘revolutionary-imperial paradigm’, that included such different elements as
militant expansionism and pragmatic ‘realism’. The idea of promoting the communist
cause through tactical alliances with different ‘factions’ of the ‘world capitalism’
emerged already in the Bolshevik version of realpolitik practised with considerable
success in the 1920s and 1930s. And it flourished in Stalin’s diplomacy during World
War II. After Stalin’s death Soviet foreign policy shifted in the direction of pragmatism
and greater flexibility, reflecting the deadlock of the Cold War. Its new elements were:
reinforcing the ties between the Soviet Union and the ‘people’s democracies’ of Eastern
and Central Europe; creating a neutral buffer between the two opposing
militarypolitical blocs; and establishing economic and other forms of cooperation
with the NATO countries.4 Nikita Khrushchev gave ideological legitimacy to the idea
of negotiations and compromises with the ‘capitalist world’ at the 20th Party
Congress, when he announced the concept of ‘peaceful coexistence’.
There were primarily two interrelated motives behind Soviet support of détente:

security and economic motives. Nikita Khrushchev’s years of brinkmanship, especially
the CubanMissile Crisis, deeply upset Soviet political elites and experts. The memories
of brinkmanship, together with the earlier horrible memories of World War II, pushed
the Soviet leadership to be cautious. Both generational and social profiles of most of
Politburo and Secretariat members made them adverse to excessive war risks: they
were cautious apparatchiks, burnt by war at a younger age, and eager to enjoy their
comfortable positions into late retirement. General Secretary of the CPSU Leonid
Brezhnev, Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko, the KGB head Yuri Andropov were
among those who believed that Khrushchev’s brinkmanship in 1956–62 was a
deviation from the prudent and fruitful gambits of 1953–55 designed by the Kremlin’s
‘collective leadership’. In 1965 Gromyko and Andropov (then still the head of the
International Department of the Central Committee) attempted to translate the
criticism of Khrushchev’s policies into a policy of détente with the United States.
In their memoranda to the Politburo they argued that it was easier in conditions of
détente to consolidate and broaden the positions of the Soviet Union in the world.
The growing Sino-Soviet hostility (which entered a new phase with the beginning of
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the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution in China) gave the pro-détente advocates
additional motives to seek to liberate the ‘realist’ elements of Soviet foreign policy
from the ‘revolutionary’ ones. As the situation on the Sino-Soviet border grew tense,
the talks with the West seemed ever more imperative.5

The pro-détente advocates regarded trade and economic deals with various
capitalist countries as the way both to obtain vital investments and technologies, and
to acquire the big business support in improving political relations. Earlier, the periods
of ‘economic détente’ with the capitalist countries were in the early 1920s, during the
first five year plan (1928–32), during the Grand Alliance (1941–45), and the first
post-Stalin years (1953–56). The Khrushchev leadership favoured domestic
innovation and relied on home-grown technologies, but the post-Khrushchev leaders
quietly admitted that the Soviet economy could not develop without massive transfers
of Western technologies. Just like in the 1930s, in the late 1960s the Kremlin leaders
expected that whole industries would be created or renovated with Western
equipment: car-making, oil-drilling, chemical, telecommunications, etc.6

Yet there were strong forces in the leadership and the Party apparatus opposing
international détente. International détente required negotiations, a minimum of trust,
and a complex web of interdependency with Western ‘capitalist’ partners. This was
anathema to the Party leaders brought up in the environment of Stalinist xenophobia
and ‘reliance on one’s own forces’. They believed that only absolute military superiority
over all potential enemies could be a guarantee of peace and security. These attitudes
were reinforced by the ideological messianism, especially the tenet of ‘class struggle’
that translated into a zero-sum game mentality in international affairs. The core of this
mentality was: there could be no agreements, compromises, and alliances with the
‘capitalist’ West. During preparation of Brezhnev’s report for the next Party Congress
in 1966 his orthodox advisers suggested deleting the sentences on the ‘principle of
peaceful coexistence’, ‘prevention of a world war’, on ‘great diversity’ in the methods of
building socialism in different countries, and on ‘non-interference in internal affairs
of other communist parties’. They wanted the Party Report ‘to show the beastly
colonial nature, aggressiveness, war-mongering’, as well as ‘growing fascist trend’ in
American imperialism.7

Finally, the confrontational logic of the Cold War kept providing new food for
this mentality. In 1965–67, as the US involvement in Vietnam grew, the Johnson
Administration repeatedly approached the Kremlin to initiate arms control negotiations
and offered pragmatic terms of improving relations. The post-Khrushchev Politburo,
however, was driven by ideological instincts: the majority wanted to restore the alliance
with China based on anti-American platform and ‘fraternal assistance’ to North
Vietnam.8 In May 1965 Defence Minister Rodion Malinovsky proposed Soviet ‘active
countermeasures’ in response to the American bombing campaign in North Vietnam.
Malinovsky wanted to press onWest Berlin, just as Khrushchev did before.9 Fortunately,
the experience of Khrushchev’s crisis-mongering was still fresh in the memories of the
Politburo members and restrained their emotional belligerence. But nothing could
restrain the Soviet military build-up during the second half of the 1960s and the early
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1970s. The military and the colossal military-industrial complex controlled a quarter of
the national GNP, three-quarters of all R&D potential, and millions of the best qualified
labour forces of the country.10 The majority of the local Party chiefs, and even the
majority of the Secretariat and the Politburo, usually sided with ideological hard-liners
and supported the interests of the military-industrial complex. Regional Party
secretaries, who constituted the majority of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party, had a stake in the continuation of the ColdWar confrontation. These interests and
the views that justified them could not be eroded enough by economic and trade benefits
of international détente – the Soviet economy remained largely autarkic by nature, and
so were the economic mentality and interests of those functionaries. There was almost
no room for pro-détente views in this milieu.
After Khrushchev’s ouster the Kremlin leadership remained straddled between

imperial prudence and revolutionary commitments. The delicate balance between the
pro-détente and anti-détente forces and impulses caused vacillations and indecisiveness
in the Politburo. It did not create domestic preconditions for a vigorous and focused
international strategy. Only political will at the top of the Soviet power pyramid could
overwhelm the anti-détente momentum and initiate pro-détente policies. All the more
surprising then that such a will eventually emerged, largely the product of the personal
motivations of General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev. How could it happen?
In 1971–73 Soviet media and propaganda touted détente with the West as proof

that the global ‘correlation of forces’ was inexorably shifting in favour of Soviet
‘socialism’. Brezhnev accepted this conclusion and never challenged its ideological
underpinnings. At the same time, his real approach to détente was profoundly
conservative and personal, rather than Marxist-Leninist. Brezhnev’s personal concept
of détente was surprisingly detached from the ideological messianism and the zero-
sum game mentality of the Cold War. As a person and politician, Brezhnev detested
risky reforms and changes in domestic politics, yet he also abhorred confrontation and
extremism in foreign affairs. Brezhnev once confessed: ‘Charm can take you a long way
in politics.’ This would make him a much better negotiator than Khrushchev. It was as
natural for Brezhnev to smile cordially as for Khrushchev to threaten with his fist.
Brezhnev had a deep loathing for brinkmanship and the crisis-mongering that
characterized Khrushchev’s foreign policy since 1956. In the presence of his
speechwriters he shuddered: ‘We almost slipped into a nuclear war! And what effort
did it cost us to pull ourselves out of this, to make the world believe that we really want
peace!’11 He reserved similarly harsh criticism for the Berlin crisis: ‘Instead of
diplomatic achievements we built – bluntly speaking – the Chinese wall in Berlin, and
hoped to resolve the problem in this way.’12 Overcoming Khrushchev’s legacy of
brinkmanship and building a firm foundation for world peace would become the
mainspring of Brezhnev’s foreign policy activism in the early 1970s.
Observers and historians emphasized Brezhnev’s conservative views and weak

leadership. Yet they missed other aspects of his personality that facilitated his
surprising transformation into a peace-maker. Above all, Brezhnev’s experience in
World War II convinced him of a special responsibility vested in the Soviet Union and
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the United States to prevent future major wars. In May 1972, when Brezhnev met with
President Nixon, he suggested that the two great powers should conclude a peace pact
directed against any third country that acted aggressively. The Americans interpreted it
as the crude attempt to undermine American alliances or a ruse against China. Little
did they know that it was not a devious Politburo scheme, but rather Brezhnev’s
personal dream.13 In contrast to the convoluted Nixon–Kissinger strategy, Brezhnev’s
strategy came from a disarmingly straightforward premise: two superpowers, the
Soviet Union and the United States, had a joint obligation to maintain a stable world
order. The Soviet leader harboured hopes (naı̈ve in retrospect) that his personal
friendships with Brandt and Nixon would help to achieve this goal. Brezhnev and
his pro-détente advisers mistakenly believed that this friendship and economic
cooperation between the Soviet Union and other great powers could overcome
fundamental political, economic, and ideological differences between East and West.

For a long time Brezhnev was reluctant to embark on the détente course that evoked
so much opposition and offered so few guarantees of success. His reputation of a weak,
indecisive leader hobbled him, too. In 1954 Khrushchev pointed to similar qualities in
Malenkov and successfully argued that Malenkov could not represent the Soviet Union
in the world. The turning point for Brezhnev’s reputation was the Soviet invasion of
Czechoslovakia in August 1968. The crisis pulled Brezhnev through a crash course in
crisis management and international relations. After Soviet tanks rolled into
Czechoslovakia, Alexander Bovin, one of Brezhnev’s speech-writers, found the General
Secretary supremely confident and complacent. ‘From the crucible of Czechoslovakia
emerged a different Brezhnev.’14 Brezhnev’s rivals and hard-liners (A. Shelepin, A.
Kosygin, P. Shelest, N. Podgorny, A. Grechko, andA. Polyansky among others) could no
longer attack his pro-détente initiatives as ‘negotiating from the position of weakness’.

Brezhnev also gained plaudits from the military and the military-industrial complex
leaders for his unstinting support of the greatest arms deployment programme in the
Cold War years. In numbers of intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) and atomic
missile-carrying submarines the Soviet Union was rapidly catching up with the United
States. Gromyko talked to his subordinates in triumphalist terms: ‘Look, comrades,
how radically the correlation of forces in the world changed in recent years. Not so
long ago we in the Politburo had to think carefully, time and again, before taking any
foreign policy step – What would the US do? What would France do? This period
is over.’15 Indeed, instead of boycotting the Soviet Union after the invasion of
Czechoslovakia, Western powers approached the Kremlin with offers to negotiate.
In West Germany social-democratic Chancellor Willy Brandt wanted to settle the
issues of borders and West Berlin on terms favourable for the GDR, Poland, and the
Soviet Union. In the United States, crippled by Vietnam and a severe domestic crisis,
new President Nixon and his national security adviser Henry Kissinger treated the
Kremlin not only as a rival, but also as a partner – something the White House had
not done since the beginning of the ColdWar. The Kremlin leaders at first did not trust
Nixon’s intentions and even ignored his proposal to have a summit meeting in
Moscow. In August 1971, after two years of secret ‘backchannel’ talks with the White
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House, Brezhnev decided to ignore ideological and hard-line critics and to invest his
political capital in US–Soviet talks. Aside from his institutional power, Brezhnev
benefited from the energetic assistance of Gromyko in the Foreign Ministry and Yuri
Andropov in the KGB.16

Those who may be reluctant to acknowledge Brezhnev’s crucial impact on the
emergence of the East–West détente should recall huge political, ideological, and
psychological obstacles on the road to the agreements with West Germany and the
US–Soviet summit of May 1972. True, geopolitical realities (the deadlock on the
German Question and the tragic division of Germany by the Berlin Wall, the Sino-
Soviet conflict and the US–Chinese rapprochement) and unique offers made by
Western countries to the Kremlin smoothed the way. Yet there were several crises
(the Indo-Pakistani war of 1971, the Vietnam war, and in general the Soviet–Western
rivalry over the Third World) that could have easily derailed détente or delayed it until
the favourable situation had passed. Without Brezhnev’s personal beliefs and
commitment to détente, the summits of 1970–73 might not have happened at all.
During 1970–74 General Secretary of the CPSU Leonid Brezhnev was the main

architect of détente on the Eastern side of the Cold War divide. Through a
combination of his enormous institutional power, his tactical skill, and bureaucratic
alliances (with the Foreign Ministry, the ‘enlightened’ segments of the central Party
apparatus, the foreign-oriented sections of the KGB, the economic-industrial
management, the technical-scientific elites, and even the majority of the Party
secretaries), he managed to neutralize, split, and defeat the domestic critics of détente.
Soviet foreign policy achievements in that period became personalized as the
achievements of Brezhnev’s statesmanship, the results of his ‘peace-making’ course.
Brezhnev’s emotional personality and his war experience enhanced his sensitivity

towards the dangers of war between NATO and the Warsaw Pact countries and a
nuclear showdown between the Soviet Union and the United States. One need only
imagine unsmiling Kosygin and gloomy Gromyko taking Brezhnev’s place at the
summits with Western leaders and the difference becomes clear. Even Brezhnev’s
penchant to please, his vainglorious and gregarious nature, his love for foreign
cars and other trinkets worked well for détente. In a sense, this was the first Soviet
leader who consciously and with pleasure donned the mantle of a peace-maker and a
commonsense statesman, not a blustering revolutionary or domineering emperor.
He was also the first in the Kremlin who used the broadly televised images of his
proximity to world capitalist leaders to build his popularity and public legitimacy
inside the Soviet Union. Egon Bahr correctly noted in his memoirs: ‘Brezhnev was
necessary for transition to Gorbachev; what the latter accomplished, the former
introduced. He was an asset for world peace.’17

Limitations and crisis of Brezhnev’s détente

Brezhnev’s détente was, paradoxically, both an extension of Soviet conservative
ideological regime and the ‘Trojan horse’ of this regime. It happened largely because

432 V. Zubok



the leader of the Soviet Union used his enormous institutional power to overcome
the bureaucratic and ideological resistance to negotiations and compromises with
Western democratic countries. At the same time, Brezhnev’s success as a peace-maker
contrasted with his reactionary role in domestic Soviet politics. Reformist currents
inside the Party and in society at large were squashed after 1968. The Brezhnev
Politburo banned social and economic reforms, and ruled according to a ‘live and let
live’ scenario, where duplicity, conformism, and corruption reigned supreme. Foreign
policy was part and parcel of this reactionary decline. At the peak of his power,
in 1972–73, Brezhnev did not even attempt to reform the ‘revolutionary-imperial
paradigm’, and consistently stated that détente was the product of the new correlation
of forces in favour of ‘socialism’. Soviet détente, in a sense, became the extension of the
Soviet leader’s mind-frame, a product of his inclinations and prejudices, and above all
his profoundly conservative instincts. Brezhnev dared to make only minor revisions
of the ideological and military doctrinal foundations of Soviet international policies,
so as to make détente sound palatable for hard-liners. He continued to use the
trappings of ‘proletarian internationalism’ that Stalin had discarded in the 1940s and
Khrushchev restored to prominence in the 1950s. The Soviet leader believed he could
be a ‘true Leninist’ as well as a legitimate world statesman at the same time. Worst of
all, Brezhnev continued to subscribe to Khrushchev’s thesis about ‘peaceful
coexistence’ as a form of ideological class struggle.

After 1975 Brezhnev’s physical degeneration and dependence on drugs led to his
prolonged absences from the Politburo and to the disruption of the decision-making
process in the Kremlin. Soviet foreign policies stalled, while Soviet armament policies
continued without discussion, propelled by the lobbying power of the military–
industrial complex. In the absence of a dynamic leader, the conduct of international
affairs passed by default to the troika of Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko, the KGB’s
Yuri Andropov, and Minister of Defence Dmitry Ustinov. This troika did not act as a
team, but was rather an uneasy triangle of ageing functionaries, careful not to trespass
into each other’s bureaucratic territory. Even the hint of a partnership among them
could make them suspect in the eyes of Brezhnev and spell an end to their careers.
For that reason, the troika took great care to see each other only in formal settings, at
Politburo meetings.18 Each member of the troika had an interest in perpetuating the
status quo, which was the weakening leadership of Brezhnev. The General Secretary
remained the only authority that validated the troika’s predominance over other
Politburo members.

There were no other forces within the Soviet political system that could revise
outmoded policies, draw new lessons from the changing international environment,
and correct erroneous steps in foreign policy. As a result of Brezhnev’s conservative
ideological outlook and his lack of interest in strategic thinking, there were no
conceptual debates in the Kremlin on foreign policy strategy and tactics. The early
achievements of détente – ABM (Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty), SALT (Strategic Arms
Limitations Treaty), agreements on Germany, and the Helsinki Final Act – became the
official canon that had to be followed, but not discussed and reappraised in the larger
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context of Soviet international interests. At first, there seemed to be no need for such a
reappraisal. From the Kremlin’s perspective, détente policies gave the Soviet Union its
most advantageous international position since 1945. Western European countries
embraced détente, and invested in it economically and politically. The painful Soviet
setbacks in the Middle East, above all the ‘defection’ of Egypt to the US side after 1973,
seemed to be compensated by the ‘carnation revolution’ in Portugal in April 1974 and
the opening of southern Africa for Soviet influence. The fall of South Vietnam in April
1975 crowned the humiliating defeat of the United States in South-East Asia.
The early crises of détente (the Yom Kippur war of 1973, the Angolan war in 1975

and the war in the Horn of Africa in 1977) did not generate a debate in the Kremlin
about new departures. Soviet officials assumed that the Soviet Union could reinforce
European détente and the partnership with the United States, while at the same time
expanding Soviet influence in the Third World periphery. The compartmentalization
of policy responsibility for different regions of the world made Soviet behaviour
even less cohesive and consistent. Gromyko, the chief interpreter and implementer of
Soviet foreign policy, was interested only in the great power politics. He left sub-
Saharan Africa and Latin American affairs (including relations with Cuba) to the
custody of the experts of the CC international department and to the foreign divisions
of the KGB.19 These bureaucratic players, however, did not have sufficient political
clout to present their foreign policy recommendations at the Politburo in a broader
conceptual context.
The Moscow-based think-tanks, such as the IMEMO, the Institute of the US and

Canada, the Institute of Oriental Studies, and the Institute of Africa, are often
described in scholarly literature and memoirs as ‘oases of free thinking’. Yet during the
détente years, the experts of these think-tanks (‘institutchiks’) played only a marginal
role in Soviet foreign policy-making. Their occasional access to Brezhnev as
“enlightened” speechwriters did not significantly affect the content of specific Soviet
policies. There were no conceptual thinkers among them. And had they existed, they
lacked the institutional–political channels for translating new ideas into policies.
One could imagine, under a more dynamic and intellectually vigorous Soviet

leadership, how the earlier achievements of détente could have led to reforming the
foundation of Soviet international behaviour. Instead, these achievements gave
justification to those in Moscow who interpreted them as the correctness of this
foundation, still rooted in Marxist-Leninist concepts of class and anti-colonialist
struggle as well as the Stalinist imperial mentality (with a great deal of Russian
chauvinism).20 It would be wrong and simplistic to ascribe Soviet expansionism in the
second half of the 1970s to Marxist-Leninist ideological precepts. TheMarxist-Leninist
ideology still performed the function of the ritualistic public language, legitimizing the
existing political regime. At the same time for Party elites, bureaucrats, and the
professional middle class this official ideology became almost completely detached
from their real beliefs, values, and interests. Believers in ‘communism with a human
face’ among the Soviet young intellectuals of the 1960s lost their faith. In the Moscow
intellectual milieu, according to an astute observer, Marxism-Leninism ‘died a quiet
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death sometime during the reign of Brezhnev’.21 Duplicity, double-think, and cynicism
became social norms.

As Marxist internationalism lost its vitality, Russian chauvinism took its place as
a major motivation, especially in the military and the KGB. Ideas and concepts
originating from various strands of Russian nationalism, both pre-revolutionary and
post-revolutionary versions, spread through the ranks of Soviet bureaucracies and
won numerous supporters in the Party, military, and KGB hierarchy. The nationalist
thinkers, among them established writers, journalists, and Party ideologues, rejected
the revolutionary internationalism. Their ethos centred on great power chauvinism,
imbued with ideas and values of Russian nationalism, reeking with anti-Westernism,
anti-Semitism, and anti-intellectualism. They viewed communism as a transitional
phase towards the triumph of Russia as a world power. At some point, Russian
nationalists believed, the communist shell would be tossed off and the ‘great Russia’
would re-emerge as a world power.22

Both the official ideological façade and chauvinism made it difficult for Soviet
foreign policy to drift towards the Soviet version of realpolitik. Unfortunately for
Brezhnev’s détente, the momentum for it in the United States was vanishing quickly
after the Watergate scandal and the resignation of Richard Nixon in 1974. With the
White House weakened throughout the 1970s, and the critics of détente in the
United States closing their ranks, the Kremlin no longer had a pragmatic and reliable
partner in Washington. The détente process, always a mixture of cooperation and
confrontation, began in the absence of breakthrough agreements to tilt to the latter at
the expense of the former.

The conservative and personality-limited nature of Soviet détente policies meant
that Soviet diplomacy could not generate new strategies and ventures. In the West, as
long as Brandt and Nixon produced such ventures, the Kremlin reacted to them and
benefited from them. The opposite dynamic occurred in the Middle East and the Far
East. In both areas, the thrust of Nixon–Kissinger policy was to limit and possibly
eliminate any Soviet influence. Washington succeeded partly in the Middle East, where
Egypt, the Soviet client, defected to the United States after the disastrous 1973 war.
The decline of Arab ‘socialist’ nationalism, as well as Soviet policy of non-recognition
of Israel (justified as support for the ‘Arab cause’) played a fateful role in this
development. Soviet presence in the Middle East never fully recovered from ‘Sadat’s
betrayal’. Still, Brezhnev’s personal involvement in Middle Eastern diplomacy, his
constant contacts with the major actors, from Nixon and Kissinger to Syria’s Hafez
Assad and the PLO’s Yassir Arafat, helped the Soviet Union to stay in the area as a
second influential power.

Much worse was the Soviet record in the Far East. There Nixon and Kissinger were
able to play successfully its triangular diplomacy, using mutual fears and animosity
between Beijing and Moscow. Although this triangular diplomacy failed to reach its
major goal, the end of the Vietnamwar with honour, it led to the gradual emergence of
the alliance between the United States and the PRC, the development that proved to be
a crucial turning point of the Cold War. After 1971 the Politburo feared that such an
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alliance was in the making. Brezhnev had a phobia of China and the ‘Orientals’ in
general; he belonged to the generation whose parents remembered very well Russia’s
humiliation in the Russo-Japanese war; in the early 1930s he did military service in the
Far East at the time when Japanese ‘samurai’ were demonized by Soviet propaganda.
During the 1960s Brezhnev became easily convinced that the Chinese, like all
‘Orientals’, were not to be trusted.
Brezhnev’s simplistic vision of international relations as a relationship between

great powers’ leaders could not work in the Far East. There was no chance to meet with
the Chinese leadership, the North Vietnamese leaders were busy with their war and
were recalcitrant; and North Korean leader Kim Il Sung had a very guarded
relationship with the Kremlin. Brezhnev attempted to play the ‘Japan card’, trying to
improve economic and political relations with the country that was still technically
in a state of war with the Soviet Union after 1945. In November 1971 he told the Party
Plenum that the Politburo ‘considers our relations with Japan to be one of the most
important areas of our entire policy in Asia, and in global terms as well. This
neighbouring country already occupies the second place in the capitalist world with
regard to its economic power’. He promised ‘to find ways of influencing the policy of
this country’. The main Soviet carrot to Japan he mentioned was Japanese
participation in ‘big projects’ in Siberia and the Far East, and the prospect of supply of
Soviet oil, timber and other materials to Japan. The Soviet ‘struggle’ for Japan led to a
visit of Gromyko to Tokyo and a summit between Brezhnev and Japanese Prime
Minister Tanaka Kakuei in 1973.23

Eventually, Moscow lost the diplomatic game in the Far East not only to
Washington, but even more fatefully to Beijing. The 1970s saw the re-emergence of
China as a world actor, despite all Soviet attempts to prevent it. The Chinese leadership
could leap from the highly ideological foreign policy to realpolitik in 1971–72: Mao
was still in power, and the United States were interested in a Washington–Beijing axis
to counterbalance Moscow. There was no room for such a radical departure in the
Kremlin leadership. Americans rejected all Brezhnev’s attempts to offer the White
House a version of the ‘two policeman’ model of the world. In 1969 Brezhnev
proposed the scheme of ‘collective security’ for Asia. Yet, in contrast to Europe, it was
universally rejected by Asian powers as an anti-Chinese plot. Beyond it, Soviet
diplomacy lacked any attractive strategies and assets in the region. Brezhnev, always
sensitive to the balance of risks and gains in policy-making, remained focused on the
Western diplomatic theatre and did not invest his political capital in Far Eastern
policy-making. As a result, Soviet diplomacy in the East languished. After Mao’s death,
when Deng Xiaopeng came to power, the PRC scored major points: the Sino-Soviet
Japanese treaty of 1978 and the rapid new rapprochement with the United States.
The latter was helped by the decision of the Carter Administration to play the ‘China
card’ again, now to punish Moscow for its intervention in the African Horn. Brezhnev
by that time was incapable of acting as a leader, and Soviet bureaucracies were still torn
on the issue of how to improve Sino-Soviet and Soviet–Japanese relations. Only in
1982, after the fiasco of Afghanistan’s occupation became patently clear, did Brezhnev,
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prodded by his advisers, come up with the ‘Tashkent initiative’ that years later paved
the way for the end of the Sino-Soviet confrontation. Relations with Japan continued
to be stalled over the issue of the so-called Northern Territories.

Another major failure, caused by the conservative nature of Soviet détente policies,
as well as the log-rolling pressures of bureaucratic interests, was excessive Soviet
involvement and over-extension in the Third World, above all in the Middle East and
Africa. The factors already mentioned, including the residual ideological, bureaucratic,
and even private economic motives, added up to the logic of the Cold War
competition. In Africa, despite sobering failures in the past, the Soviets continued to
support not only the regimes that proclaimed a ‘socialist’ orientation (Ethiopia), but
also the factors of the national liberation movements in southern Africa (MPLA
[Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola] in Angola, FRELIMO [The
Liberation Front of Mozambique] in Mozambique, ANC [African National Congress],
etc.). Odd Arne Westad sees the Soviet African policy as driven by the lobbies of
entrepreneurial political bureaucrats from the Central Committee and the KGB
operatives.24 One should add, however, the role of the military and the military–
industrial complex. Thousands of Russian military, with their families, worked in the
Third World during détente and regarded their stay there as a great career and
financial opportunity. Strikingly, the Soviet military ‘assistance’ to the Third World
jumped dramatically around the mid-1970s. In 1966–75 the Soviet Union supplied
armaments and military technology to the ‘developing countries’ in the amount of
US$9.2 billion. In 1978–82 this amount was already $35.4 billion. The number of
recipients of these huge loads of weaponry grew from 29 to 36 countries. In essence,
the Soviet export of armaments and military know-how became another channel of
Soviet openness into the world economy, the second after the export of oil and gas.
The lion’s share of these exports went to the Middle East and in some cases (Iraq)
transformed from the donation programmes into commercial programmes.25 It is
noteworthy that a decade after the collapse of Soviet communism Russia’s military
industries acted very aggressively to regain their markets in some of the same regions
of the world. In the conditions of the late Brezhnev’s reign, however, the ‘scramble’ for
the Third World inevitably led to the competition with the West and, even worse, to
militaristic adventures.

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979 was, above all, a gross
miscalculation produced by fragmented and weak decision-making under the ailing
Brezhnev. The invasion was the product of exaggerated security fears and ideological
inertia, and Soviet helplessness and incompetence in facing with the ill-understood
forces of Islamic fundamentalism.26 At the same time, one should resist the temptation
of historical determinism and claim that the new forces and trends unleashed after
1975 doomed détente. It is easy now to look at the second half of the 1970s as the
period of the inexorable worsening of Soviet–American relations. In fact, huge
problems and points of confrontation had preceded détente and followed it, and were
resolved. Even greater obstacles would not prevent Reagan and Gorbachev from
becoming negotiating partners later in the 1980s. One comes to the conclusion that
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détente would have continued in some form had Brezhnev still been willing to make a
determined effort to maintain a political partnership with the American leadership,
and had there been a more pragmatic and stronger leader in the White House. Jimmy
Carter’s lack of firm assumptions about the Soviet Union played as much part in the
denouement of détente as Brezhnev’s beliefs had in conceiving it. This conclusion
highlights a crucial role of top personalities and their political will at a critical junction
of international history when new opportunities and dangers were arising.

Détente’s legacy and Soviet collapse

Many scholars and observers who analyzed in retrospect the demise of the Soviet
Union, traced it back to the decline of détente, international pressure on the Kremlin
over human rights, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979, the rise of Solidarity in
Poland in 1980, and especially the anti-communist crusade waged by the Reagan
Administration in 1981–83. The analysis of these developments can be found in many
books and does not need to be explained here. The factor that did not attract sufficient
attention, however, was the role of the détente period and détente’s legacy in the
decline and eventual collapse of Soviet communism. Détente became for the Kremlin
a substitute for domestic economic, financial, and political reforms. Many Soviet
officials, technocrats who worked in the central planning agencies and industrial
ministries, expected that the massive transfer of Western know-how would propel the
Soviet economy to a new stage. In April 1972 Deputy Chairman of the Council of
Ministers and long-time Minister of Oil Nikolai Baibakov and Minister of External
Trade Nikolai Patolichev pushed energetically for a détente with the Nixon
Administration, expecting to obtain large industrial credits and deliveries. Hard-line
head of the Supreme Soviet Nikolai Podgorny strongly objected to cooperation with
the Americans on constructing gas and oil pipelines from Tyumen and Yakutia, two
permafrost areas to the east of the Urals. Could the Soviets not develop Siberia without
foreign capital and technical assistance? Brezhnev invited Baibakov to speak. With
facts and figures he demonstrated the profitability and benefits of the agreements.
‘If we reject the agreement’, Baibakov continued, ‘we will not be able to access the oil
reserves of [Yakutia] for at least thirty more years. Technically we can lay a gas pipeline.
But we lack metal for pipes, machinery and equipment.’ Eventually, the Politburo
voted for the draft of economic and trade agreements with the United States.27 Later,
when the US Congress unexpectedly imposed the discriminatory Jackson–Vanik
amendment on the trade agreements with the Soviet Union, the Soviet technocrats
were greatly disappointed. They focused on Western Europeans, especially Germans,
French, and Italians, as well as on Japanese, as alternative trade partners and
technology suppliers. Of course, the Jackson–Vanik amendment was not the only
reason for the failure of the dreams to transform the Soviet economy with the help of
Western technology. The Soviet Union of the 1970s simply did not have the potential
that China would have a decade later (cheap peasant labour, entrepreneurial energy,
etc.) for its astounding economic development.
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In the sphere of international trade and economy, the Soviet Union after the 1970s
represented a curious case. Its economy began to open up to the outside world, but it
operated by its own autarkic rules, and its own money (ruble) was not convertible to
other world currencies. Soviet imports of goods and technology continued to grow
during the second half of the 1970s, fuelled to a considerable degree by the influx of
‘petro-dollars’ (revenues from the sales of Soviet oil and gas) after the spike in global
oil prices after 1973. Although the USSR became more involved in international trade,
it could not fully benefit from it. While Soviet industry, science and technology
depended on the import of foreign machinery and know-how, the Soviets could only
sell raw materials, primarily oil and gas, on the international markets. With artificially
regulated prices and an unconvertible ruble, the Soviet economy squandered
enormous resources without visible gain. To perceive the abysmal wastefulness of
Soviet trade, one only has to look at post-communist Russia’s rapid transformation
30 years later from the world debtor into the world creditor because of its immense
resources and oil exports.

Soviet military expenditures remained extremely high but, contrary to widespread
assumptions in the West, they were not the biggest expenditures in the Soviet budget.
‘Soviet entitlements’ actually grew more quickly, including subsidies to Soviet
peasants. There were subsidies for food, housing, and ‘affirmative-action’ social
programmes in the less developed Soviet republics, especially in Central Asia. After
1963 the USSR relied on the import of grain and meat to sell it on the domestic market
at artificially low prices.28 This growing import had to be paid for by the revenues from
oil sales. Former head of the Soviet planning agency (GOSPLAN) Nikolai Baibakov
recalled that ‘what we got for oil and gas’ were $15 billion in 1976–80 and $35 billion
in 1981–85. Of this money, the Soviets spent, respectively, $14 billion and $26.3 billion
to buy grain, both to feed the cattle on collective farms and to put bread on the tables
of Soviet citizens.29 The Soviet ‘welfare state’ actually became remarkably dependent
on external trade and on détente, even while the military build-up endangered that
same détente.

The Soviet system remained largely the same as it had been since the time of Stalin,
and its masters assumed the Soviet Union remained invulnerable to international
economic and financial volatility. In the longer-term perspective this became a fatal
miscalculation.30 The Soviet economy became more dependent on the capitalist
international trade and economic system than at any other time in Soviet history
(with the possible exception of the period of World War II). In the absence of internal
reforms of the Soviet economy and society its semi-opening to the outside world
became a poison rather than a medicine, a corrupting and demoralizing factor. Soviet
goods and services began to stand (often justifiably) for shoddy, second-class, and
outdated. Everything foreign, especially Western, became the social ‘label’ synonymous
with prestige, a sign of higher social status This corrupting factor was the most visible
in the top echelons of the Soviet political class. The hierarchical system provided
privileged elites with special access to the consumer goods imported from the West.
Stalinist economic and consumerist self-isolation of the elites from the ‘masses’,
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slightly reduced during Khrushchev’s decade, returned: the special apartments, the
gated dacha communities, special stores and restaurants with symbolic prices.31

Export–import, as well as retail trade became part of the ‘grey’ and ‘black market’
segments of the economy. Imported consumer goods were sold at their ‘real’ price, or
traded for important services. The bulk of Soviet society, especially the urbanized
population, but also increasing segments of the collectivized peasantry, participated in
these practices. People’s well-being, however, did not improve.
It can be seen in retrospect that already in the 1970s the Soviet model exhausted its

innovative potential and lost its international credibility. Only in the most backward
countries of the Third World did radical leaders still attempt to emulate the Soviet
experience, and then only half-heartedly and always with disastrous results (it is ironic
that in the 1970 some respectable Western economists, not only on the left, continued
to consider the Soviet economic model eminently suitable for ‘developing countries’).
Where the Soviet model began to lose its appeal most disastrously, however, was inside
Soviet society, among bureaucrats, educated elites, and skilled professionals who
formed the growing Soviet ‘middle class’. Until the mid-1970s Soviet elites and
common people believed that the Soviet Union had a special mission and was in the
vanguard of ‘progressive humanity’. This certainty could, however, survive only in the
xenophobic closed social environment created during Stalin’s times. The growing
openness, facilitated by the climate of détente, eroded this certainty. Millions of Soviet
people who travelled abroad could see a gap between their deep-seated beliefs about
Soviet ‘superiority’ and the realities elsewhere. The West also came to Soviet society
represented by millions of foreign tourists who lived in Intourist’s specially equipped
hotels where they enjoyed high standards of service and food – segregated from drab
Soviet realities. Détente opportunities exposed the Soviet people to alternative ways of
life, eroded the myth of Soviet exceptionality, and weakened the messianic chauvinism.
Growing affluence and technological progress in Western Europe, but also in Japan,
was a painful contrast to Soviet stagnation and waste. Jobs and careers that involved
trips abroad became socially prestigious and very profitable. Even in the Third World,
Soviet diplomats, trade representatives, and advisers had enormous opportunities to
profit. They received salaries in special ‘foreign currency cheques’; the purchasing
value of these salaries was 15–20 times higher than an average Soviet salary at the time.
After a few years of working abroad and frugality a Soviet citizen could save enough to
buy an apartment in Moscow, a car, a country house (dacha) and Western-made
consumer goods. Material interests encouraged Soviet bureaucrats and the military to
lobby for ‘international assistance’ to various African regimes with allegedly ‘socialist
orientation’.32 At the same time many Soviet citizens travelling abroad increasingly
viewed themselves as ‘second class’ people, and even high-status officials behaved like
penny-pinchers (in contrast to ‘new Russians’ after the fall of communism) because
they wanted to save every penny in hard currency.33 In general, the partial opening to
the West during détente made the materialist, consumerist pressures in Soviet society
more, rather than less acute. It exposed the sham of official promises to catch up and
overtake Western capitalism. And it raised awkward issues: why such a vast country as
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the Soviet Union, endowed with fabulous natural resources, able to build first-rate
armed forces, with its army of scientists and engineers, remained so backward,
primitive, and deaf to individual needs.

Détente helped to blur the enemy image that had been essential for the Stalinist
regime. Fear of aggression from the West was ‘as a powerful moral bond between the
regime and its peoples and among the various sectors of the Soviet elite’.34 This fear
had justified work discipline and the sacrifice of vast resources to the production of
armadas of missiles and tanks. The costly annual celebrations of Victory Day in World
War II and the constant cultivation of the memory of the fallen victims remained one
of the keystones in the popular legitimacy of the Brezhnev regime. During the 1970s
the effectiveness of the war memories and the fears they evoked began to weaken.
In particular, the Soviet–West German agreements and Brezhnev’s friendship with
Brandt, publicized on television and on news screens around the Soviet Union, eroded
traditional Russian fears of the aggression from the West. The end of jamming of
Western radio voices (VOA [Voice of America], Radio Liberty, etc.) during the 1970s
and the growing traffic of Western goods through foreign tourism continued to expose
the urban youth to international material and cultural production, including rock
music, forbidden fiction and non-fiction. Among the elite youth, the imaginary
‘Western life’ was an idealized positive pole to the negative pole of the ‘Soviet life’.
Among the intellectuals the historical ideal of Russia being part of Europe also
promoted grassroots Westernism that co-existed and conflicted with the messianic
chauvinism, and often prevailed over it.35

In similar and even greater ways, détente softened the most vulnerable part of the
external Soviet empire, in Central Eastern Europe. Outwardly, détente brought
international recognition of the postwar borders. By signing the Helsinky Final Act in
August 1975, the Western countries seemed to acknowledge the legitimacy of Soviet
domination in the region. For almost a decade, Central Eastern Europe remained
politically calm and socially stable. The Kremlin celebrated these achievements. Yet the
price turned out to be steep. The Kremlin rulers miscalculated again on the long-term
impact of the Third Basket of the Final Act, dealing with human rights. The Final Act
complicated repressive measures of the communist regimes against ‘dissidents’ in
Poland (KOS-KOR [Committee for Social Self-Defence—Workers Defense Commit-
tee]), Czechoslovakia (Charter 77), and the Soviet Union where dissidents set up
Helsinki Watch groups informing the world media about numerous violations of the
Helsinki conditions.

Stubbornly, the Kremlin leadership refused to factor the issues of human rights into
Soviet détente policies. In 1970–75 the Soviet authorities managed to weaken
domestic dissent by the combination of arrests and treatment in psychiatric hospitals.
Above all, they opened the ‘safety valve’ allowing a sizeable immigration of Soviet
citizens on Israeli invitation. They also forced out of the country some active
dissidents, including Alexander Solzhenitsyn. Gromyko, arguing in the Politburo,
cited his ‘understanding’ with Kissinger that neither side should interfere with each
other’s domestic affairs, the Final Act notwithstanding. We got what we wanted, he
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concluded, and as far as human rights were concerned, ‘we remain the masters in our
own house’.36 The Kremlin leadership underestimated the new power of the
international alliances of the Western press, Jewish and Zionist organizations, with
numerous other non-government organizations and alliances. Soviet persecutions of
dissidents, along with the secret man-to-man diplomacy became the main targets of
this potent force in international relations. In 1976–77 new US President Jimmy
Carter publicly supported Soviet dissidents in violation of the Basic Principles
Brezhnev and Nixon had agreed upon in 1972. In retaliation, the KGB arrested activists
of Helsinki Watch groups.37 Still, in the human rights propaganda campaign that
ensued, the Soviet Union was on the losing side, viewed by international public
opinion and many of its own citizens as a repressive and reactionary regime.
The groups of dissidents and freedom-seeking intellectuals by themselves did not

represent a serious political danger inside the Soviet Union, especially in comparison
to Poland. More importantly, the détente policies affected the economic and social life
in Central Eastern Europe even more powerful than in the Soviet Union. Stability in
Central Eastern Europe was deceptive and tenuous. Fear of Soviet intervention (after
the invasion of Czechoslovakia) temporarily discouraged movements towards national
liberation. Yet the desperate need of Eastern European regimes to prop up their
legitimacy pushed them to assert their ‘national’ autonomy from the Soviet model.
More and more, Kremlin leaders closed their eyes to these developments. Brezhnev
might grumble that Romania ‘betrayed’ the Soviet camp, but he did nothing to alter
Nicolae Ceaucescu’s behaviour. Likewise, Erich Honecker in the GDR, Edward Gierek
in Poland, and Janos Kadar in Hungary had considerable domestic autonomy as long
as their policies contributed to the stability in the ‘camp’.
The Soviet empire in Central Eastern Europe foundered economically. There

were growing imbalances in economic and trade relations among members of the
Warsaw Pact. All attempts to build economic and financial ties produced a
bureaucratic monster where barter and political deals took the place of mutually
profitable trade. Comecon was an ongoing failure; one by one, its members became
dependent on Western Europe. The Kremlin granted the Eastern European regimes
considerable autonomy in making economic deals. For Brezhnev and his aides it
was the only realistic solution. The Soviet Union could not risk the reduction of
living standards in the region and at the same time could not afford to subsidize
Eastern European societies through cheaper Soviet oil and other resources. One by
one, leaders in Warsaw, Budapest, Sofia, Bucharest and East Berlin began looking
to the West in their desperate search for investments, new technology, and
consumer goods. The precarious balancing of the Eastern European communist
regime between the East and the West created powerful illusions and frustrations,
without which the remarkable rise of ‘Solidarity’ in Poland would have been
unthinkable.38

In conclusion, this article states that the history of détente cannot be understood
adequately without including Soviet policies and motives in the equation. Even more,
détente turned out to be the turning point in the epochal transition in the history of
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world communism. Initially, the Brezhnev diplomacy appeared to be a resounding
success, legitimizing and consolidating the Soviet empire and allowing it to expand its
spheres of influence. However, the same détente proved to be fateful for the Soviet
Union. China, instead of the Soviet Union, ended up being the major ‘winner’ of
détente politics, especially towards the end of the 1970s. Despite (and in part because
of) Soviet expansion in the Third World, the Soviet model of development was no
longer viewed as ‘the future’ and lost its global appeal. After the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan, the Soviet diplomacy of détente suffered a strategic defeat and the Soviet
Union suffered from growing international isolation. This transition was rapid and
sudden for the world, and for the Kremlin leaders themselves. Guided by Brezhnev’s
security concerns and pragmatism, as well as personal vanity, the Soviet Union entered
the period of détente with the outdated agenda of the unresolved issues dating back to
World War II and of messianic goals driven by the Marxist–Leninist ideology. At the
same time, the Kremlin and Soviet political class was unable to take full advantage of
the unique constellation of factors to resolve the new problems: discard the outdated
ideological dogma; reinvigorate Soviet economy and begin its genuine integration into
the world economy; reform the Soviet bloc economically and politically; sharply
reduce the burden of military expenditures and start the reduction in armaments.
The Kremlin’s agreement to participate in the network of international cooperation
and agreements of the 1970s remained conditional and highly dependent on the
personality of the top leader. With his physical decline, Soviet policies of détente lost
its singular conceptual shape and collapsed under the pressure of conflicting
bureaucratic and ideological factors.

The détente greatly accelerated the process of inner degeneration and self-
destruction of the Soviet ‘socialist’ project. The end of optimism in Soviet society after
1968 opened the gates to cynicism, corruption, and rampant consumerism and
mercantilism. Fifteen years later, it became clear that international diplomatic victories
could not substitute for domestic reforms. Yet the prospect of domestic reforms was
clouded as well, as the growing segment of the educated elites, including the Party
bureaucrats, began to lose faith in the Soviet ‘socialist’ project as such. All this
prepared for the new round of reforms under Mikhail Gorbachev. This round was
indebted in many ways to Brezhnev’s détente experience. Most significantly,
Gorbachev also began by thinking that international détente should take precedence
over domestic reforms. He did not have to invest too much political capital in 1985
into promoting détente, as by that time the early 1970s were viewed as the ‘golden age’
of Soviet foreign policy. The idea of compromises and agreements with the ‘capitalist’
West, especially the United States, enjoyed broad support in the bureaucracy and the
Party. At the same time, Gorbachev, as well as Brezhnev earlier, had to confront the
limits of détente and learn that it could not proceed without radical domestic reforms.
Gorbachev’s attempt to open the Soviet society and economy to the world, and
integrate the Soviet Union into the ‘European home’ ended, instead, in the
disintegration, chaos, and ultimate collapse of the Soviet bloc, and then the Soviet
state itself.
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All this, in my opinion, increases the historic place of the détente of the 1970s in the
peaceful evolution of Europe and the devolution of Soviet and Eastern European
communism. It also places the ‘second Cold War’ of 1980–85 in a historical context,
allocating to it a more modest meaning. Contrary to the common wisdom, Ronald
Reagan’s ‘crusade’ against Soviet communism of the 1981–85 would not have led to
negotiations and changes in the Soviet bloc without the previous seminal experience of
the Soviet–Western détente.

Notes

[1] See Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation, 1133–65; Leffler, For the Soul of Mankind, part IV.
[2] Pipes, Vixi, 125–129; Malia, The Soviet Tragedy, 378–9.
[3] Evans et al., Double-Edged Diplomacy; Hopf, Social Construction of International Politics.
[4] Alexandrov-Agentov, Ot Kollontai do Gorbacheva, 93, 94.
[5] Dobrynin, In Confidence, 640; for more details see Zubok, A Failed Empire, chapter 4; Leffler,

For the Soul of Mankind, chapters 2 and 3.
[6] Sutton, Western Technologies and Soviet Economic Development, 139.
[7] Taubman, Khrushchev, 508–511; English, Russia and the Idea of the West, 72–3, 122; Arbatov,

The System, 85–86, and Arbatov, Zatianuvsheesia vyzdorovlenie (1953–1985 gg.), 45;
Burlatskii, Vozhdi i sovetniki, 257; Bovin, XX vek kak zhizn, 144–7; Tvardovsky, ‘Rabochie
tetradi 60-kh godov’, 165.

[8] Georgi Kornienko, then head of the US desk in the Foreign Ministry remarked on the harmful
spillover of Vietnam war into Soviet–American relations in his Kholodnaia voina, 123.

[9] Mikoyan, Tak Bylo, 619–20.
[10] Bystrova, ‘Voienno-promyshlennyi kompleks SSSR’, 246; Bystrova, Sovetskii voienno-

promyshlennyi kompleks, 258–61.
[11] Information from KGB general Nikolai Leonov to the author at the conference on the Cuban

Missile Crisis, Havana, 12 October 2002; On Brezhnev’s criticism of Khrushchev see the
Diary of Anatoly Chernyaev, 1 January 1976, on file at the National Security Archive.

[12] Bovin, XX vek kak zhizn, 256–7.
[13] Victor Sukhodrev at the Conference ‘Salt II and the Growth of Mistrust’, Organized by the

Carter-Brezhnev Project, Musgrove Plantation, St. Simons Island, Georgia, 6–9 May 1994.
A version of Brezhnev’s sermon is taken from Memorandum of conversation of W. Averell
Harriman with Brezhnev, 4 June 1974, The Harriman Collection, Library of Congress, the
Manuscript division.

[14] Bovin, XX vek kak zhizn, 194–5.
[15] Kvitsinsky, Vremia i sluchai, 278.
[16] On the details of the US–Soviet back-channel see the excellent new source: Keefer et al., (eds)

Soviet–American Relations. The Détente Years, 1969–1972; the insight on (albeit biased and
exaggerated) of Andropov’s role is in Kevorkov, Tainii Kanal.

[17] Bahr, Zu meiner Zeit, 420; more on the Brezhnev factor in Zubok, A Failed Empire, chapt. 7.
[18] Kornienko, ‘US–Soviet Relations’, 78.
[19] Westad, Global Cold War, 206.
[20] On the concept of the revolutionary-imperial paradigm see Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the

Kremlin’s Cold War.
[21] Furman, ‘Perestroika glazami moskovskogo gumanitariia’, 316–19.
[22] Brudny, Op. Cit., 59–60, 127–112; Mitrokin, Russkaia partiia, 548–9.
[23] Brezhnev at a CPSU Plenum, 22 November 1971, RGANI, fond. 2, opis 3; Troyanovsky,

Cherez godi i rassotiiania, 292; also Alexandrov-Agentov, Ot Kollontai do Gorbacheva.

444 V. Zubok



[24] Westad, The Global Cold War, esp. 206.
[25] Nezhinsky, Sovetskaia vneshniaia politika, 408; Bystrova, Sovetskii voienno-promyshlennyi

kompleks, 395.
[26] Westad, The Global Cold War, chapt. 8, esp. 299.
[27] The diary of Chernyaev, 6 April 1972, on file at the National Security Archive.
[28] See excellent analysis of the growing Soviet financial and trade vulnerability is in Gaidar,

Gibel Imperii.
[29] Hanson, Rise and Fall, 140–41, 163; Baibakov, interview.
[30] Suri, ‘Promise and Failure’.
[31] Smith, The Russians, 30–43.
[32] On the “little deal” see Millar, ‘The Little Deal’; Derluguian, ‘A Tale of Two Cities’, 47–8.
[33] The research on Soviet behavior abroad in those years still has to be done. See, for instance,

Vail, Stikhi pro menia, 30, 37–8; Berezin, Piki-Kozyri, 244–61.
[34] Rothschild and Wingfield, Return to Diversity, 73.
[35] English, Russia and the Idea of the West, chapter 4; Yurchak, ‘Everything Was Forever, Until It

Was No More’.
[36] Dobrynin, Sugubo doveritelno, 333; the author’s conversation with Dobrynin, Oslo, Norway,

20 September 1995.
[37] Alexeyeva and Goldberg, The Thaw Generation, 288–9; RGANI, f. 89, op. 25, doc. 44.
[38] Neuburg, The Hero’s Children; Mazover, Dark Continent, 280–82.

References

Alexandrov-Agentov, Alexander M. Ot Kollontai do Gorbacheva. Vospominaniia. Moscow:
Mezhdunarodniie otnosheniia, 1994.

Alexandrov-Agentov, A. M. Ot Kollontai do Gorbacheva. Moscow: Mezhdunarodniie otnosheniia,
1994.

Alexeyeva, Ludmilla, and Paul Goldberg. The Thaw Generation: Coming of Age in the Post-Stalin Era.
Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1993.

Arbatov, Georgi. The System. An Insider’s Life in Soviet Politics. New York: Times Books, 1992.
———. Zatianuvsheesia vyzdorovlenie (1953–1985 gg.) Svidetelstvo sovremennika. Moscow:

Mezhdunarodnye Otnosheniia, 1991.
Bahr, Egon. Zu meiner Zeit. Munich: Carl Blessing Verlag, 1996.
Baibakov, Nikolai. ‘Mneniie’. (interview), Segodnya, 20 November, 10.
Berezin, Arseny. Piki-Kozyri. St. Petersburg: Pushkinskii Fond, 2007.
Bovin, Alexander. XX vek kak zhizn. Vospominaniia. Moscow: Zakharov, 2003.
Brudny, Yitzhak M. Reinventing Russia. Russian Nationalism and the Soviet State, 1953–1991.

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1998.
Burlatskii, Fedor. Vozhdi i sovetniki. O Khruschehve, Andropove i ne tolko o nikh. Moscow: Politizdat,

1990.
Bystrova, I. V. Sovetskii voienno-promyshlennyi kompleks: problemy stanovleniia i razvitiia

(1930–1980-e godi). Moscow: Institut Rossiiskoi Istorii, 2006.
———. ‘Voienno-promyshlennyi kompleks SSSR v 1920-e – 1980-e gg.: ekonomicheskie aspekty

razvinia’. In Ekonomicheskaia istoria. Ezhegodnik, ed. L. I. Borodkin and Yu A. Petrov. Moscow:
ROSSPEN, 2003.

Derluguian, Georgy. ‘A Tale of Two Cities’. New Left Review 3 (May/June 2000): 47–8.
Dobrynin, Anatoly. In Confidence: Moscow’s Ambassador to America’s Six Cold War Presidents

(1962–1986). New York: Random House, 1995.

Cold War History 445



———. Sugubo doveritelno. Posol v Vashingtone pri shesti prezidentakh (1962–1986). Moscow: Avtor,
1997.

English, Robert. Russia and the Idea of the West. Gorbachev, Intellectuals, and the End of the Cold War.
New York: Columbia University Press, 2000.

Evans, Peter B., Harold K. Jacobson, and Robert D. Putnam. Double-Edged Diplomacy: International
Bargaining and Domestic Politics. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993.

Furman, Dmitry. ‘Perestroika glazami moskovskogo gumanitariia’. In Proriv k svobode. O perestroike
dvadisat let spustia (kriticheskii analiz), ed. Boris Kuvaldin. Moscow: Alpina Business Books,
2005.

Gaidar, Egor. Gibel Imperii. Uroki dlia sovremennoi Rossii. Moscow: Rosspen, 2006.
Garthoff, Raymond. Détente and Confrontation. American–Soviet Relations from Nixon to Reagan.

Revised edition. Washington DC: Brookings Institution, 1994.
Hanson, Philip. The Rise and Fall of the Soviet Economy. London: Longman, 2003.
Hopf, Ted. Social Construction of International Politics: Identities and Foreign Policies, Moscow, 1955

and 1999. Ithaca, NY: Cornell, 2002.
Keefer, Edward C., David C. Geyer, and Douglas E. Selvage (eds). Soviet–American Relations. The

Détente Years, 1969–1972. Forewords by Henry A. Kissinger and Anatoly Dobrynin.
Washington, DC: US GPO, 2007.

Kevorkov, Vyacheslav. Tainii Kanal. Moscow: Gea, 1997.
Kornienko, Georgy. Kholodnaia voina: svidetelstvo eie uchastnika. Moscow: Mezhdunarodniie

olnosheniia, 1995.
Kvitsinsky, Yuli. Vremia i sluchai: zametki professionala. Moscow: Olma-press, 1999.
Leffler, Melvyn P. For the Soul of Mankind. The United States, the Soviet Union, and the Cold War.

New York: Hill and Wang, 2007.
———. For the Soul of Mankind. The United States, the Soviet Union and the Cold War. New York:

Hill and Wang, 2007.
Malia, Martin. The Soviet Tragedy. A History of Socialism in Russia, 1917–1991. New York: Free Press,

1994.
Mazover, Mark. Dark Continent, Europe’s Twentieth Century. New York: A. Knopf, 2000.
Mikoyan, Anastas. Tak Bylo. Moscow: Vagrius, 1999.
Millar, James R. ‘The Little Deal: Brezhnev’s Contribution to Acquisitive Socialism’. Slavic Review 4

(Winter 1985): 694–706.
Mitrokin, Nikolai. Russkaia partiia. Dvizheniie russkikh natsionalistov v SSSR 1953–1985. Moscow:

Novoie Literaturnoie obozreniia, 2003.
Neuburg, P. The Hero’s Children. The Postwar Generation in Eastern Europe. London: William

Morrow and Company, 1972.
Nezhinsky, L. N., ed. Sovetskaia vneshniaia politika v godi ‘kholodnoi voini’ (1945–1985). Novoie

prochteniie. Novosibirsk: Sibirskii khronograf, 1995.
Pipes, Richard. Vixi. Memoirs of a Non-Belonger. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2003.
Rothschild, Joseph, and Nancy M. Wingfield. Return to Diversity. A Political History of East Central

Europe Since World War II. 3rd ed. New York: Oxford University Press, 2000.
Smith, Hedrick. The Russians., Rev. ed. New York: Ballantine Books, 1984.
Suri, Jeremi. ‘The Promise and Failure of ‘Developed Socialism’. The Soviet ‘Thaw’ and the Crucible

of the Prague Spring, 1964–72’. Contemporary European History 15, no. 2 (2006): 133–58.
Sutton, Antony C.Western Technologies and Soviet Economic Development, 1945–1965. Stanford, CA:

Hoover Institution Press, 1973.
Taubman, William. Khrushchev. The Man and the Era. New York: W. W. Norton, 2003.
Troyanovsky, Oleg. Cherez godi i rassotiiania. Istoriia odnoi semyi. Moscow: Vagrius, 1997.
Tvardovsky, Alexander. ‘Rabochie tetradi 60-kh godov’. Znamia 4 (April 2002): 165.
Vail, Peter. Stikhi pro menia. Moscow: Kolibri, 2006.

446 V. Zubok



Westad, Odd Arne, ed. ‘US–Soviet Relations and Soviet Foreign Policy towards the Middle East and
Africa in 1970s’. Transcript from a workshop at Lysebu, 1–3 October 1994, transcribed by Gail
Adams Kvam. Oslo: The Norwegian Nobel Institute, 1995.

———. The Global Cold War. The Third World Interventions and the Making of Our Times. New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2005.

Yurchak, Alexei. ‘Everything Was Forever, Until It Was No More’. The Last Soviet Generation.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2006.

Zubok, Vladislav M. A Failed Empire. The Soviet Union in the Cold War from Stalin to Gorbachev.
Chapel Hill, NC: The University of North Carolina Press, 2007.

Zubok, Vladislav M., and Constantin Pleshakov. Inside the Kremlin’s Cold War. From Stalin to
Khrushchev. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1996.

Cold War History 447


