PART ONE

THE ADVANCE 

OF COMMUNISM 

IN EUROPE
[24th June 2013]

COMMUNIST THEORY

Communist ideology – and how it fitted in with Soviet Foreign Policy

Communism is derived from the writings of Karl Marx, (C19th German philosopher) through his “Communist Manifesto” (1848).

Communist ideology centred around a belief that society would evolve through different stages and this was inevitable.  It traced five stages of historical development (or “modes of production”), the last three of which being most relevant to the nineteenth and twentieth centuries – feudalism, capitalism and socialism (i.e. communism – the highest stage).

As far as Marx was concerned, the socialist stage – which hadn’t happened yet in the 19th century – would be achieved when the proletariat would rise in revolt against the bourgeosie.

This would transform capitalist society into a socialist society, which would be part of a world system of government.  This logic led to the concept of “world revolution”, most famously championed by Trotsky.

However, throughout our period various interpretations of Marxism/communism were developed in three main periods – (1) up to 1917, (2) 1917-41, and (3) 1945-91.  Not all communist leaders embraced the concept of world revolution as wholeheartedly as Trotsky.

Economic vision of communism

Marxism was based upon the inevitable struggle between the groups who possessed economic and political power in society and those who did not (the “haves” and the “have nots”).

According to Marx, the revolutionary struggle could only take place in a industrialised society (a capitalist society).  It was, in his view, necessary for a powerful industrial economy to develop to create the right circumstances for revolution (i.e. a powerful, alienated working class, or proletariat).

However, Marx envisaged a society in which nation states and even money would no longer exist.  This new society would be classless, egalitiarian (based on equality) and fair.  Without any need for repression, this would mean the “withering away of the state”.  Private ownership would cease to exist, as everyone would be equal.

All of what is described in the 3 paragraphs above outlines how Marx foresaw the socialist stage coming into being (see Ideology above).  This “socialisation” of the means of production (i.e. the wealth-making power of the country) would eliminate all class differences.  Eventually, the planning and distribution of wnealth by those who had produced it would guarantee justice, freedom and humanity.

NOTE  Marxist/Communist ideology and economic vision were interpreted differently by a variety of communist thinkers and leaders in this period.  Often individual communist leaders had to adapt Marxist theory to make it fit in with the economic and social situation in their own country.  Nowhere was this more the case than in Russia, where no strong industrial economic base existed in the early C20th, when the October Revolution took place. 
SOVIET POLICY IN EUROPE 1917-91

Soviet Foreign Policy can be divided into a number of distinct periods.

When considering Foreign Policy it is important to appreciate what factors have influenced foreign policy decisions throughout our hundred year period.  Foreign policy considerations are influenced by a number of factors…

· Ideology

· Economics

· Security

· Domestic situation

· Role of individuals e.g. Lenin, Trotsky, Chicherin, Stalin

· The actions of other countries

These factors help to determine the main aims of Soviet foreign policy.  In other words, what its main characteristics were.  For example,

1. if Security was a major factor influencing Soviet Foreign Policy, a main aim of Soviet Foreign Policy is to improve Security.

2. if Economics were a major factor influencing Soviet Foreign Policy, a main aim of Soviet Foreign Policy would be to improve the economy
It is also important to bear in mind the extent of continuity and change in Soviet Foreign Policy over the period – what stayed the same and what changed?

Also, as we go along, it is important to think about how successful you believe Soviet Foreign Policy to have been (over particular issues, events and periods of time).  Be aware of their aims and the problems/challenges that faced the Soviet leaders over the 100 year period.  Who was the greatest leader of the USSR?

1917-41
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The early foreign policy aims of the Soviet Union

Phase 1:  October 1917-March 1918

Early complacency?

After the “October Revolution” in 1917, the new Bolshevik regime under Lenin faced many problems.  Russia was still at war, a devastated economy, poverty, a divided country, the need to consolidate the revolution and increase support for the Bolshevik party.  These problems centred on domestic considerations, which would dominate the post-revolutionary period.

However, despite pressing domestic considerations Russia still had to address issues of foreign policy – she had to deal with the outside world.  In fact, some of the domestic concerns mentioned above became key factors influencing their foreign policy.

Soviet Foreign Policy had two main but contrasting aims…

1. To protect the new state from hostile capitalist states and to ensure its very survival.

2. To promote the spread of communism by encouraging “world revolution” through the Comintern (Communist International).

The concept of “World Revolution”

(an ideological factor influencing foreign policy)

When the Bolsheviks under Lenin took power in October 1917, they expected a world revolution to take place as Marx had predicted.  As a result one of Lenin’s chief priorities as Russia’s head of government was the promotion of the cause of Communist revolution in other countries.

This foreign policy aim was clearly driven by communist ideology and such idealism didn’t always produce tangible results – political reality often meant that ideology was sacrificed.  In fact, world revolution never took place.  The establishment of Comintern in 1919 was in part an admission of failure (at least in the short-term) on this issue – World Revolution wasn’t simply going to happen, it had to be made to happen
As the capitalist west failed to collapse, the Soviet Union was fighting for survival as the only communist state in the world by 1928 (although there had been short-lived communist challenges in Germany and Hungary).

All this made support for the concept of World Revolution seem impractical and even dangerous.  Aggression towards Russia’s capitalist rivals in the West might provoke them into a conflict with it which in the late 1920s, Russia stood no chance of winning.

There were also economic reasons for the USSR wishing to avoid conflict with the West (see Condren article).  These included…

· Inflation - in 1920 the rouble was only 1% of its value in 1917

· Famine - between 1918 and 1921 which cost 5 million lives were lost

· Agricultural slump late 1920s

At no stage during the 1920s was the Russian economy truly stable.
Roles of key leaders 

– approaches to World Revolution. and differences between them

Lenin

was the arch-pragmatist.  He looked to divide the leaders of the capitalist west and exploit the differences between them.  He looked to do this through diplomacy.  It was with this purpose that he signed the Treaty of Rapallo in 1922, in an attempt to create rifts between Germany and the other signatories of the Treaty of Versailles.

However, while Lenin’s main interest was immediate survival, he never lost sight of his ultimate goal, which was the creation of a “world communist state” (Beryl Williams).  So Lenin was carefully balancing the Bolsheviks’ two main foreign policy goals, but his ultimate commitment was to World Revolution.  This was why he set up and encouraged Comintern.  To support Comintern, he sent abroad to work as Bolshevik agents a number of talented organisers who could otherwise have been very useful at home.  Among them were Karl Radek, Maxim Litvinov and Berzin, who were posted respectively to Germany, Britain and Switzerland.

Another indicator of the high priority given by Lenin to the cause of World Revolution was his readiness to dig deep into Russia’s limited cash reserves to finance it.

There were 2 main reasons why Lenin was so preoccupied with bringing about revolutions abroad…

1. Lenin and the Bolsheviks were committed as a matter of principle to the overthrow of capitalism, not only in Russia, but also throughout the world (Marx didn’t recognise national distinctions).  In place of capitalist empires and nation states, they hoped to see the emergence of a worldwide federation of Soviet Republics.  The Bolsheviks took great encouragement from the fact that post war economic difficulties had led to an upsurge in left wing militancy across the whole of Europe.(economic factors/economic motivation)
2. Lenin believed that the future of the Bolshevik regime in Russia was uncertain unless Communist revolutions took place in the industrialised countries of Western Europe (security concerns/factors).  

This belief arose out of Marxist assumptions about the political outlook of different social classes.  Marxists, Lenin added, assumed that the urban classes (proletariat) were natural socialists, while peasants (who were eager for private property) were not.  This gave rise to the further assumption that a Communist country that was heavily industrialised would be secure, while one with a mainly agricultural base would not be.

Following this logic, Western European countries – which were heavily industrialised – if they became communist, were likely to be secure, and would help give stability to the insecure government in peasant Russia.  Germany in particular was an early target for Lenin, to promote communist revolution there.  In 1918 he told the 7th Communist Party Congress,

“It is the absolute truth that without a German revolution we are doomed”.

However, as the capitalist West failed to collapse, ideology as an influence on foreign policy often gave way to more realistic and pragmatic considerations – such as economic and security concerns.

Trotsky
was the most prominent spokesman for World Revolution.  His foreign policy was clearly ideologically driven (much more so than Lenin, Chicherin or Stalin).  He encouraged the new Russian communist state to take on the capitalist west.  In fact, at first he didn’t even believe conflict here would be necessary, as he anticipated that communist revolution would sweep through Europe as an inevitable result of the Russian revolution (in accordance with Marxist theory that international communist revolution was inevitable).

He accepted the humiliating Treaty of Brest-Litovsk with Germany in 1918 only because he believed Germany was about to be swept away by defeat and revolution itself.

However, Trotsky ultimately believed that, if it came to a choice, the Soviet Union’s interests (as it became in 1922) would have to come second to the greater cause of international revolution.  Trotsky and his supporters believed that if revolution didn’t spread to Western Europe, it would in time succumb to a conservative Europe or be undermined by Russian backwardness.

Trotsky’s influence on foreign affairs was limited, as he ceased to be Foreign Commissar in 1918, having to concentrate on winning the Russian Civil War.  However, his foreign policy views would become crucial during the leadership struggle after Lenin’s death.

Others 

Some were much more cautious of the idea of World Revolution.  They had good reason to be.  The Treaty of Brest-Litovsk (communist Russia’s first significant foreign policy action) showed the humiliation that Russia had to go through to ensure its survival.  Russia had also suffered a bruising conflict (and defeat) with its western neighbour Poland in 1921.  In the 1920s, it seemed as though non-confrontation was the only chance of survival Russia had.

Stalin

Until Lenin’s death, Stalin was a relatively unknown figure in the Bolshevik/Communist Party.  As such, he had little early impact on foreign policy.

During the leadership struggle of 1924-1929, Stalin opposed the World Revolution theory of Trotsky, and put forward his own foreign policy theory of “Socialism in One Country”.  This argued that the revolution needed to be secure in Russia/USSR first, before it could be spread successfully elsewhere (see Module 3 notes).  His arguments seemed to make sense in the 1920s, given Russia’s economic and military position (see above).

Chicherin

Followed Trotsky as Foreign Commissar.  He held this post between April 1918 and July 1930.

Like Lenin, he believed that the USSR was most secure when the capitalist powers were disunited, and that if the USSR were involved in (rather than isolated from) active European diplomacy, they could do a lot more to create this disunity.  So he followed a policy of peaceful coexistence.  He always favoured close relations with Germany, and did much to bring about the Treaty of Rapallo 

Phase 2: March 1918-1921

Aggression?

Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, March 1918

The new regime went into peace negotiations with Germany and Austria and the end of 1917 confident that the Bolshevik coup would trigger a general European revolution, this ending the war.  When this didn’t happen, and as the Germans pushed forther, Lenin was forced into cutting links with Russia’s WWI allies and seeking a separate peace with Germany.

Success?

From a patriotic point of view the terms of the Treaty of Brest Litovsk were disastrous.  Russia lost 26% of its population, 1/3 of its arable land, and 75% of its coal and iron resources.

Why did Lenin conclude such a harsh treaty?  Lenin simply and practically realised Russia’s inability to fight on (see Lynch, Ch 7).  Historian Basil Dmytryshyn points out that most of the lost territory had slipped from Russian control even before the treaty.  Daniel Shub gives evidence that the Bolsheviks were still getting German funds and couldn’t afford to expose the fact by rejecting the treaty.  (See also notes above for Trotsky’s thinking).

Analysis:  What made Lenin and Trotsky sign Brest-Litovsk?

1918 – Chicherin succeeded Trotsky as Foreign Commissar.  Trotsky was the man responsible for Brest-Litovsk, though.

Lynch on Brest-Litovsk (p107)

· Find evidence of Economic influences on Soviet foreign policy

· Find evidence of Ideology as an influence on Soviet foreign policy

Civil War, 1918-20 – and impact on foreign relations

Impact of intervention on Russian foreign policy

Allied intervention in the Civil War confirmed Lenin’s view of the west and the strengthened Russian isolationism in the post war period.  After World War I, Russia was very much treated like a defeated power in the same way as Germany.  Western intervention on behalf of the Whites in the Civil War convinced Soviet leaders that the west was aggressive and militarist and this sowed the seeds of long-term mistrust.  Some historian have described the 1917-41 period as a Proto-Cold War (the first Cold War).

Comintern (the Third Communist International)– March 1919

and approaches to it

Bolshevik tactics for promoting the cause of revolution in foreign countries involved working trough local Communist parties.  In 1918-19 these tactics were employed in piecemeal fashion in Germany, Austria and Hungary.

In March 1919, though, a new organisation was set up to co-ordingate the activities of Communist parties outside Russia – the Third Communist International (or Comintern).  Its chairman was Zinoviev, a close colleague of Lenin, and its staff included Karl Radek and Angelica Bablanov, a Russian born Marxist who had been active in the Italian Socialist Party.

Comintern set out its aims at its second Congress in 1920 (attended by significant delegations from Germany, Italy and France).  It stated this:

“It is the aim of the Communist International to fight by all available means, including armed struggle, for the overthrow of the international bourgeoisie and for the creation of an international Soviet republic as a transitional stage to the complet abolition of the state”

Outwardly, Comintern seemed to be a free and equal partnership of communist parties from different countries.  However, in practice it existed solely to further the interests of Soviet Russia.  The Bolsheviks saw their partners in Comintern as pawns, and treated them that way.  Foreign communists got no chance to contribute to political strategy and were expected to do as Moscow (their paymasters) told them.

Success?

At first Comintern had some successes.  In March 1919, Hungary became a Soviet republic under Bela Kun.  Soon afterwards, a Soviet Republic was proclaimed in the German state of Bavaria.  In Britain  in 1920 a number of Marxist organisations came together to form the Communist Party of Great Britain.  In France in 1920 French Communists broke away from the socialists to form their own party.  The Italian Communists did the same in 1921.

However, these successes proved short-lived, and the boasts of Soviet propaganda were made to look empty.  The Bavarian republic was crushed in May 1919.  Bela Kun was overthrown in August 1919 and in the 1920s the Communist parties of Western Europe attracted pitifully small support.  After its initial flourish in 1919-21, Comintern went into .  

Analysis – In what ways did Comintern contribute to tensions in Europe between the Soviet Union and the West?

Corin and Fiehn on Comintern (p246)
1. Find evidence of Ideology as an influence on Soviet Foreign Policy
2. Find evidence of tensions caused by Comintern
The Russo-Polish War 1920
The withdrawal of the Allies and the defeat of the Whites didn’t bring Lenin’s troubles to an end.  In 1920, Russia was attacked by Poland.
Poland in 1920 was a newly re-created state, which had until 1918 been split up between Russia, Austria and Prussia (later Germany).  The Poles and the Russians were bitter rivals.

The immediate Polish grievance in 1920 was the border between themselves and Russia (the so-called “Curzon Line”), which they felt should be further east.  This prompted Pilsudski (Polish leader) to invade Russia.  Lenin initially saw the invasion as a chance for Russia to use Poland as a “red bridge into Europe”.

Success?

At first the war went well for the Russians, with the Red Army getting to the outskirts of Warsaw.  However, the Poles then won a crushing victory on the River Vistula, which forced the Red Army into full retreat.  The Russians agreed to a ceasefire, and the Treaty of Riga in 1921 conceded more than 30,000 square miles of territory on its western border to Poland.  This was an embarrassing defeat for Lenin, who had pursued the war even after defeat at the Vistula, and against the advice of other leading Bolsheviks.

Phase 3: 1921-1931

Realism?/Diplomacy

Chicherin – Foreign Policy in the 1920s
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After the Civil War, the Bolsheviks started to operate alongside their revolutionary foreign policy a more pragmatic and more orthodox diplomacy, aimed at normalising relations beween themselves and their western, capitalist neighbours.  Combining the 2 policies was known as the “Dual Task”).  The following were the main reasons for the change of approach…

1. World Revolution hadn’t yet taken place

2. Recognition of the need to live alongside the capitalist world

3. A more orthodox foreign policy was seen as part of efforts to revive the Soviet economy

4. the approach of Chicherin, who held the post of Foreign Commissar until 1930 (see earlier notes on Chicherin)

Chicherin’s orthodox foreign policy was a good deal more successful than Comintern’s revolutionary one.  A number of useful agreements were made, showing the different influences on foreign policy during the periold.  Such a foreign policy approach was a result of reality and Chicherin’s desire to follow the Stalinist line of consolidating gains in the Soviet Union.

March 1921 – Secret Russo-German treaty relating to the manufacture of armaments by German companies on Russian soil.

The Treaty of Rapallo – April 1922

Soviet Russia and Germany agreed to pursue normal diplomatic relations.

1. Ambassadors were exchanged, giving Russia an international recognition it badly needed for its survival.

2. Rapallo also opened the way for closer economic ties between the 2 outcast nations of Europe (an anti-Versailles pact?).  These ties continued throughout the 1930s (see German invasion of the USSR below)

Why Germany?

1. Both Russia and Germany were outcast nations in the early post-war period.  Germany, as a result of its defeat in WWI, and Russia due to the October Revolution and following events, including assassination of royal family and Civil War (consider Russia’s diplomatic isolation as a theme)

2. Both were hostile to the re-created state of Poland, having lost territory to it – Germany at Versailles, and Russia at Riga.

3. The Treaty of Versailles had put severe restrictions on Germany’s armed forces.  Germany wanted to get round these restrictions and saw the making of weapons inside Russia by German firms as a way of doing this.  Russia stood to gain much from such an arrangement because it would offer access to German economic expertise – they could learn valuable lessons.

Success?

Setting up full diplomatic relations with Germany 

1. ended Soviet isolation and 

2. ensured that Germany would drop claims for the repayment of Tsarist debts.

also,

3.   The military and economic advice gained from Germany was invaluable in the chaos after the Oct Revolution and Civil War.

However, the appearance of triumph was deceptive.

1. Rapallo was a big shock to the western allies, who assumed that it concealed a deeper relationship between the 2 countries.  This soured Soviet relations with the west until 1941.

2. Rapallo was not an alliance, merely an arrangement between 2 countries who simply found each other useful.  Relations see-sawed between the 2 nations over the next decade, particularly when Germany got on favourable diplomatic terms with the West (Dawes Plan, Locarno, Young Plan) – making Russia suspect growing capitalist solidarity which could threaten it.  For the Germans’ part, their suspicion of communism grew after the failed communist uprising in Germany in Oct 1923.

3. The Russians were to feel the consequences of their cooperation with Germany with the invasion of the USSR in 1941.

Policy towards Britain

How successful/significant were Soviet relations with Britain in the 1920s?

Chicherin personally was anti-British, having spent some months in jail there at the end of WWI.  However, some improvement in Anglo-Russian relations took place in the early 1920s, despite the fact that GB had been Russia’s most committed opponent during the period of Allied intervention in the Russian Civil War.  Mutual suspicion, however, made close relations impossible and relationships ambiguous.

Oct 1921 – Chicherin announced that Russian was willing to recognise and honour Tsarist debts to other powers, helping to offset initial Western hostility.

1921 – an Anglo-Soviet agreement was signed in London, allowing trade between the 2 countries, through the Russian company ARCOS, based in GB.

1924 – Full diplomatic relations between Britain and Soviet Russia were reopened when McDonald’s Labour government came to power.  By 1924 the USA was the only major power not to have reopened diplomatic relations with Soviet Russia.

Oct 1924 – “Zinoviev Letter”

This incident of the so-called “Zinoviev letter” (Zinoviev was head of the Comintern) which allegedly contained instructions to British communists to disrupt British political life and the British economy showed how little trust there was between Britain and the USSR.  Although it was never proved genuine, many Conservatives in Britain remained convinced that Russia was still planning international revolution.

1927-1929 – all official diplomatic relations between Britain and the USSR were severed.

Condren on Soviet Foreign policy in the 1920s
· Find evidence of Security as an influence on Soviet Foreign Policy

· Find evidence of Pragmatism as an influence on Soviet Foreign Policy

· Find evidence of the Success of Soviet Foreign Policy by the end of the 1920s

Hoffmann on Lenin
· What were Lenin’s priorities in Foreign Policy?  Find evidence from Hoffmann p53 to support your answer
Corin and Fiehn on Lenin
· Where do you see an acknowledgement of Lenin’s dominant role as an individual in Soviet Foreign Policy

· What evidence do you see of pragmatism in Lenin’s foreign policy?

What evidence to you see of the role of ideology in Lenin’s foreign policy?

Checklist

· Influences on Soviet foreign policy 1917-28? (give egs)

· Aims of Soviet foreign policy 1917-28?  Continuity or change (Consistency) in aims?
· Features of Soviet foreign policy 1917-28? (give egs)

· Success/failure 1917-28 (give 2-3 egs)?  To what extent were they successes/failures?  Why was Soviet foreign policy 1917-28 a success/failure?
· Methods 1917-28
Stalin as leader
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Stalin’s new focus in Foreign Policy

Corin and Fiehn and Stalin’s new focus

· Find evidence that Stalin was less motivated by ideology than Lenin in his foreign policy

· Find evidence that the economy was more important to Stalin than the spread of communist ideology abroad.

· Find evidence that domestic concerns influenced Stalin in his use of Comintern

The 1st 5 Year Plan – 1928

The idea of the 5 Year Plans was to match and overhaul the economies of the western capitalist states as soon as possible.  By 1933, the clear intention was to establish a war economy – the development of heavy industry was vital for the USSR’s conversion into a major military power.  Soviet foreign policy became shaped by a need to avoid damaging foreign conflicts until the USSR had time to industrialise.  Stalin said this process had to take place within 10 years “or they (the West) will crush us”.
Changes in Comintern 1928 on

After Lenin’s death, Stalin became more detached from Comintern.  Molotov, a Stalin loyalist became Chairman of Comintern in 1929.  He symbolised this more detached approach to Comintern.
There were 3 more Comintern congresses - and Stalin never addressed them.  This was because Stalin didn’t believe Comintern could bring about a revolution, even in 90 years.  Eventually, Comintern was dissolved in 1943.

Tough approach towards non-communist parties of the left

Under Stalin’s leadership, (especially after Molotov became Chairman of Comintern), foreign Communists were encouraged to attack moderate left-wing parties as “Social Fascists”, and not to cooperate with them.  This had important results in Germany, where the divisions between the Social Democrats and the Communists prevented a united left-wing from forming which may well have been strong enough to resist Hitler.

The theoretical justification for allowing Hitler to take power was the belief among a number of communists that Fascism was a sign of the death and defeat of capitalism, - a last ditch attempt by capitalists to ensure their survival through use of Fascist muscle - and so was not to be taken seriously 
Litvinov replaces Chicherin as Foreign Commissar – 1930

Litvinov was much more pro-Western than many of his colleagues at the top levels of the Communist Party.  His wife was British.  He was eager to establish friendly relations with the western democracies.  However, like Chicherin, he wasn’t a member of the Politburo, which lost him some influence.  He was further disabled by the fact that he was of Jewish background, and Stalin was very anti-Semitic.

Litvinov saw the USSR as very much a “status quo” power, and he was happy to consolidate its position, as opposed to trying to increase its power.  He was adamantly opposed to all war, and as such a keen supporter of international disarmament and the League of Nations (which the USSR joined in 1934).  Litvinov was deeply suspicious of Germany, partly because of its approach to disarmament and rearmament.

Analysis – Do you think Litvinov’s arrival as Foreign Commissar brought continuity or change to Soviet foreign policy?  Explain

Phase 4: 1931-1934

Leniency towards Germany?

Although the arrival of the Nazis to power in Germany was a key turning point in Soviet-German relations, Stalin at first didn’t seem to realise this himself.  He was partly distracted by the expansion of the Japanese in Asia, and was for a while unsure whether the main threat to Soviet security came from Japan in the East, or Germany in the West.

Exactly when Stalin became convinced of the German danger is unclear, although many see the Non-Aggression Pact between Germany and Poland, January 1934 (and the Russians’ old tormentor, Pilsudski) as an important moment.  This suggested that Germany was making common cause with Russia’s enemies to threaten the domestic security of the Soviet Union, and as such was something Stalin couldn’t ignore.

Analysis - To what extent did security concerns influence Soviet foreign policy in the 1930s?

Phase 5: 1934-August 1939
Closer relations with the West/Diplomacy

In 1934, partly due to the direction of Litvinov, the USSR began to show great interest once more in cooperation with other states, particularly western ones.   

· May 1934 – Mutual assistance pacts were signed with Czechoslovakia and France
· September 1934 - the USSR joined the League of Nations
These moves probably had the twin motive of

1. Scaring Hitler into revision of aggressive plans, and

2. Making sure that, if Hitler did start a war, the USSR wouldn’t be left on its own to fight him.

Joining the League of Nations, 1934

This was a significant change in approach in foreign policy from the days of Lenin - who had once referred to the League of Nations as “the robbers’ den”.  However, the USSR had been cooperating with the League of Nations since the 1920s, with Litvinov being the USSR’s representative on the Preparatory Commission for Disarmament.  Litvinov’s influence was important in making them become a full member of the League.  
Popular Fronts

During this period, advice to foreign communists changed significantly.  For a decade, Moscow had claimed that socialists and social democrats were capitalist allies and false friends.  Now they were advised by the Comintern to form “popular front” alliances with those parties, in order to present tougher opposition to the real enemy, Fascism (e.g. USSR’s support to Spain’s Popular Front during the Spanish Civil War, 1936-39).

Success of the Popular Front policy?

1.  The success of this policy is open to question.  The USSR’s commitment to the Spanish Civil War stopped short of sending troops, and partly as a result of this, the Popular Front was defeated.

2.  By 1935, the Soviet government had clearly seen the threat coming from Nazism.  They hadn’t, however, identified any reliable ally against that threat.

There is a belief that Stalin was only half-hearted in his commitment to international security, realising that security could only be found in military and industrial might (hence the 5 Year Plans).  The 2nd 5 Year Plan was to prepare the USSR for war, and Stalin played on Russian nationalism in this period in a similar way to the way the Tsars had done before during times of war and outside threat.

The USSR and the Spanish Civil War, 1936-1939

The Soviets’ main reasons for getting involved were as follows…

1. Ideology – support for the Left (The Republicans – i.e the “Popular Front”  - communists, socialists, moderates [republicans], anarchists, Basque and Catalan separatists) against the Right (Nationalists – Generals, Catholic Church, landowners, extreme right-wing groups).  The Nationalists were supported by Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany).

However, the extent to which true Communist ideology motivated Stalin here is questionable.  Part of his interest in getting involved in Spain was to use his NKVD to remove his Trotskyite enemies, many of which flocked to Spain (as part of the International Brigades) to support the Republicans.  Thus Stalin was intervening to kill fellow Communists and actually hold back the Revolution.  The NKVD were ruthless in their actions against the Trotskyites in Barcelona in particular, 1937, crushing their attempted revolution there.

2. Security – France was a potential ally, and defeat for the Republicans in Spain would leave France surrounded by fascist countries.

3. Propaganda – The USSR could pose as the only world power ready to defend the world against fascism.

4. Diversion effect – By becoming involved in Spain, Stalin could divert attention away from his own repression at home (the Purges – see AS/2)

In the event, Stalin didn’t send regular units to Spain, simply military advisors and supplies for the Republican side.  The Comintern also recruited volunteers.  He therefore went further than the western governments (who didn’t intervene at all in Spain), but stopped short of full military commitment.  In the meantime, the Nationalists got full military support from the Italians and Germans.

Success/Results of Soviet policy in Spain?

1. (see Success of Popular Front Policy, 1.)

2. Much of the propaganda value the Soviets’ intervention had was wiped out by the anti-revolutionary behaviour of the communists in Spain (see Trotskyites in Barcelona above)

3. The intervention was of little military value, as many of the officers and diplomats who had served in Spain were purged on their return to the USSR, so little military experience was gained.

4. The Soviet Union was left badly isolated by the West, as GB and France failed to step in on the Republican side.  Like Munich later, this seemed to show the weakness of the west as allies against Germany, and helped force a re-think in Soviet foreign policy.

Analysis – To what extent did the USSR get involved in the Spanish Civil War for ideological reasons?

The Soviet Union and the western allies - 1938/39

The Munich Agreement was seen by the USSR as a surrender by the West .  There had always been mutual suspicion between the Soviet Union and the West.

Even during the 1930s, the Soviets were concerned that the British and French secretly preferred German revival to the existence of a stable Soviet regime.  Meanwhile Britain and France suspected that the Russians still favoured the international spread of communism.  They also feared that Stalin’s vicious Purges had made the USSR too weak to be a useful ally.

The Munich Agreement was made without any consultation with the USSR.  To the Soviet Union it signified these things…

· (at best) The western powers were incapable of checking Germany’s ambitions.

· (at worst) A possible tacit acceptance by the West of Germany’s right to “Living Space” in Eastern Europe.

Now the Soviets were convinced they could no longer rely on France and GB for their security.
Corin and Fiehn on Soviet relations with Germany and the West 

· Write down the different interpretations taken (Soviet/pro-German/Collective Security).
· What was Stalin’s overriding concern, no matter which interpretation you believe?

· Find evidence of pragmatism as an influence of Soviet Foreign Policy (see Tucker argument)
· Find evidence of security as an influence on Soviet Foreign Policy

Hoffmann on influences on Stalin in the 1930s
Write down Stalin’s priorities/goals in his foreign policy between 1931 and 1939 and decide how many of them were influenced by security concerns (p55)
Phase 6: August 1939-June 1941 

The Nazi-Soviet Pact to the invasion of the USSR (“Operation Barbarossa”)
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Cooperation with Germany

Molotov replaces Litvinov

In May 1939 – Molotov replaced Litvinov as Foreign Commissar.  This was significant because Molotov was a supporter of closer relations with Germany.  Moreover, unlike Litvinov, he was a member of the Politburo, and therefore had the power to exert much more influence over foreign policy than Litvinov ever had.  Once described as “one of the toughest negotiators of the twentieth century”, Molotov was the man behind the Nazi-Soviet Pact.

The Nazi- Soviet Pact - August 1941

Stalin had been for some time now been keeping his options open about whether to support the western democracies of Germany.  Now he came down on the Germans’ side.  When negotiations with the British and French broke down in mid-August, Stalin and his advisors decided that their only choice was to do a deal with the Nazis, who were clearly going to invade their Polish neighbours anyway.  A.J.P.Taylor concludes “it is difficult to see what other course Soviet Russia could have followed”, given that the West showed so little interest in cooperating with the USSR.

Furthermore, in many respects, it could be argued that Soviet conduct in the splitting up of Poland was little worse than that of the western powers in accepting the destruction of Czechoslovakia.

This was not an alliance, but rather an agreement - understood by both sides to be only temporary - which suited both the USSR and Germany at the time.  It was conducted between Molotov and the German Foreign Minister von Ribbentrop.

Analysis - To what extent should the Soviets be blamed for their change in policy towards Germany in 1939?

Success?

The pact enabled the USSR to move into the Baltic states and to take over the eastern half of Poland.  It delayed the invasion of the USSR, which Stalin realised was bound to happen in the end.  This gave the Russians more time to prepare for this eventuality (although in the event the German invasion in 1941 still caught Stalin badly off guard).

The Pact made war in Europe inevitable, but given Hitler’s ambitions, it is highly unlikely that Stalin could have averted it by not signing the Pact 
Analysis – To what extent did the USSR contribute to the tensions in Europe between 1938 and 1939?

Tucker on the Nazi-Soviet Pact
What does Tucker say the Nazi-Soviet Pact brought? (Lee p63 – write it in below)

The German invasion of the USSR, 22 June 1941

On this date, 121 divisions of the Wehrmacht, with massive aerial support, crossed the Soviet border.  Stalin, despite having been given a number of warnings in the previous few weeks that something like this was about to happen, was caught completely off guard…

1.  Regular shipments of Soviet materials (a result of ongoing cooperation after the Treaty of Rapallo) were still being sent to Germany months, and even weeks before the Nazi invasion.  

2.  Soviet troops had been kept at a low stage of readiness.

· 30 June 1941 – GKO (Committee for State Defence) established.

· September 1941 – Leningrad blockaded.  Kiev captured by the Germans.

· By the late autumn of that year 3 million Soviet soldiers had been either killed or captured.

· December 1941 – Under the leadership of new Chief-of Staff Zhukov, the Soviets regrouped and managed to reorganise their defence of Moscow (for which Zhukov was given responsibility).  Germans pushed back slightly from Moscow.  About 3 million citizens deported East – most died.

· Winter 1941-2 – Thousands of factories were moved eastwards away from the war zone, to ensure the USSR’s ability to fight the war.

· September 1942 – The German 6th Army reaches and begins the siege of Stalingrad.

· November 1942 – Under the leadership of Zhukov, the Red Army pushes forward and surrounds the Germans laying siege to Stalingrad.

· January 1943 – The siege of Stalingrad ends in German defeat, with great losses on both sides.  However, it becomes the turning point of the whole war, with the German retreat beginning here.

· June 1943 – Battle of Kursk.  After this heavy defeat, the German army no longer had the capacity to launch an attack of any significance on the Russians, and Soviet victory was now a matter of time.

· 1943 – Comintern finally dissolved, having never achieved World Revolution.

· 1944 and 1945 – Soviet armies drive into Eastern Europe and Eastern Germany, eventually taking Berlin (and suffering 30,000 casualties in this battle alone).  Zhukov accepted the German surrender there.  By the end of the war Soviet troops occupied most of Eastern Europe and parts of Germany and Austria.

Who was the man behind the Soviets’ victory – Stalin or Zhukov?

Soviet propaganda lost little time in representing Stalin as a great, resolute war leader.  However, as can be seen above, Stalin was unprepared for the German invasion, while Zhukov did much to mastermind the Soviet recovery and was the man responsible for their greatest victories.

Nor should it be forgotten that Allied (particularly US) assistance helped Stalin.  Through the Lend-Lease system, crucial supplies went to the USSR with no strings attached.

Nevertheless, (according to Fuller) Stalin’s contributions as a war leader cannot be dismissed.

1. He was able to project himself successfully as a symbol of national unity.

2. The Terror inspired in the Soviet people fear of failure that drove the Soviet war effort to the extent that by as early as 1942, the Soviets were out-producing the Germans in war materials.

3. Finally, Stalin improved as a strategist as the war went on.  Eventually recognising his strategic limitations, unlike Hitler, he encouraged strategic debate, and became ready to seek and accept advice here

.

Role of ideology during WWII

Communist ideology was toned down during the war in an attempt to rally the entire Soviet public behind the war effort.  The emphasis was placed on nationalism, rather than communism – hence the war was referred to in the Soviet Union as the “Great Patriotic War”.

Furthermore, many Soviet citizens fought the war against the Nazis on the misguided understanding that Stalin would ease the strict communist policies he had pursued in the 1930s – particularly Collectivisation.

Fuller states that in many respects “the war was won despite the Soviet regime”.
However, Lee argues that communist ideology was an important factor in the Soviets’ victory.  He says “Communism was more effectively geared than Nazism to a prolonged struggle for survival”.
Security concerns

The Soviet Union was in a state of shock after the war was over – not quite able to believe that it had come through such a nightmarish experience, where they had lost over 36 million people and come so close to defeat.

This had a huge impact on their approach to security.

1. There was a determination to crush Germany, in order to make sure it could never invade again

2. However, there was also increased resentment of the West.  Despite having finished up on the winning side together, the Russians couldn’t understand why it had taken the West so long to set up a 2nd Front against the Germans.  This would have taken much pressure of the Soviets, against whom the Germans had committed 2/3 of their troops.

Both of these things were to have a deep impact on how the Soviets were to view Eastern and Central Europe.

SOVIET POLICY IN EUROPE AFTER 1945
Stalin’s final years 1945-53

Main concerns influencing Soviet Foreign Policy after WWII

Ironically, the late 1940s were a time of great foreign policy success for the USSR, while at the same time being a time of considerable economic and military weakness.  The following were their main concerns just after WWII…

1. Security

· Ninety Soviet citizens had died for every American.  9 million military and 27 million citizens had died. (almost 20% of pre-war population).  The Russians were very anxious to avoid any repeat of such a disaster.

· USSR had come very close to military defeat and wished to strengthen themselves and their weakened Red Army.

· The Soviets were concerned about the USA’s discovery of the Atomic bomb in 1945, their readiness to use it, and their refusal to share their atomic secrets with them.

2. Economy

The economy was shattered.  In agriculture, the grain harvest and steel output were down on pre-war levels.  Due to this…
· the Soviets insisted on heavy reparations being charged on their former enemies, especially Germany.  This was at odds with the US and GB, who stressed the need for reconstruction in Europe.

· the Soviets needed US capital – a moderating influence on Stalin’s foreign policy

3. Ideology/domestic
The Soviets needed to reassert control over the Communist Party at home, which had retreated into the background during WWII.  Therefore it was important to score some foreign policy successes soon, to reassure the Party faithful and convince doubters.

Pearson sees Stalin’s policies after WWII as essentially defensive (i.e. security a major influence), due to its post-war situation (i.e. weak economically and militarily), claiming Stalin had to “bluff his way as a superpower”.

Soviet Foreign Policy tactics

1.   All resources had to be used to stop and turn back the march of US capitalism, while stopping short of putting the USSR in danger.

2.   Soviet sources of strength, such as the Red Army and Soviet control of foreign communist parties (a number of whose leaders had spent time in the USSR during the war), were to be exploited to the very limit, in order to make the USSR more secure and – where possible – expand Soviet influence.

3.   Great care was to be taken not to provoke the USA unnecessarily, especially after their discovery of the Atomic bomb.

The USSR and the West during WWII

What helped relations

At a superficial level, the war had had a positive effect on relations between the USSR and the West.  “Uncle Joe” Stalin (as Roosevelt had called him) had a much better image in the world as a whole.  The abolition of Comintern in May 1943 seemed to suggest that the Soviet Union was no longer interested in expansion.  In the late part of the war and just after it, the stress was on cooperation with the western allies.  However, according to Lynch, the nature of their cooperation in Europe varied, according to how strong pro-Soviet forces were.

1. In Eastern and South-Eastern Europe (and N.Korea) the Soviets pursued an aggressive strategy, where every effort was made to strengthen communism there, and very little ground was given to the West.  Lynch argues that essentially Stalin, concerned to the Soviets’ future security, wished to create a buffer zone between the USSR and places which may wish to invade it.  Therefore, the Red Army presence was kept in many countries here until pro-Soviet communist govts could be set up. )(Offensive Strategy)

2. In Western and Southern Europe – where American capitalism was expanding powerfully, efforts were made to encourage political and economic order, even if this meant weakening communist parties in these areas – in an effort to avoid provoking the Americans (Defensive Strategy) – eg in Italy, Stalin, despite the existence of a strong communist party there after the war, accepted that it should align itself with the western power, since it had been liberated by them.  In both France and Italy, Stalin encouraged the communist parties to take part in the govt (1945-47)

3. In countries like Germany where the USSR had to cooperate with the western allies, its aim was to win the goodwill of the inhabitants, to try to make sure that when Soviet forces pulled out, these countries wouldn’t slip back under the control of the capitalist countries.  However, the Soviets found this difficult at times, as it was there belief that Germany should be heavily punished for WWII, to the extent that they could never attack the USSR again.  The Russians also needed German reparations to rebuild at home – two issues unlikely to win German goodwill.

What harmed relations

The Soviets’ cooperation with the West in WWII had always been of a practical nature.  It must be remembered that neither had had any choice other than to be allies.  The relationship between them was described at the time as “The Grand Alliance”, but, according to Lynch, was a lot more like a “marriage of convenience” (therefore, pragmatism an influence on Stalin here). 
Tension had prevailed throughout the war.  The West had been dismayed by the Nazi-Soviet Pact – which resulted in Britain being the only major power to resist the Germans between 1940 and 1941.  For their part, the Soviets were angry at the failure of the West to set up a Second Front against the Germans.

Conclusion

The Soviets, unlike the USA, had no clear vision of post-war Europe.  They were driven entirely by their own needs.  This practical approach meant they were often flexible (see Western and Southern Europe below) and dependent on the cooperation of the West.

However, the Americans interpreted Soviet behaviour as entirely aggressive and expansionist.  They failed to see that outside Eastern and South-Eastern Europe, the Russians were often ready to give ground.  They failed to appreciate the military and economic vulnerability experienced by the USSR.  They often interpreted Soviet Foreign Policy motives through the past, rather than the present (the man most guilty of this was influential US Foreign Policy expert George Kennan).

The Yalta and Potsdam Conferences

The significant thing about Yalta and Potsdam was the failure of the West (USA and GB) and the USSR to agree on the future of Germany.  Agreement was secured on a number of key issues, such as the breaking up of Germany into zones, and that Germany should be charged reparations.  However, this is how they differed…

1. Germany

The West wished to rebuild Germany, believing its recovery would help the recovery of the whole of Europe, which was economically destroyed after WWII.  The Soviets, however, wished to punish Germany, to ensure it would never be able to attack them again.  They also wished to charge heavy reparations to help their own economy to grow after WWII.

2. Eastern Europe

The West argued that the countries of E.Europe should be allowed to have democratic elections to decide on what form their post-war governments should have.

The Soviets, however, wished to guarantee “friendly” governments who would ensure there would be no chance of future invasion from the West – i.e. to act as buffer states.

The issue was further complicated by the fact that it had been understood that E.Europe should be placed within the Soviets’ “sphere of influence” after WWII.

Tensions were heightened at this time by 2 other major factors…

1. The USA’s hesitation about bringing the USSR into the United Nations (set up after WWII).

2. The USA’s use of the world’s first atomic bomb – and their decision not to share their atomic secrets with the Soviets.  Soviet spying on the West increased as a result.

Success at Yalta and Potsdam?

Stalin was able to force significant concessions.  The biggest one was securing the acceptance of the West of the pro-Soviet government set up in Poland as a result of the Soviet occupation of Poland at the end of WWII (in return for a dubious promise by Stalin to hold democratic elections in Poland and the rest of Eastern Europe).  He also manage to make sure that the Red Army would be able to stay in the areas of E.Europe that they held for a significant period of time (enough to allow him to make sure pro-Soviet governments were set up in other countries in the region).

At Potsdam, Stalin exploited the fact that he was the only leader there to have attended both conferences (the US and GB both had new leaders) to make sure his gains at Yalta over Poland were consolidated.

The creation of a “Red Empire” - the creation of Soviet Satellite states (1945-49)

Between 1945 and 1948, pro-Soviet communist govts were set up in most countries in Eastern Europe.  

1. Sometimes this was as a result of local communist parties – not always with Soviet assistance – manipulating elections in their country to their advantage.  One country which went communist in this way was Poland.  

2. Sometimes “coup d’etats” took place, whereby the existing non-communist government was overthrown and replaced by a communist one.  This happened in Czechoslovakia in 1948.  However, once again the extent of the USSR’s involvement in Cz may be questioned – McCauley claims the communist takeover there was due more to “miscalculations by local politicians than Moscow machinations”.  Therefore, the extent to which the USSR was determined to spread communist ideology beyond its frontiers after WWII is questionable.
By 1948, Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria and Romania all had communist govts loyal to the USSR.  In 1949, the Soviet zone of Germany became a communist country – East Germany (or the German Democratic Republic – GDR).

The Western Allies saw this as continuing Russian expansion, the creation of a “Red Empire”, and ignored the USSR’s security motives for encouraging all this to happen.

Analysis – To what extent was the motivation for taking control of Eastern Europe security concerns?

Soviet responses to the Truman Doctrine and Marshall Plan

The Marshall Plan of 1947-8 gave Stalin a dilemma.  He didn’t want the US political and economic domination of Europe that Marshall Aid potentially could bring.  The economic growth that Marshall Aid would bring to Western Europe could make it rich and attractive to other parts of Europe and the rest of the world.

On the other hand, the USSR and E.Europe badly needed US capital and goods.

Stalin decided to reject the plan, calling it “Dollar imperialism”, and saw that it was clearly linked with the recent Truman Doctrine in its intention to halt the spread of communism.

While US President Truman in his Truman Doctrine of 1947 didn’t target the USSR by name, it pointed to a world divided between democracy and totalitarianism, clearly implying that the USSR had been entirely to blame for the post-war problems in Europe and indicating that the US would offer its military might to stop the Russians.  

Distrust of the USA seemed to be even more justified by the formation of NATO in 1949.  Like the TD and MP, it was seen as further American imperialism, and not the defensive alliance it was claimed to be.

McCauley argues that, as a result of the Truman Doctrine and Marshall Aid, the Soviets attempts to cooperate with the West now lay in tatters (therefore the actions of other countries helped shape a more hardline foreign policy here).

Soviet consolidation the Eastern Bloc (1947-53)

Cominform

Summer 1947 – The Communist Information Bureau (Cominform) was set up.  Its aim was to link communist parties across Europe (including beyond the “Iron Curtain”), whilst glorifying the Soviet Union.  The main Soviet figure there was Zhdanov, Stalin’s right-hand man, who referred to the Marshall Plan as the “enslavement of Europe”.  

After Cominform was set up, communist parties around Europe were told to abandon their policy of stabilisation(see above), and instead to begin a policy of disruption in their own countries (eg wave of strikes in France. led by Fr communists).

Success?

Cominform, for all its big intentions, was slipping into inactivity by 1949.  Similarly, Comecon (set up 1949 to improve economic cooperation between the USSR and its E.European “satellites”) failed to make any real impact until the late 1950s.

The USSR had greater success in strengthening control over the Soviet Bloc (i.e. Eastern Europe) through 

1. a series of bilateral treaties with individual countries

2. pressure put on individual leaders of satellite states to tow the Soviet line

3. direct involvement of Soviet ambassadors in the domestic affairs of satellite states

4. the threat of the return of the Red Army (not an empty threat, as Hungary would discover in 1956)

5. the promotion [by enthusiastic “mini-Stalin” leaders in the satellite states] of the cult of Stalin and of his policies (eg Collectivisation) 

Stalin and Germany

The Soviets opposed the formation of a separate West German state.  They far preferred to keep Germany weak and divided.  They were also extremely concerned about the impact of a western presence in Berlin, which was deep inside Soviet-controlled Germany.

Lynch sees the West’s occupation of W.Berlin as the issue that made Stalin so uncooperative over Germany, seeing it as a big threat to Soviet security.  He claims that the Blockade was not an act of hostility (as the West believed), but an attempt to end the de-stabilising effect of a western outpost 100 miles inside Soviet controlled territory.

Success?

After the failure of the Berlin Blockade and success of the Berlin Airlift, Stalin was forced to abandon his siege of Berlin.  The Blockade was a failed attempt to force the West to abandon its plans for a separate Germany.  It was a poor piece of diplomacy, actually resulting in speeding up the formation of a West German state, (while losing the propaganda battle in the process).

Analysis – To what extent was the USSR to blame for the tensions over Europe 1945-1953?

Summary of foreign policy

Security

Main aim - Defending his country’s interests in a hostile world.  He never lost his fear of western invasion and no matter how powerful the USSR became, he always saw it as vulnerable, even after WWII.  His domestic policies were also shaped with the aim of making the USSR more secure from outside threat.

Ironically, when invasion came in 1941, he refused to believe it.

Ideological?

He had to practically abandoned the notion of the USSR leading an international Marxist revolution.

Success?

USSR’s military recovery by 1945 made the USSR undeniably a world power and Stalin an international statesman (did he earn this success?).

His refusal to accept the reunification of Germany or the freedom of E.Europe (and rejection of Marshall Aid) created an atmosphere of bitterness and distrust which had a big impact on western attitudes to the USSR.  When he died, he left his country in an implacable ideological struggle with the West – a similar situation to the one Lenin left his country in, in 1924.

Checklist

· Main influences on Soviet foreign policy 1928-53? (egs. - no more than 2)

· Main aims of Soviet foreign policy 1928-53? (egs)  Continuity or change in aims?
· Main features of Soviet foreign policy 1928-53? (egs)
· Success? (egs of success/failure).  To what extent were they successes/failures?  Why was Stalin’s later foreign policy a success/failure – was he more successful than other Soviet leaders (e.g Lenin, Khrushchev) and if so, why?
· Methods 1928-53
The Khrushchev era 1953-64
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Key dates

1953

· Death of Stalin

· USSR explode H-bomb (only months after the USA)

1953-56

· Khrushchev emerged as leader of the USSR after sharing joint authority with Bulganin.

1955

· Soviet withdrawal from Austria

· USSR attend summit meeting at Geneva – Khrushchev and Bulganin met Eisenhower and the French and GB PMs.  Although no major agreements were made, the friendlier atmosphere encouraged Khrushchev to believe that the USSR stood to gain by following a policy of “Co-existence” with, rather than hostility towards the West.

· USSR sign friendship treaty with East Germany (see bi-lateral agreements above).  E.Germany was to have full control over its foreign policy, but USSR reserved the final say on rights of movement between E.Germany and W.Germany/W.Berlin.

· The Warsaw Pact formed – the Soviet Union, Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, E.Germany, Poland and Romania  It provided for a unified military command, under Soviet control.

1956

· Khrushchev declares “Peaceful Co-existence” to be the cornerstone of Soviet foreign policy.

· 20th communist Party Congress – “Secret Speech” – begins process of de-Stalinisation.

· Cominform closed down – Pearson sees this as a “new era”

· Khrushchev ordered Soviet forces to crush the Hungarian Uprising.

1957

· Gromyko as Foreign Minister (1957-85).  Determined to retain what the Soviet Union had, a symbol of continuity in Soviet Foreign Policy, despite Khrushchev’s personal “escapades” in Berlin and Cuba

· Soviet Union launched “Sputnik” – the first rocket in space

· Deep Sino-Soviet hostility began to develop.

1958

· Khrushchev’s ultimatum to West over the status of GDR (E.Germany)

1959-60

· Khrushchev visited a number of Western countries

1960

· US spy plane shot down over Soviet territory

· Khrushchev met with J.F.Kennedy, the new US President

1961

· Under Soviet order, E.Germans built the Berlin Wall

1962

· Cuban missile crisis brought USSR-USA to brink of war

1963

· USSR signed the Nuclear Test-ban Treaty

· China condemned USSR for being “revisionist” (i.e. going back on true communism according to Lenin and Marx)

1964

· Khrushchev removed from power

Introduction

Khrushchev by the mid-1950s, like Stalin had done, played a dominant role in foreign policy, overshadowing his Foreign Minister [up to 1957], Molotov.

Khrushchev had been a loyal supporter of Stalin in the 1930s and 1940s.  He had made his reputation in the Ukraine (where he had been head of the Party) as a tough enforcer of Stalin’s policies.  However, when he came to power, Khrushchev very early on was attempting to unravel Stalin’s policies (de-Stalinisation) and enforce a policy of Peaceful Co-existence in Foreign Policy which seemed to the West to be totally different from the policies Stalin pursued.

(Was it totally different? – remember Stalin’s policy towards the West after WWII – esp 1945-47)

The following are the main reasons for this…

1. Ideology – Khrushchev believed that the capitalist West would eventually collapse, as Marx forecast.  Therefore he saw no need to take it on militarily.

2. Economic – Khrushchev believed the Soviet economy needed the West.  For example, he was seeking to build up elements of the Soviet economy (light industry, chemicals, agriculture etc) and thought the USSR had much to gain from visiting and working with the West to learn their techniques.

3. New circumstances in the 1950s – Khrushchev felt the circumstances of the 1950s (eg more knowledge about dangers of nuclear weapons than in 1945) didn’t justify a Stalin-like Foreign Policy.

British historian Geoffrey Roberts says this of Khrushchev:

· “he emphasised peaceful economic competition between socialism and capitalism”, but also 

· “he projected an equally, if not more competitive policy in the political, ideological and military spheres”

So which was the greatest influence on Khrushchev, according to Roberts, and why? 










However, in time, Khrushchev’s Peaceful Coexistence policy would run into trouble, for the following reasons…

1. Problems in Central and Eastern Europe

2. Opposition from China

3. Opposition from hardliners at home

4. The West’s actions eg Bay of Pigs, spying (eg - U2 spy plane over USSR, 1960)

Hoffmann on Khrushchev

Hoffmann describes Soviet Foreign Policy under Khrushchev as a mixture of “change and continuity” which reflected the intense and well-balanced competition among political ideas.  It was the ideas of Khrushchev which began to dominate by the mid-1950s, and as moderniser he believed in…

1. East/West collaboration

2. Economic and military power

3. Viewed nuclear war as disastrous and preventable (security concerns)
4. Favoured selective military actions and more sustained efforts to develop diplomatic and commercial ties with non-communist 3rd World governments (eg Cuba)

McCauley on Khrushchev’s priorities in foreign policy
· What were the main influences on Khrushchev’s foreign policy, according to McCauley? (p53)

· Which one did Khrushchev give priority to? (p53)
Legacy of Khrushchev

Khrushchev was a major moderniser who began a new phase in Soviet Foreign Policy in the mid-1950s.  He laid the ideological and policy foundations for Soviet international behaviour up to and including the Gorbachev era (1985-91).  Most of Gorbachev’s “new thinking”(or “new political thinking”) and Brezhnev’s ideas on Détente came out of Khrushchev’s Peaceful Coexistence” policy, which had challenged and revised much of Lenin’s and Stalin’ approach to world politics (eg - Lenin’s being more inclined to interfere with the politics of W.Europe [Comintern], while Stalin’s foreign policy was much less ambitious and less wide-ranging).

While in power, Khrushchev developed innovative (although McCauley describes them as “high risk”) policies towards the US and Western Europe, E.Europe (aka the Soviet Bloc) and the Third World.  There were a number of changes in approach to communist ideology.

Khrushchev and the West

Khrushchev believed that East and West had a mutual interest and responsibility to avert a nuclear exchange and end the Cold War.  His early policies highlighted his intentions.  For example, he…

1. accepted a unified and neutral Austria

2. was willing to establish diplomatic ties with W.Germany (although he still had a strong mistrust of the Germans, whom he fought at Stalingrad)

3. tried to promote East-West trade

However, he refused to co-operate with the USA on verifiable arms control agreements.  Attempts to reach an agreement on the arms race and intelligence were never successful, eg the Soviet rejection of Eisenhower’s “Open Skies” proposals of 1955.

Overall, friendly relations contributed to improved Soviet-American relations on a range of issued until 1960.  However, after 1960, relations with the US became much more tense, partly due to the use of the nuclear threat by Khrushchev in times of difficulty.  The US especially worried about…

· Growth of long-range missiles (ICBMs) late 1950s

· “Brinkmanship” policy in Cuba 1962

This “nuclear diplomacy” worried the Americans deeply.  US Secretary of State John F. Dulles called Khrushchev the “most dangerous person” to lead the USSR since the October Revolution (failure). 
Khrushchev, ideology and the world

One of Khrushchev’s important ideological innovations was that he distinguished 5 types of nations in terms of the development of communism, ranging from the most to the least “progressive” (communism being the “progress”).

“Peaceful Coexistence” became the cornerstone of Soviet global strategy (according to Hoffmann) to expand the USSR’s influence.  This global strategy set out (among other things) to following premises:
· An East/West war was not “inevitable”.  Communist and socialist parties of capitalist countries were encouraged to cooperate with the western political systems that they lived under.
· Khrushchev pictured a “Socialist Commonwealth” that would include Yugoslavia and China – alliance based on 

· a common foreign policy and ideology

· an integrated defence system, and

· more independence for E.European countries to develop independent forms of communism (here he differed sharply with China, and also created all kinds of trouble for Soviet control of E.Europe)

· Khrushchev believed there were “different roads to socialism” for Soviet satellite states in Eastern Europe.
(See Khrushchev’s “Global Strategy” – according to Hoffmann, on table on additional sheet)

Hoffmann – Khrushchev’s Ideological innovations
Explain the difference between Khrushchev and Stalin in their views of the world. (p61)

Khrushchev’s Foreign Policy in practice

Khrushchev’s Foreign Policy, although far-reaching and innovative, soon ran into problems…

1. Denunciation of Stalin’s crimes at the 20th Party Congress of 1956 unleashed E.European demands and hopes for greater De-Stalinisation (and de-satellisation) than Khrushchev was prepared to concede.  

· For example, in the Hungarian Uprising (1956), there were demands (by Hungarian leader Nagy) to leave the Warsaw Pact (set up in 1955) and for democratic elections to be held – seen by Moscow as distinctly anti-communist, and not a “road to socialism”.  Khrushchev used Soviet tanks to put down the Uprising (Similar to Stalin “what we have, we hold”/aim to keep status quo)

2. Sino-Soviet relations declined steadily as a result of Khrushchev’s ideological international strategy, and as a result of his arrogant approach to China overall (McCauley points out that like Stalin, he expected the leaders of other communist countries to defer to him).  The Russians and Chinese fell out over a number of issues during Khrushchev’s time 

(a) there were border clashes in the late 1950s and early 1960s

(b) the Chinese were furious when the USSR tried to take overall control of their defence policy (see “Socialist Commonwealth” above)

(c) the Chinese were very critical of the USSR’s policy towards the West and saw his actions in Germany and Cuba as weak.

“petty-bourgeois” (USSR on China) 

v. 

“fascists, unworthy of the Marxist-Leninist inheritance” (China on USSR)

3. The widening Sino-Soviet rift loosened Soviet control over E.Europe.  Khrushchev’s problems with China often acted as a distraction from his attempts to impose his vision of E.Europe.  De-satellisation began at different rates, with some gaining a greater degree of national control than others (eg Poland under Gomulka).  Khrushchev transformed the way E.Europe was run, from Stalin’s feudalistic control into a less strict form of control (hegemonic influence)*

Khrushchev and the USA

In his efforts to secure better relations with America, Khrushchev realised he risked cutting the USSR off from the wider world communist movement and seriously alienating China in particular – but he knew he had to cooperate with the US to avoid nuclear war.  Khrushchev welcomed competition (eg) with the US throughout the world, because he believed in the moral and eventual material superiority of the communist system, and that it would win out in the end.

However, he also recognised the USSR’s temporary economic and scientific backwardness and recognised that expanded ties with the US could help sort out these problems.

Success?

Khrushchev’s position got stronger after the hardliners/conservatives failed to oust him in 1957, and once again after a triumphant trip to the USA in 1959 – which gave the promise of reduced East/West tensions, greater commercial and cultural ties.

However, these hopes disappeared on 1st May 1960 when an American U2 spy plane was shot down over the USSR.  This knocked back Soviet-American cooperation, with Khrushchev feeling deceived and embarrassed at the weakness of his defence system.  This pushed Khrushchev into a (ultimately unsuccessful) tougher position towards the West, in an attempt to counter domestic and Chinese criticism that he was too soft towards the West.

1. Cuba (1962) – failure – Khrushchev tried to outflank Kennedy and use Cuba as a missile base (within 90 miles of Florida).  However, Cuba was untypical of the cold War and no one would try such an escapade again.  Neither side would push each other so hard again (hence Test-ban Treaty and Moscow-Washington “Hotline” 1963).  

Here we see some ideological influence on Khrushchev – the Soviets feared defeat for Castro in Cuba could “throw back the revolutionalry movement in many countries”
2. Berlin Wall (1961) – Khrushchev’s failure to reach a settlement over E.Germany (pressed for in 1958) and Berlin increased the pressure on his leadership.  The wall was a physical symbol of his failure to drive the West out of Berlin (the “peep hole” in the Iron Curtain remained) and bad propaganda (like Hungary) indicating the “wrongs” of communism.

These events are part of what McCauley describes as a “high-risk” strategy employed by Khrushchev towards the West.  This strategy involved Peaceful Coexistence, but also at times Brinkmanship, as seen above.
Analysis 

In what other ways would you see Khrushchev as a failure or success?

Khrushchev and Germany

The German question preoccupied Khrushchev for the whole of his leadership.

Berlin

Khrushchev saw Berlin as the West’s weak point.  He said,

“Berlin is the testicles of the West…” – so all he had to do was apply a little pressure and he felt they would give ground – he was wrong.  Khrushchev’s aim was for an independent, de-militarised free city.
Harrison (US historian) sees Berlin as being “a lever to compel the West to recognise the post-war status quo” (and so maintain their security)

In the 1950s, economic recovery in West Germany (as the fused together western German zones became known in 1949) was obvious and spectacular.

The same was true of West Berlin, which was a part of W.Germany, despite being 100 miles inside the Soviet controlled part of the country.  This made it easy for E.Germans to see how much better off those in the West were than they, and also made it very easy to leave for the West (“shop window” to the West).  As a result, 6 million left 1951-6, including many skilled workers and professional people.  This was embarrassing for the Soviets, who represented the communist state as a “Workers’ Paradise”.

Lack of recognition for East Germany from the West

In 1958, Khrushchev threatened to sign a separate peace treaty with E.Germany (Khrushchev’s ultimatum), giving it full independence and therefore forcing the West to have all its East German dealings with E.Germany, rather than with the USSR.  This would be effectively recognising it.  He said he would do this if the West didn’t stop using W.Berlin as a “springboard for espionage and anti-Soviet acts”.

The West didn’t back down, and Khrushchev had to withdraw his ultimatum, although he continued to insist on the need to resolve the Berlin issue.  Khrushchev never did get the West to sign a peace treaty with E.Germany or to recognise it.

Berlin Wall 1961

Harrison notes the influences of other countries over Khrushchev in allowing the Berlin Wall to be built.  East German leader Ulbricht put particular pressure on to do this.

Concerned at the ever-rising tide of refugees from East to West Berlin, the E.German government (under Soviet orders) built the Berlin Wall.  While the Wall saved EG from economic collapse, according to Lynch it marked the failure of Khrushchev’s German policy.  In the following ways the Wall may be seen as a failure…

1. With such a drastic action, it had shown he had given up hope of persuading the West to recognise E.Germany.  

2. It was also, in a way, his acceptance of the West’s presence in Berlin, which he had failed to stop.

3. The Wall was a propaganda disaster for the USSR.  Described by the West Germans as a “Wall of Shame”.  Kennedy’s resulting “Ich bin ein Berliner” speech put the Soviets’ actions in a very poor light in contrast with the apparently caring approach of the USA.
4. McCauley – “it appeared that if the West were resolute, it could outstare Khrushchev”
The Wall did, however, (according to Williamson) draw no intervention from the West, and so, in an unofficial way they were recognising East Germany’s right to exist.  Gaddis claims that the Wall contributed to stability in Germany and Eastern Europe, by allowing the USSR and the West to “break loose” from their German allies and explore Détente. 
The Fall of Khrushchev

Khrushchev was a hard-working and very visible leader of the USSR.  He took direct charge of a wide range of domestic and foreign affairs.  While this leadership style had advantages, it made him vulnerable.  When policies failed, he appeared responsible.  His fall wasn’t over a single event, but rather as a result of growing dissatisfaction over a number of foreign and domestic policy failures (or perceived failures).

During his rise to power, Khrushchev had carried huge (and vital) backing from the armed forces.  However, by 1964, he had lost most of this – mainly due to his wish to cut military spending.  By the mid-1950s the USSR could clearly be seen to be a Superpower, possessing the H-Bomb and making significant advances in missile development and space technology (see timeline).  As a result, Khrushchev thought it could afford to cut its armed forces.  In 1960 he proposed reducing the armed forces by over a million men (ie – by one third).  All this, as well as the USSR’s loss of military prestige over Cuba lost Khrushchev the goodwill of this generals.
Khrushchev was truly an international statesman.  His foreign travels and participation in summit meetings with the USA were totally new developments in foreign policy.  However, he had few genuine foreign policy successes to boast of.

· He had become embroiled in a bitter ideological battle with China in his attempts to keep for the USSR the leadership of the communist world.

· He had awakened hopes for independence in the Eastern Bloc countries, only to dash them brutally, hence creating bad propaganda for the Soviet Union.

· He had failed to secure the peace treaty he so desperately wanted with the West over Germany.

· He was believed by the world to have publicly backed down over Cuba, arousing resentment and bitterness with his Kremlin colleagues.

Checklist

· Main influences on Soviet foreign policy 1953-64 ( + egs)

· Main aims of Soviet foreign policy 1953-64 (Give egs)  Continuity or change (consistency) in aims?
· Main features of Soviet foreign policy 1953-64 (egs)

· Success/failure 1953-64 (egs of both).  To what extent were they successes/failures?  Why was Khrushchev a success/failure?
· Methods 1953-64
The Brezhnev era 1964-1984
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Brezhnev background

Closely identified himself with Khrushchev in 1940s and worked his way up through the ranks of the Communist Party, partly with Khrushchev’s assistance.  Like Khrushchev, he had a distinguished war record, which helped his rise to the leadership, as he exploited his strong ties with the armed forces to secure their support.

Brezhnev was essentially a very conservative figure in domestic policy, but pursued a foreign policy which was reasonably cooperative with the West (albeit also very cautious and low risk).  This was partly due to domestic/economic pressures and partly due to the international situation.  Williamson sees Brezhnev as “less erratic than Khrushchev” and on the whole a man with whom the West felt they could negotiate more easily with (success).
This didn’t mean, however, that Brezhnev wasn’t capable of being tough when he felt the situation needed it – eg the Brezhnev Doctrine, a clear instance of communist ideology having an impact on his foreign policy.

Hoffmann points out that, like Khrushchev, the toughness of Brezhnev’s approach towards the West depended on who had the upper hand in determining policy within the Communist Party – the conservatives or the modernisers.  (see accompanying sheet for an explanation of what each group stood for).  This was an important domestic influence on Soviet foreign policy from 1953 up to 1984.

The fact that there was a debate at all in foreign policy shows the change which had taken place from the days of Stalin, who dictated its direction.
Laver on influences on Brezhnev

· What, according to Laver, was a major ideological influence on Brezhnev? (p35)

· What economic influences were there on Brezhnev’s foreign policy [particularly on his Prime Minister Kosygin], according to Laver? (p35)

· How did the Soviet regime under Brezhnev show that security influences were important to them? (p35-6)

· What did Laver say were “virtually indistinguishable” since Stalin’s day? (p35)

Arms build-up

Between 1964 and 1969 the most important (and the most alarming for the West) decision taken by the USSR was to expand their nuclear and conventional arms build up – spurred on by concerns about defence and security in the aftermath of the Cuban Missile Crisis and Khrushchev’s perceived capitulation to the West there.  In 1964 the strategic weapons of the USSR were not powerful enough to deter the US from using the threat of nuclear attack to achieve political aims.  The new Soviet leadership was determined to remove the nuclear imbalance, and they had done so by about 1970.
Détente

Brezhnev’s view of “Peaceful Coexistence” was similar to Khrushchev’s, but Brezhnev saw “Détente” as the main way of getting the West to seek Peaceful Coexistence.  The big difference in the 2 leaders’s global strategies was that Brezhnev’s was carried out in more favourable international circumstances.  A remarkable and helpful international situation made possible the start of East/West Détente in the early 1970s (although this would ultimately fail, resulting in a New Cold War [sometimes known as a 2nd Cold War) by 1979).

Williamson says that security was at the heart of Soviet interest in Détente.  The Soviets pursued the policy in order to…

· Get the West to accept the existing status quo in Eastern Europe (and so maintain Soviet security)

· Get the West to accept something approaching nuclear parity for the USSR

Davis and influences on Detente

· What does Davis see as the main influences on the Détente policy? (p26)
Brezhnev and Eastern Europe

The Soviets crushed the Prague Spring (Czech Uprising in 1968 – see below), along with armies from 4 other Warsaw Pact countries, installing a new more subservient regime.  The Soviets were deeply concerned for their future security, should Czech success encourage other E.European satellites to challenge the USSR.  The result was the Brezhnev Doctrine, which warned that the USSR would take action to preserve its hegemony in E.Europe if required (see below).  

This tough response weakened the defiance of the independent-minded Romanians and the opposition in Poland.  However, it didn’t crush it, and a sign of the Soviet’s weakness in Poland (heavily influenced by the Catholic Church and the Solidarity movement) was the way they left the strikes and protests of 1980-81 to be dealt with internally.  

However, the Brezhnev Doctrine also helped disillusion communist parties in W.Europe, with the result that many by the late 1970s were embracing the concept of Eurocommunism (ie pursuing their communist policies independent of the dictates of the USSR).

1964

October – Khrushchev was removed from power.  Leonid Brezhnev elected Communist Party leader and Aleksei Kosygin Prime Minister.

1968
The invasion of Czechoslovakia

21 August – Invasion of Czechoslovakia by Warsaw Pact forces, led by the Soviet Union, with smaller contributions from GDR, Poland, Hungary and Bulgaria.  Romania, Yugoslavia, China and Albania (who was a supporter of China since late 1950s) were all against the invasion.

The invasion was an extremely significant decision.  The use of the Warsaw Pact against one of its own members was largely a soviet reaction to the prospects of Communist Party control in E.Europe weakening, and the emergence of major political, economic and cultural demands coming from there.  The USSR interpreted these demands (particularly Dubcek’s “Action Programme” as “anti-Socialist” and “anti-Soviet”.  Brezhnev (like Khrushchev before him) wasn’t prepared to end the monopoly of the Communist Party.  The Russians were also anxious that E.Europe would cease to be an effective buffer zone for them, should any of their satellites there be allowed the amount of independence that the Czechs demanded.

12 November – The Brezhnev Doctrine – Brezhnev announced that the USSR reserved the right to intervene in the internal affairs of other socialist states if Socialism was thought to be under threat.  The Soviet Union had set out a principle upon which to base Soviet intervention in E.Europe, confirming the existing situation (status quo) in E.Eur.  All this was largely accepted by the USA.
In the Brezhnev Doctrine, the Soviets set out two important points

· It was acceptable that satellite states in Eastern Europe should be allowed “freedom for determining ways of …advance”.  This was very similar to the Khrushchev approach of accepting “different roads to socialism”
· However, this “advance” should not be at the expense of harming socialism
Analysis – Similarities/differences so far between Khrushchev and Brezhnev?

Detente

1971

September – Four Power BerlinTreaties * regulated the status of West Berlin (transit of civil goods and persons within Berlin sectors, expansion of links with West Germany, representation of W.Berlin abroad all accepted by the USSR).

1972
May – Official state visit by President Nixon to the USSR, during which the SALT treaty was signed, placing significant restrictions on the building of nuclear weapons.

October – President Nixon and Andrei Gromyko sign the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty.

Why Détente?

1. Vital to Brezhnev’s vision of Détente were better relations with the USA and Western Europe.  In the mid-to-late 1960s cooperation was very difficult due to the intensification of US military activities in Vietnam – a Soviet “client state” of increasing importance.  But as the Vietnam War drew to a close, cooperation would evolve through the 1970s

2. Once the nuclear balance was restored, both the US and USSR came to see less need for an arms race.

3. Brezhnev’s concerns about improving relations between the US and China (Nixon’s “ping pong” diplomacy).  The USSR feared being internationally isolated unless it came to some sort of terms with the USA.

1973
June – During the visit of Brezhnev to the USA, agreement was reached on the basic principles of nuclear arms reduction, although no treaty was ever concluded on this by Brezhnev.

1974
July – during the visit of Nixon to the Soviet Union, several agreements on limiting strategic arms growth signed.

1975

August – Helsinki Accord signed, accepting existing boundaries in Europe.

McAuley and the Helsinki Accord

What does McAuley see as the gains and losses of the Helsinki Accord for the USSR? (p71 – write in below)
1979

June – SALT 2 signed at a Soviet-US summit in Vienna between President Carter and Brezhnev.

Why slow down the arms race (after having worked so hard to catch up)?

Brezhnev was keen to avoid accelerating the arms race because…

1. There now seemed less need to do so (see Why Détente)

2. A nuclear-armed China, hostile to the USSR and friendly to the USA would pose a formidable long-term threat (see Why Détente – US-China relations)

3. Kosygin’s (Soviet PM) economic reforms of 1965 were running aground.  Therefore, the USSR simply couldn’t afford a long drawn-out arms race.

December – Soviet troops invade Afghanistan.  This was the trigger for the “New Cold War” or the “Second Cold War”.

1980

January – In response to the soviet invasion of Afghanistan, President Carter imposes a trade embargo for grain and advanced technology.  He also suspended the ratification of the SALT 2 Treaty.

1981

August – President Reagan announced the stockpiling of neutron bombs by the USA.  The arms limitation of the Détente years was clearly over.

1982

Novermber – Leonid Brezhnev dies.  Yuri Andropov was elected Gerneral Secretary of the Communist Party (i.e. Brezhnev’s post – effectively leader of the Soviet Union).

1983

March 

– Reagan describes the USSR as the “Evil Empire”

-  Reagan announces the Stategic Defence Initiative (SDI) – “Star Wars”

1984

February – Andropov died.  Konstantin Chernenko was elected General Secretary of the Communist Party.

1985

March – Chernenko died.  Mikhail Gorbachev is elected General Secretary of the CP.

July – Eduard Shevardnadze succeeds Gromyko as foreign Minister.

Novermber – Summit meeting in Geneva between Gorbachev and Reagan.  They agree to future meetings.

Assessment of Brezhnev

Success?

The Brezhnev years are remembered for, on the one hand, continued scientific achievement and the emergence of the Soviet Union as a major world nuclear power, and on the other the decline of the Soviet Economy.  The decline of the Soviet eonomy has led to criticism of Brezhnev’s years of “stagnation” (Brezhnev’s successor Gorbachev even used this phrase) – and it is true that when he died in 1982, both the political and economic situation in the USSR was close to crisis point.  Therefore, it could be argued that Brezhnev’s Foreign Policy success rested on very shaky foundations.

Analysis – Was Brezhnev the most successful Soviet leader of all in Foreign Policy up to 1982?

Economic problems under Brezhnev, helping to influence Soviet Foreign Policy 1964-82 and afterwards

· The GNP (the measure of a country’s wealth) was falling in the USSR, while growing rapidly in other countries.  The country lagged behind in the use of modern technology
· The arms race was a drain on the USSR’s economic resources.  As well as this, 

· too much money was being spent on other military needs

· supporting the members of the Warsaw Pact and 

· supporting left-wing governments in other countries, like Cuba.

· Agricultural output couldn’t be relied upon.  Agriculture hadn’t been effectively dealt with throughout the communist period.
· Lack of exports, leading to a shortage of “hard currency” (US $).  Years of communist rule meant no possible investors for enterprises within USSR (no-one had enough money)
· Prices were rising and industry was failing to produce enough consumer goods 
Note – Lack of capital, lack of investment, lack of technology, weak agriculture and the drain on the economy of the USSR’s military build-up all contributed to Brezhnev’s need to pursue a non-confrontational and low risk foreign policy – hence Détente.

Analysis – To what extent were domestic/economic influences the most important in Brezhnev’s Foreign Policy? (see also picture page)

Checklist

· Main influences on Soviet Foreign Policy 1964-82 (give egs)

· Main aims of Soviet Foreign Policy (give egs).  Continuity or change (consistency?)

· Features of Soviet Foreign Policy 1964-82 (give egs)

· Success/Failure?  (give egs of each).  To what extent were they successes/failures?  Why was Brezhnev a success/failure – was he more successful than others (esp Khrushchev), and if so, why?
· Methods 1964-82?
Gorbachev and his “New Thinking” 1985-1991
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Introduction

Even after Brezhnev’s death, there were signs that the Soviet leadership wished to resume détente with the USA and start trying to make the soviet economy more competitive with the West.

Andropov 1982-84

Andropov continued Brezhnev’s policy of trying to spread the USSR’s power around the world.  Despite friendly overtures being made to the West, tension heightened, triggered by 

· continued Soviet occupation of Afghanistan 

· arms build-up and 

· the shooting down of a South Korean passenger plane by a Soviet jet fighter in 1983.

Andropov also criticised Ronald Reagan’s “bellicose, lunatic anticommunism”.  However, Andropov helped bring Gorbachev into the Politburo.

Chernenko 1984-85

Called for renewed Détente with the West, although little progress was made towards this during his time in power.

Andropov and Chernenko were too old and unwell to push through real change, and it wasn’t until Gorbachev came to power in 1985 that real changes could be put into place.

What shaped Gorbachev’s Foreign Policy?

Problems faced

Gorbachev had problems to overcome, which helped to shape this foreign policy…

1.  Security problems

The collapse of Détente in the late 1970s had led to a new and expensive arms race.  In 1983 Reagan announced the development of “Star Wars”.  The USSR lacked both the money and technology to build a rival system and feared that “Star Wars” might tempt the US to launch a pre-emptive strike on them.

The nuclear disaster at Chernobyl in 1986 exposed the dangers of nuclear power, as well as the failings of having a secretive, centralised and state-controlled economy.

Gorbachev also realised that historic security concerns such as fear of invasion from the West were obsolete.  There was little point in holding on to the satellite states in Eastern Europe if the USSR could by attacked from long-range anyway by nuclear missiles.

2.  Economic problems

· The USSR, like the US in the 1960s (Vietnam) was increasingly suffering from “global over-stretch”.  It was fighting an unwinnable war in Afghanistan and was giving financial aid to other left-wing regimes like Angola.  All this cost a lot of money.

· The Soviet economy was stagnating and desperately needed money and the input of technology from the West.  From 1975 on its industrial production rate had been falling far behind the West – especially in new technology.

3.  Domestic Policy

Glasnost – Meaning “openness”, this policy encouraged more freedom of speech and less secrecy.  For example, works of literature that were critical of communism, or even anti-communist were allowed to be published.  It was therefore a logical step to extend such a policy of openness into his dealings with the West.
Perestroika – Meaning “restructuring”, this policy involved the reorganisation of the Soviet economy in a way that would encourage more freedom for individuals, more local initiative and less government control (centralisation).  It did not mean, however, a fully fledged Western-style market economy – it was more like a resurrection of the NEP and the ideas of Bukharin.

Gorbachev insisted a new foreign policy and Perestroika were inextricably linked.  There couldn’t be major economic reform without cutting arms spending (too costly).

Note – Gorbachev was always a committed Socialist.  In 1987 he told the 70th Party Congress that “in the 20th century there can be no progress without advance to socialism”.  However, he was prepared not to base his foreign policy on Communist ideology (see below).

4.  Outside pressures and influences
(See Poland and Afghanistan)

Gorbachev and international law

Gorbachev had studied at Moscow University, where he took a degree in law, which exposed him to the study of western constitutional law and the concept of rights.  He was able, therefore, to look at international issues with an understanding of the West’s point of view.
US historian Raymond Garthoff argues that Gorbachev brought a “revolutionary ideological change” to Soviet foreign policy, with his stress on human values and the “interdependence” of the world.

McCauley and influences on Gorbachev

· From page 86, list 3 of Gorbachev’s reasons for his New Political Thinking which you think are security-related
· From page 86, write down one of Gorbachev’s reasons for his New Political Thinking which shows a move away from trying to spread communist ideology.

· Write down how the actions of the USA/pragmatism were putting pressure on Gorbachev to move towards his New Political Thinking (p86)
Laver and influences on Gorbachev
· What economic pressure does Laver say Gorbachev was under to move towards his “New Thinking”? (p95 – top)
What pressures in Eastern Europe (i.e. examples of pragmatism) helped force Gorbachev’s “New Thinking”? (p95 – middle)

How far was Gorbachev prepared to go with the West?

Clearly resuming Détente was in the USSR’s interests, but Gorbachev wished to go further than that.  He was determined to end the Cold War, seeing that waging it was too costly and stopped him from carry out his policies of Perestroika and Glasnost.  Unlike Stalin, Khrushchev and Brezhnev, he didn’t pursue Soviet Foreign Policy according to Marxist-Leninist ideology.  He no longer believed that communism would eventually triumph over the West.  Instead he worked towards achieving cooperation and a real coexistence between the two rival systems.

Between 1987 and 1989, Gorbachev cut arms spending by 10 billion roubles.  At the INF Treaty of 1987, Gorbachev agreed to scrap the USSR’s SS20 missiles in Europe (in exchange for the US pledge to destroy all their Cruise and Pershing intermediate missiles).

(See also timescale below)

Analysis – Was Gorbachev driven more by economic or security considerations in his foreign policy?  What factor was least important in influencing Gorbachev’s foreign policy?

What aspects of Gorbachev’s foreign policy were the same as/changed from those of his predecessors?

The “New Political Thinking”

One of Gorbachev’s first steps was to remove Gromyko “Grim Grom”, as Foreign Minister, and replace him with Eduard Shevardnadze.  Gorbachev and Shevardnadze transformed Soviet foreign policy and won the hearts and minds of many across the world.  Their foreign policy operated according to what came to be known as the “New Political Thinking”.  The following were the main elements of it, according to McCauley…

1. Confrontation between the Superpowers was counter-productive since any gain made by one side prompts the other to match and improve on it.  The old rhetoric of class confrontation and international revolution was dropped.  In May 1989, Gorbachev said “…in the present world there are increasing possibilities to ensure security by political and diplomatic means.” (see also 1990 Charter of Paris below)

2. Military power doesn’t guarantee security; security can only be achieved by political means and the search to find common solutions

3. The security of one state isn’t strengthened if it is achieved at the expense of another state

4. The conflict between the superpowers in the Third World had brought Moscow little real gain.  Indeed, it had increased tension between the USSR and the West.  The two sides should combine their efforts to solve Third World problems together.

5. All states were dependent on each other – so their security depended on the ability to work with each other.  He insisted that the Soviet economy wasn’t a Socialist economy, but rather part an integral part of a world economy.

6. The USSR was a normal state that wasn’t seeking world hegemony (domination).  It wished to work closely with all other countries.  For example, relations with Western Europe were conducted within the framework of what Gorbachev described as the “Common European Home”.

The situation facing Gorbachev in the mid-1980s
1. Afghanistan was a major stumbling block in this new policy, as the Soviet occupation angered both the Islamic world and the West.  Moreover, the Soviets were badly bogged down in a brutal guerrilla war with the Mujaheddin.  Soldiers from some of the southern republics of the USSR were refusing to fire on fellow Muslims.

2. Poland also caused Gorbachev problems.  In the 1980s, the Solidarity movement (led by Lech Walesa), were extremely popular, despite having been banned and forced to operate underground 1981 onwards.  They attracted some western assistance.

The communist Third World was becoming a bigger burden, as not a single state appeared to be able to sustain economic growth.  By the mid-1980s, it was costing the USSR $40 billion a year to subvention (subsidise) Cuba, Vietnam, Ethiopia, Afghanistan and the other left-wing Third World states getting their support.  As well as this, all the E.European states were heavily in debt to the USSR.

The Reagan administration (government) continued to combat the friends of the Soviet Union across the world.  For example, 

1. US support for the Solidarity movement in Poland – find out extent

2. The US backed the Mujaheddin in Afghanistan, as well as other Islamic groups (one of which contained Osama Bin Laden).

1985

March – Mikhail Gorbachev is elected Gerneral Secretary of the Communist Party (therefore head of the USSR).

July – Shevardnadze succeeds Gromyko as Foreign Minister.

1986

February – 27th Party Congress opens with a long keynote speech by Gorbachev.  He refers to the war in Afghanistan as a “bleeding wound” and the Brezhnev era as “years of stagnation”.

October – Gorbachev arrived in Rekjavik for a two day summit with President Reagan.  they agree on  most arms reductions issues (Reagan refused to give up the idea of “Star Wars”).  When Gorbachev came to power he quickly showed that he was determined to negotiate major reduction in nuclear weapons – he was determined not just to restore Détente, but to end the Cold War.  These intentions were made clear at Rekjavik.

1987

March – Margaret Thatcher visits Moscow and calls for the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Afghanistan.

December – Gorbachev visited London to visit Margaret Thatcher.  he also visitied Washington for meeting with Reagan, and they signed a Treaty banning intermediate (medium)-range nuclear missiles (INF).  It was his first visit to the US and a huge personal triumph – “Gorbymania” had emerged.

1988
February – Soviet troops begin to pull out of Afghanistan.

May – Reagan visits Moscow to meet Gorbachev.

December – Gorbachev at the UN announced that the USSR would reduce its armed forces by 500,000 without requiring the US or its allies to make concessions in response.  Indeed, Gorbachev looked to play a more prominent role in the UN than his predecessors.

Gorbachev publicly conceded that Marxism-Leninism wasn’t the key to ultimate truth.  According to one US Senator this was “the most astounding statement of surrender in the history of ideological struggle”.

Analysis – Was Gorbachev’s Foreign Policy towards the West a success, or simple capitulation?

1989
February – The last Soviet troops leave Afghanistan.

May – Gorbachev visits China and announce the normalisation of relations between the two states.

July – Gorbachev addresses the Council of Europe in Strasbourg and states that the Soviet Union will not stand in the way of reform in Eastern Europe.  By now US commentators were speaking of the “post-communist era” in Eastern Europe.
October – Erich Honecker. leader of the GDR is replaced by Egon Krenz.

November – The Berlin Wall comes down
December – Gorbachev and Bush meet in Malta.  Gorbachev states that force will not be used to ensure that East European communist regimes remain in power.  Bush agrees to remove most controls on US-Soviet trade.

Gorbachev and the collapse of the Eastern Bloc

By withdrawing from Afghanistan, Gorbachev could focus Soviet policy once more on Europe.  Again he hoped to safeguard Soviet security through a policy of political cooperation and negotiation.  In July 1989 he told the Council of Europe that the Soviet Union wouldn’t resort “to threat or use of force, and notably military force employed by one alliance against another” – this was a straightforward rejection of the Brezhnev Doctrine, according to Williamson.
Gorbachev and Shevardnadze believed that forcing E.European countries to live under Soviet control actually put at risk Soviet security, rather than reinforcing it.  In April 1989, Gorbachev told the communist leaders of E.Europe that they must govern without Soviet support.  This was crucial to the success of non-communists in E.Europe that year.

Gorbachev encouraged the former satellite states to reform and to liberalise.

· In the USSR in March 1989 there were for the first time multi-candidate elections.

· In Poland solidarity was legalised (made illegal after 1980-81 strikes), elections took place in June and a non-communist PM took power in August (Mazowiecki).

· In Hungary the Communists agreed to multi-party elections – the very Kadar government collapsed demand that had led to Soviet intervention in 1956.  The (Kadar had been installed after the Hungarian Uprising, 1956).

Gorbachev’s spokesman Gerasimov spoke of the Brezhnev Doctrine being replaced by the “Frank Sinatra Doctrine” (I did it my way!)
McCauley and Eastern Europe
· What mistake does McCauley say Gorbachev made when declaring the Brezhnev Doctrine to be dead? (p96-97)

· Nonetheless, what did action did Gorbachev rule out for Eastern Europe (just as Brezhnev had done in 1981 in Poland)?

The Collapse of the GDR

By the summer of 1989 the survival of the GDR (East Germany) was in question.  Only massive West German loans in 1983-4 had saved it from bankruptcy up to this point.

When the Hungarian government decided in August to open its frontiers with Austria, some 150,000 East Germans poured across the border on their way to West Germany.  East German leader Honecker was sacked and on 8th November the Berlin Wall was opened.  More than anything else this highly symbolic event marked the end of the Cold War.

The East Germans rapidly followed the example of Poland and agreed to free elections, which were held in March 1990.  After the elections, the new government announced that it wished to join West Germany (the FRG).

The other Eastern European states

In Bulgaria and Czechoslovakia events followed very munch the same pattern as in East Germany.  Peaceful demonstrations forced the replacement of the communist government by new multi-party governments.  Due to their lack of bloodshed, events in Czechoslovakia were known as the “Velvet Revolution”.  As the old Soviet Bloc crumbled, Gorbachev resolutely refused to step in, implying that the Eastern European states should be allowed to determine their own future.

Only in Romania was there any attempt to resit the tide of Glasnost sweeping over Eastern Europe.  Here Nicolae Ceaucescu, the Communist dictator, after a violent clash between the army, which had come out against the government, and the security forces, was arrested and executed together with his wife.

Given these dramatic events in the second half of 1989, it is not surprising that Gorbachev and Bush agreed when they met in Malta in December that the Cold War was over.  Glasnost had played a big part in ending the Cold War, by allowing the rejection of the old Soviet insistence that it had to compete with the West as a military and ideological enemy.

Analysis – In what ways did Gorbachev’s policies towards Eastern Europe represent a change from previous Soviet regimes?  Was there any continutity?

Gorbachev and the break-up of the USSR

While events in Eastern Europe didn’t concern Gorbachev, he didn’t anticipate the surge of nationalism within the USSR itself.  He unleashed forces which he couldn’t control.

Gorbachev’s problems started in the Baltic republics (Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia).  Gorbachev stood firm against Lithuanian independence in 1990, sending in troops to resist it.  However, he was unable to stop the Ukraine, Modavia and Belarussia from making similar moves in that year and the following year..

The attempted communist coup of the summer of 1991 (although it failed) seriously weakened Gorbachev, and strengthened his rival Boris Yeltsin, who emerged to become President of Russia.  Yeltsin had been the man to see off the challenge of the coup and he, not Gorbachev, came to be seen as the most effective defender of the new Russia.

1990

November – USSR signed the Charter of Paris, recognising that the “era of confrontation and division in Europe had ended”.

3rd December – GDR (East Germany) was integrated into the FRG (West Germany) and a re-united Germany came into existence.

20th December – Eduard Shevardnadze, Minister for Foreign Affairs, resigns.

1991 –set- backs and progress

January 

– Comecon dissolved itself.

-  Soviet crackdown on Baltic independence slowed down improvement in relations with the USA

March – The Warsaw Pact is formally dissolved.

June – The US ambassador warns Gorbachev of a conspiracy to remove him.

Also in 1991, the USSR attempted to mediate in the Kuwait conflict, irritating the US and GB, who feared this would delay the unconditional surrender of Iraq.

Gorbachev and the break-up of the USSR

August – Attempted coup against Gorbachev fails.  Gorbachev returns to Moscow.

December – In Belovezh Forest, near Minsk, the Presidents and Prime Ministers of Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus declare the USSR dissolved and found a Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS).  Gorbachev describes the move as “dangerous and illegal”.

Eleven former Soviet republics meet in Almaty and the CIS is extended.

25th  December – USSR President Gorbachev resigns and the Russian flag replaces the Soviet flag over the Kremlin.

27th December – President Yeltsin takes over President Gorbachev’s office in the Kremlin.

31st December – the Soviet Union ceases to exist in international law.

Checklist
· Main factors influencing Gorbachev’s foreign policy 1985-91 (egs)

· Main aims of Gorbachev’s foreign policy 1985-91.   Continuity or change (consistency) in aims?
· Main features of Gorbachev’s foreign policy 1985-91 (egs)

· Successes/Failures 1985-91 (egs of both)?  To what extent were they successes/failures?  Why was Gorbachev a success/failure – was he more successful than other Soviet leaders, and if so, why?
· Methods 1985-91
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