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ABSTRACT

The objective of this thesis is to examine the correl-
ation Dbetween a new General Secretary, the foreign policy
apparatus, and Soviet foreign policy. Gorbachev’s accession
has provided an excellent opportunity to study this area of
Soviet foreign policy which has largely been ignored. The
new General Secretary must build his authority to lead.
Part of his authority building pattern is accomplished by
placing his men in positions of power so that in turn he may
be able to introduce, for the purposes of this thesis,
foreign policy proposals. As expected, Gorbachev made
numerous changes to both of thé leading $oviet foreign
policy making institutions, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and the International Department of the CPSU’s Central
Committee. It is contended by this thesis that these
appointments have specific cénsquences for Soviet foreign
policy. That is, where the personnel are placed within the
structure of the two institutions under study will result in
particular changes to policy. Tﬁerefore, this thesis
examines the structﬁre of both the Ministry of Foreign

Affairs and the International Department. This examination
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not only avoids a problem typical of many studies of Soviet
foreign policy, a lack of data, it also allows for predic-
tion of where foreign poliéy changes would occur. These
predictions are then compared to actual changes in Soviet
foreign policy. The conclusion reached as a consquence of
this examination and comparison is that changes in Soviet
foreign policy and style are preceded by personnel changes.
Through such examinations, we can gain not only a better
understanding of how the Soviet foriegn policy making
pfocess works, but also we can better anticipate where

future policy changes will occur.
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CHAPTER ONE:
INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan:in December 1979
came as somewhat of a surprise not only to American decision
makers, but also the rest of therworld. The surprise was
due to a lack of understanding of the Soviet foreign policy
process. Western observers have not only failed to antici-
pate specific Soviet actions, but also policy changes. The
frequent predictions of a more benevolent Soviet foreign
policy have been followed by:some action (such as 'its
invasion of Afghanistan) which has been viewed as hostile or
expansionist. With the accession of Mikhail Gorbachev as
leader of the Soviet Union, gquestions about the substance
and direction of Soviet foreign policy have arisenxonce
again. If a clear understanding of the Soviet foreign
policy process can be obtained, then we can better antici-
pate and prepare for various Soviet foreign policy actions.

Sir Winstoﬁ Churchill best summarized the frustration
of studying the Soviet Union in general when he commented
that the "USSR is a riddle wrapped in a mystery inside an
enigma."1 Whereas some of these riddles have been solved,
the foreign policy process is still essentially a "black
box" for Western observers.

Soviet secretiveness has made the study of that process

extremely difficult. The Soviets would gain no advantage in



revealing the inner workings of their foreign policy
process, and therefore they have released very-little data.
While many countries systematically publish archival
materials on their foreign policy, the first documents on
Soviet foreign policy were not released until 1983.2 There
haveybeen very few comprehensive studies. concerning the
Soviet foreign policy process due to a lack of information
of the sort that is available in other countries.

An extraérdinary opportunity to examine the Soviet
foréign policy process arose when Mikhail Gorbachev became
leader of the Soviet Union. One of the questions raised by
his accession was whether he would make a difference to the
Soviet foreign policy process. Intuitively, it would seem
correct that a new leader will make a difference to his
nation’s foreign policy. Western observers believed that
the Soviet Union’s foreién policy would change immediately
following his accession. However, Gorbachev’'s speech to the
27th Party Congress in 1986 resulted in "those expecting new
policy initiatives beiqg left disappointed."3 The Congress
failed to produce any fresh ideas and its view of the
world had a "strident ideological tone."4 First impfessions
would seem to indicate that a change in leadership does not
necessarily result in foreign policy changes. Subsquently,
there were changes in éoviet foreign policy. The Soviets
made conciliatory moves towards the United States and

China. Gorbachev also changed the style of conduct of



Soviet foreign policy. The Soviet "charm offensive" and
the new initiatives appear to be directly linked to
Gorbachev’s appointment of "younger, less doctrinaire"
foreign policy personnel.> In summary, Gorbachey's acces-
sion appears- to support the assumption that new .Soviet
leaders make a difference to Soviet foreign policy.

The notion that a change in leadership will result in a
corresponding change in foreign policy, although not
incorrect, appears to be incomplete. "New leaders may alter
‘policy priorities but the political system within which
they operate retards the effectiveness and duration of their
policies."® The new General Secretary must first place his
men in positions of power before he can make effective and
lasting changes to Soviet foreign policy.

Studies have shown that the Soviet system forces the
new General Secretary to change foreign policy in order to
build his authority.’ If the new leader wants to change
Soviet foreign policy he has to gain;control over the
foreign policy making apparatus.8 This is accomplished
basically by changes in personnel within the foreign policy
structure which in turn allow for the introduction and
implementation of policy initiatives. The hypothesis that
can be drawn from the preceding is that a change in leader-
ship results in a change in personnel which in turn allows
for a change in foreign policy.

The relationship between personnel changes and changes



in Soviet foreign policy was evident during Brezhnev’s reign
as General Secretary. In the personnel changes made by
Brezhnev in the early 1970s, the new personnel (apart from
agriculture) "were all involved in matters of foreign
relations at a time when new international initiatives - the
promotion of detente with the West - were the General
Secretary’s main preoccupation."? Brezhnev’s foreign
policy personnel changes substantially enhanced his power
and support for his policies was assured.lO

Gdrbachev has also introduced several new foreign
policy initiatives and has made personnel changes within the
foreign policy structure. This study will examine the
foregoing hypothesis in specific reference to Mikhail
Gorbachev who, as the new 1eader,_has made personnel changes
.in the foreign policy structure which will result in changes
in Soviet foreign policy.

In order to study the effect that personnel changes
have on Soviet foreign policy, the foreign policy process
must be‘exémined. As alluded to before, the study of this
process wiil concentrate upon institutions. Where Gorbachev
piaces his new foreign policy personnel is an important test
of the hypothesis that a change in a specific regional or
functional area of Soviet foreign policy is preceded by a
change in personnel wi£hin that area. Studies of specific
issues have noted that personnel changes and changes in

foreign policy are connected.ll These studies, however,



have not applied this hypothesis to therentire policy
process nor have they systematically tested their assump-
tions. .In summary, the full hypothesis that can be drawn
from the study of-the Soviet foreign policy process is that
a change in personnel within specific institutional depaft—
ments will precede changes in Soviet foreign policy. (See

Figure 1.1, p. 5.)

Figure 1.1

Change in Soviet Foreign Policy

Model
Change in  —-=------ > Change in Foreign ---------> Change in
Leadership ° Policy Personnel Foreign
Policy *
- change within
institutional
departments

* A change in foreign policy refers to changes in style as

well as in substance.

The model to be used in this study cannot provide a
complete explanation of the changes in Soviet foreign policy
under Gorbachev. This is not a p;oblem for the study of
Soviet foreign policy does not have " uniyersally accepted
framework which can simplify the collection and interpret-
ation of research."l2 Althéﬁgh institutions are an impor-

tant aspect of Soviet foreign policy, "out of the



bewildering complexity of the policy making process it would
be foolhardy to isolate a particular causal linkage as
extremely important."l3 The number of factors involved ihn
the Soviet foreign policy process is overwhelming.14 To
compound the probléms in studying Soviet foreign policy, the
general foreign policy literature is also weak in that there
is no one agreed upon approach to the study of the foreign
policy process. This theis recognizes that no technique or
methodology permits us to assign weights to the different
Afactors involved in the Soviet foreign policy process.
Therefore, instead of attempting a weak examination of that
entire process, the study will concentrate upon one of the
many factors involved - institutions.l5 ©The study of
institutions,is also consistent with mainstream inquiries
into Soviet foreign policy.16 The model to be used in this
study may provide only a partial explanation of the Soviet
foreign policy process, but, "in order to facilitate the
cumulation of knowledge about how the Soviet system works,
it may be best to build several middle ranged theories of‘
Soviet politics, each limited in its explanatory power to a
given area of study."17

The examination of the correlation between personnel
changes and changeé in foreign policy is a break from the
traditional view of the Soviet foreign poiicy process. That
view contends that poiicy is formulated by a unitary

rational actor, the Politburo or the General Secretary.



Other studies, therefore, have given lip service to the
importance of the process and thereby have largely ignored
the same.l8 1Instead of the traditional view of Soviet
foreign policy, the theoretical foundations of this thesis
can be found in the bureaucratic politics literature.
Studies using the bureaucratic politics paradigm, or
other related paradigms, have shown that policy is a result
of the "pulling and hauling" between:institutions and
individuals.l9 ©Thus this study s examination of institu-
tions can be considered theoretically wvalid as it has been
shown that institutions can influence the substance of
decisions made in the foreign policy process. Just as
importantly, this paradigm has been applied successfully in
examinations of specific Soviet foreign policy decisions.20
The bureaucratic politics paradigm can furnish the
theoretical justification of this study’s examination of
organizational structure but it will not be applied. This
paradigm is best suited for explaining a specific decision
in a time of crisis rather than policy: for example, the
Soviet decision to invade Czechoslovakia in 1968. Other
problems associated with this paradigm’s level.of analysis
if it were to be applied to a study of this.size and scope
also exist.2l In short, the practical problems of using
this paradigm for this particular study do not déflect
from its usefulness in iilustrating the importance of

institutions in the Soviet foreign policy process.



The bureaucratic politics and related paradigms have
shown that organizational structure is also important in the
policy making process. For the purposes of this thesis,
organizational structure will be defined as "a set of
related and ordered offices, each recognizable by the powe?s
formally attached to it, powers which are largely (but not
wholly) available to any incumbent (bureaucrat) of those
offices."22 Related functions will be very loosely defined
as an organization’s central purpose or primary task
manifesfed in a flow of work.23 Although many limitations
exist to the exclusive study of structure, this concept is
still useful for én examination of this scope.2%4 The
concept allows us to generalize at a level necessary for the
study of all of Soviet foreign policy and the process of
making that policy. 1In addition, the data required to
examine structure is now available in the Soviet case.
Studies using concepts which require more iﬁformation may
not be feasible for as one Sovietologist notes, there are no
David Ellsbergs or Jack Andersons in the Soviet Union.23 It
may seem overly simplisti¢ to study just the structure, but
Sovietologists. contend that it is an important, if(not one
of the most overlooked, lines of inquiry.26 In summary,
"the analyst can be sure that if he does not know the
organizational structure and he does not know the state of
affairs within that structure, then his analysis will be

extremely crude and possibly quite misleading."27



Sovietologists contend that "sources of behavior
arising from organizational structure should be amenable to
analysis."28 Although they may contend that the study of
structure is important, the fact remains that there are very
few studies which have exaﬁined institutions in even very
general terms. Unfortunately, no method for examining the
strﬁcture of Soviet foreign policy institutions exists.
Numerous studies of typical Western institutions have broken
structure down into "x" or "y" number of variables, but once
again the lack of information prevents this study from an
examination in the depth of detail desired. However, two
impliéations common to all structures - hierarchy and a
division of labour - can be examined and suit the level of
analysis of this thesis.29 The structure of Soviet foreign
policy institutions will thus be operationalized by an
examination of the hiérarchy and division of labour within
those institutions. It is important to examine where
Gorbachev’s appointees are in the 6rganization’s hierarchy.
The division of labour is important for thisrthesis contends
that changes in a specific regional or functiénal area of
foreign policy are preceded by a change in personnel within
that 6 area. An examination of the éhanges within a foreign
policy institution’s organizational hierarchy together with
the division of labour (structure) is the means to be used
to test the hypothesis that a change in personnel allows for

a change in foreign poiicy.
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Which institutions to study in terms of their organ-
aizational structure. is not a simple decision to make for
many institutions can be considered part of the Soviet
‘foreign policy process. Although these can have either a
direct or indirect influence upon the Soviet foreign policy'
making process, an unfortunate lack of data as to the exact
function and influence each institution has in the process
hurts such studies. Important institutions such as the
Politburo and the military will not be examined in this
study as it would be extremely difficult to determine
‘ whether the personnel changes in those institutions were
made for reasons of foreign policy or for other political
concerns. These two institutions deal with many issues
outside the foreign policy:sphere and observers cannot
~always de;ermine their exact division of labour. In
consideration of the data available, this study will
concentrate upon Gorbachev’s personnel changes made within
two of the more important foreign policy institutions - the
International Department of the CPSU Central Committee and
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

Next to the Politburo, the International Department is
the most important institution within the Soviet foreign-
policy process. It is important because of the functioﬁs it
performs and its place within the hierarchy of the foreign
policy process. The foreign policy options which are

presented to the Politburo are derived from the collection
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and analysis of information conducted by the International
Department. As part of the Central Committee’s apparatus,
the International Department is a significant organization
within the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU). As
an organization within the CPSU, the International Depart-
ment s authority leads it to be considered .an important
foreign policy decision making body.30 1n summary, the
International Department can‘be considered a central agency
within the foreign policy process for it stands above other
départments and performs functions which are thought
to be crucial.3l

In contrast to the International Department, the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs is thought to be relatively
insignificant. As a governmental oréanization, it implem-
ents party policies and party aims. Thus, the policy
initiatives which are introduced by Gorbachev would be
meaningless unless they are implemented by the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. Since 1973, its Minister has been a
member of the Poliburo, and thus its influence in the Soviet
foreign policy procesé cannot be overlooked. Sovietologists
have largely ignored the Ministry of Foreign Affairs as it
has been too easily written off as just a puppet of the
party. . Al;hough the Ministry of Foreign Affairs cannot be
considered a central agency within thé foreign policy
process, its importance as a impleﬁenting agencykmakes it

worth examining.
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In order to test this study’s hypothegis, one consider-
ation is how to determine whether Soviet foreign policy has
changed. Brezhnev’'s foreign policy will be used as a base.
The work of Sovietologists was reviewed to compare this base
to Gorbachev’s changes. ©No one definitive source as to
' Brezhnev s foreign policy or Gorbachev’s changes to that
policy exists. However, a comprehensive view of Gorbachev’'s
policy changes can be developed through a thorough review of
the work that Sovietologists have recently complefed on this
subject. To ensure that the views presented by the Soviet-
ologists are corfect, the Soviet press was reviewed. A
review of that press can provide the broad general guide-
lines of Soviet foreign policy.32 The press could not be
‘used exclusively for the statements found "are rarely
sufficently precise to be subject to falsification."33 To
summarize, the work that Sovietologists have done on Soviet
foreign policy will be reviewed to determine where Gorbachev
has changed Brezhnev' s foreign policy.

A comparsion of where Gorbachev has changed personnel
and where he has either changed policy or not changed policy

can yield four possible scenarios:

1 - Personnel change and change in policy;
2 - Personnel change and no change in policy;
3 - ©No personnel change and change in policy;

4 -~ No personnel change and no change in policy.



13

A change in personnel without changes in policy or changes
in policy without personnel changes runs contradictory to
the hypothesized result. A lack of changes in both person-
nel and policy, by itself, is not sufficent to validate the
hypothesis of this thesis. 1In that this pattern does not
disprove the hypothesis, it can be used as indirect proof.
The expected pattern and thé pattern to be tested in this
thesis is the one of personnel changes followed by changes
in policy. '
Conclusion

In the context of Soviet politics, Valerie Bunce first
raised the question, do new leaders make a difference? Her
study dealt with domestic policy. This thesis asks the same
question but with reference to Gorbachev and Soviet foreign
policy. An analysis of the structure of the International
Department and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, supplemented
by an analysis of the perceptions of Gorbachev’s new appoin-
tees, will test the central hypothesis that new leaders do
make a difference. The full hypothesis of this study is
that new leaders make a difference by changing the foreign
policy personnel which in turﬁ'allows for a change in
foreign poliby. The General Secretary’s appointment of new
personnel. to the foreign policy structure is well worth
studying. At least an indirect relationship between
personnel changes and foreign policy is already accepted.

However, current research has not answered the question of
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whether a policy change in a specific functional or regiohal
area is preceded by personnel changes in that area. If
specific personnel changes are linked to specific foreign
policy changes, then this discovery will increase the
explanatory power of our studies of Soviet foreign policy.
If policy change cannot be directly and systematically
linked to personnel changes, then factprs other than
personnel changes should be examined. The methods used to
study this‘iinkage may seem simplistic, but the researcher
"must build his case based on indirect and circumstantial
evidence that would be considered insignificant when writing
about policy making in democratic societies."34 pPrevious
studies have identified the domestic soufces of Soviet
foreign policy and have recogniied the importance of those
sources. This study will build upon the work of previous
studies by other Sovietologists by examining the causal
linkage between one domestic source of Soviet foreign
policy (personnel changes) and Soviet foreign policy.

This chapter has providea the theoretical foundations,
as well as the methods, of this thesis. Chapters two and
three will examine the personnel changes made to the
International Department and to thetMiﬁistry of Foreign
Affairs respectively. These two chapters will be organized
along the same lines. This study will examine the function,

the structure and finally the personnel changes to those
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institutions and the implications for Soviet foreign
policy. The final éhapter (four) will compare the personnel
changes to actual changes in Soviet foreign policy to test

this study’s hypothesis that the two are indeed connected.
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studies have rarely gone further than merely identifying the
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important, but do not examine how it actually affects the
Soviet foreign policy process. Arthur Alexander, "Modeling
Soviet Decision Making," in Soviet Decisionmaking for
National Security, Jiri Valenta and William Potter, eds.
(London: George Allen and Unwin,1984),10.

15 Dallin, 380.

16 Seweryn Bialer, "Soviet Foreign Policy: Sources,
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Foreign Policy, Seweryn Bialer, ed., (Boulder: Westview
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CHAPTER TWO:
THE INTERNATIONAL DEPARTMENT .

"In contravention of the Soviet constitution, it is the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
(CPSU) and not the Council of Ministers which determines the
general direction of Soviet foreign policy."l The Inter-
national Department (ID), as part of the Central Committee’s
apparat, thus can be considered one of the architects of
Soviet foreign policy. How Gorbachev’s personnel changes
may have affected .the direction of Soviet foreign policy
must be examined within the brganizational framework
provided by.the Central Committee’s International Depart-
ment. |

Until recently the International Department has been
ignored in Western studies. However, the significant role
that it plays in the foreign policy making process is
increasingly recognizéd. Studying the ID is difficult for
its acfivities are considered sensitive information and thus
are shielded by the CPSU.2 ©Part of the reasop'that the
International Department has been ignored is because there
are few means of verifying new information about it.

The International Department has no institutional
equivalent in the West due to the dualistic nature of Soviet

foreign policy. Soviet foreign policy is conducted on two
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parallel levels: tra@itional diplomatic and revolutionary.3
The Soviet Union carries out its state-to-state relations
through the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (subject of the next
chaptgr). In order to help carry out its revolutionary
foreign polic&, the CPSU needed some institution to initiate
and coordinate "the dissemination of effective propaganda
and [to manipulate] sensitive or unstable political situat-
ions."4 The institution would require a privileged position
within the Central Committee’s apparat, have conéiderable
authority, and be led by a relatively high ranking and
powerful party member. The institution which fills the
CPSU’ s requirements cafrying out its revolutionary foreign
policy is the International Department, whereas the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs carries out the traditional diplomatic
functions found in any country.

Gorbachev must work within the pre-existing Eircum—
stances; therefore his personnel changes must be considered
in light of International Department’s history, functions
and structure to differentiate between pre-existing trends
in Soviet foreign policy and changes initiated by Gorbachev.

History of the International Department

The history of the International Department shows that
it has been ignored rather than impotent és some would
claim. Since its inceptipn in 1943, it has always occupied
an important place within the foreign policy making hier-

archy. In addition, the 1950s saw the ID take command
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of the Soviet Union’s policy towards the pon—communist
world. In short, its history has set the foundations of its
current role. Thét fgundation consists of the following
items:

a) The world revolutionary ideology of the Comintern
gave the ID its ideological foundations.

b) The shift in Soviet foreign policy to the Third
World in the early 1950s forced the International
Department to develop its information coordinating
and analysis capability.

¢) The creation of the World Marxist Review (The

Problems of Peace and Socialism) gave the ID

control over a seemingly neutral and independent

mouthpiece by which its views could be expressed.

d) As a part of the Central Committee’s apparat, the ID
haé the authority to oversee the implementation
of Soviet foreign policy. Khrushchev’s foreign
policy initiatives in the 1950s further enhanced
the ID’s supervisory authority.>

Due to its foundations, the International Department can be
considered an.important and integral part of the Soviet
foreign policy making process.

Functions of the International Department

A great deal of the International Department’s import-
ance in the foreign policy making process is due to its

position within CPSU’s Central Committee. The International
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Department, as part of the Central Committee’s Secretariat,
effectively presents the Politburo with the foreign policy
recommendations it considers and sets its foreign policy
agenda. The importance of the Politburo in the foreign
policy making field is well documented and openiy admitted-
by Soviet officials. One such official, Valentin Falin, was
quoted as saying that "all foreign policy and national
security questions must be discussed and decided in the
Politburo."® Additional functions include the processing of
information, advising the Politburo of the international
situation, and checking the execution and implementatidn of
Politburo decisions.’ In order to perform all of its
functions the International Department’s authority exceeds
that of equivalent governmen£a1 ministries and committees.
In short, the functions performed by the International
Department make it a central agency within the foreign
policy structure. A central agency. can be defined as a
organization which: w

a) coordinates the interdepartmental deve}opment of

policy;
b) develops policies which other departments must
follow;

c) monitors the performance of other departments; and

d) performs functions which are thought to be crucial.8
In short, a central agency must stand above other depart-

ments. A superficial examination of the International
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Department will not reveal it to be a central agency. The
ID’s official responsibility may only be to maintain links
to foreign commﬁnists, but as Soviet foreign policy has
evolved, so have the functions of the ID. Over the years
the ID has expanded its responsibilities to include revol-
utionary movements, Third World leaders, European Social-
ists, and most recently, Western political and economic
leaders.? 1In summary, the functions and authority bestowed
upon the ID by virtue of it being a Central Committee
Department, makes it a central agency.10

One of the most important functions performed by the
International Departmen£ is its analysis and coordination of
information. The information which the Politburo uses to
make its foreign policy decisions is filtered through the
International Department. This task is accomplishéd by a
well developed research staff and a panel of consultants.ll
In addition, the ID has independent representatives in some
of the Soviet Union’s embassies abroad. fhese represent-
atives collect informétion and analyze the political
situation of the country in which they are stationed.l2 The
representétives also attempt to contact foreign leaders who
are used as an additional source of information. The
analysis and coordination of information allows_ the Inter-
national Department to make its policy recommendations
and thus shape Soviet foreign policy.

The International Department’s weakness is the limited
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extent of its independent infdrmétion gathering systems. To
make up for this deficiency, the collection of information
necessary for the ID to be able to formulate its policy
recommendations is accomplished through it working as an
umbrella organization. That is, it not only uses its own
étaff to collect the necessary information but also relies
upon the services of other organizations such as the
Research Institutes, the intelligence services (GRU and
KGB), the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, International Fronts,
and various other soﬁrces. The ID can compensate for its
weakness by its ability to "request information from any
government agency, invite for consultation any individual
and communicate directly with any revolutionary organization
in the world."l13

In additionrto its information analysis and coordin-
ating functions, the International Department also pefforms
supervisory functions. The ID can also commission the
various governmental organizations under its control (KGB,
for example) to carry out specific tasks set forth by the
ID.

The International Department and Soviet Institutions

Bureaucratic infighting between the International
Department and organizations under its umbrella is gssumed
by many Western observers.lé Outéide of times of érisis,
such as during the debates over the fate of Czechoslovkia in

1968, véry little evidence of the Western model’s "pulling
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and hauling" can be found. This is not to suggest that no
bureaucratic infighting exists, but rather it is moderate
and concealed due to the presence of the Politburo. The
Politburo oversees the activities of all the foreign policy
institutions and settles any disputes which may arise. A
1§ss of prestige if the Politburo must intervene to settle a
conflict. 1In addition, further damage to the prestige of an
institution may occur if, in arbitrating the dispute, some
of its responsibilites are taken away by the Politburo. A
Soviet observer notes that the Politburo indirectly moder-
ates the relationship between thé International Department
and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs:

Despite the tensions that sometimes arise from

overlapping each other’s turf, [officials of the

Ministry of Foreign Affairs and of the Inter-

national Department] more often than not try to

compromise their differences rather than let them
break into open conflict which must be arbitrated

by the Politburo.l5
The relationship between the Internationai Department and
the organizations under its umbrella are based on co-
operation if only to secure the position of one’s institut-
ion within the foreign policy hierarchy.

The KGB cooperates with the International Department on
two levels - analytical and operatiohal.16 On the:analyt—
ical level, KGB reports form the basis of some of the policy
recommendations formed by the ID. The KGB's cooperation is

necessary for the analysis and coordinating of the over--

whelming amount of intelligence required for the ID to
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perform its policy recommendation function. On a operation-
al level, the International Department enlisted the KGB .to
carry out special projects. The special projects carried
out by the KGB are called active measures. "Active meas-
ures" is the term given to "political warfare or covert
actions and techniques used for influencing events and
behavior in, and actions of, foreign societies."l7 The KGB
is used to disseminate propaganda, disinformation, ahd
engage in other activities which are commissioned by’the
International Department, or 'at least directed by it.18 1n
summary, the KGB gives the 1D invaluable assistance in
formulating and implementing Soviet foreign policy.

The relationship between thé International Department
and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) is close and
cooperative. A complete and detailed examination of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ position within the foreign
policy hierarchy will follow in the next chapter, so it is
sufficient to note that the ID is superior to the MFA. The
ID is considered the dominant expert in many fields, filters
much of the MFA’s information before it reaches the Polit-
buro, and oversees the activities of the MFA.19 This
dominance over the MFA does not preclude a close'and
cooperative relationship as Soviet defectors have noted:
the ID and the MFA are natural allies with both protecting
the various relations the Soviets have in the non-communist

world.20
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The International Departmeﬁt has a working relationship
with the Research Institutes of the Academy of Sciences.
When the need arises, the ID commissions reports from thé
Institutes which form the basis of specific policy recom-
mendations. A Soviet defector who had worked in the
Institute for the Study of the USA and Canada believes that
much of the research conducted by the Institutes is appar-
ently unread by the I1D.2l Commissioned reports on urgent
topics "may be read and appreciated, but it is more common
that [the] influence [of the Research Institutes] is
nominal."22 In addition, the Instifutes'are a source of
intelligence for the ID through the contacts which the
Institutes make with foreign academics. ’Although the
Research Institutes are used b§ the International Depart-
ment, the significance of this rélationship appears to be
minimal. |

The International Department is also responsible for
developing "overall political attitudes towards countries
involved in active confrontation with the forces of
imperialism."23 The ID accomplishes this task by ensuring
that the ideological thrust presented in Soviet periodicals
and propaganda is consistent with Soviet objectives.24 The
International Department’s supervision 1is éf much greater
detail and stricter than the supervision of most ordinary
domestic affairs.23 "Both Tass and Novosti receive special

department directives on how to handle particular events,
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and Novosti is told what to promote in the foreign media."26
The ID s importance in presenting the Soviet view haé been
increased with the dismantling of the International Inform-
ation Department (IID)27. The IID was a failed experiment
started sometime in ;he 1970s and was intended to improve
the collection and presentation of information. However,
the almost tqtal lack of public relations skills possessed
by its Chief (Leonid Zamyatin) doomed the experiment from
the start. Through its supervision of what is published in
néwspapers, journals and research within its policy area,
the International Department ensuresrthat the proper

political attitude is developed and presented.

The International Department and its Foreign Contacts

In addition to supervising the content of domestic
newspapers, journals and research, the International

Departmeht also controls the Problems of Peace and

Socialism. The Problems of Peace and Socialism has a North

American edition which is known as the World Marxist

Review. Because this paper is directed towards a North

American auidence, the Problems of Peace and Socialism/World

Marxist Review, will be referred to as the World Marxist

Review. The control over this journal gives the ID a
vehicle by which it can express its version of the proper
Soviet line to foreign communists. Articles written by its

staff regularily appear. The World Marxist Review is read

in 145 countries and has over 60 communist parties
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represented on its staff.28 1t is given the appearance of
some neutrality as it is published in Prague and has inter-
nationalized its staff. However, the leading staff members

of the World Marxist Review are appointed by the Inter-

national Department.29 THe facade of independence is
maintained through a fifteen-man editorial board.30 The
facade is very weak as ten of the board’s fifteen are
strongly pro-Soviet, two are mildly pro-Soviet and three are
independent.3l The control exerted by the ID over the World

Marxist Review is evidenced by the fact that the one strong

deviation away ffom the Soviet line that the journal took
(when it published articles which appeared to lean towards
the Czechs during the 1968 Soviet—ézech crisis) resulted in
the immediate dismissal of the journal’s editor-in-chief by
the ID.32 The International Department s influence is not
limited to the appointment and dismissal of staff. The head
of the ID habitually leads the CPSU delegation to the
periodic conferences held by the journal. Control of the

World Marxist Review allows the ID to control the Soviet

line as seen by foreign communists and issue instructions to
the appropriate movements or parties.

The International Fronts, which are controlled by the
International Department, are used to promote the Soviet
line and to issue instructions to pro-Soviet movements and
parties.33 The front organizations were created to present

the facade of independence by minimizing the active role
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communists play. In this way it was hoped that people who
were sympathetic to at least some of the CPSU’s policies but
who were not willing to become party members would join an
"independent" front organization. As of 1986 seventeen such
fronts were in existence. (See Table 2.2, p.62.) Through
symposia, conferences, demonstrations, publications and
lobbying, the Internatiénal Fronts make statements which
mirror Soviet perceptions.34 The International Department
ensures that these statements are "correct" by controlling
the leaders of the fronts. The top leadership, although not.
Russian, are usually communists who are loyal to the CPSU.
Other leadership pdsitions include Soviet and pro-Sovief
members such as the East Europeans. The ID also attempts to
control the national affiliates of the fronts by appointing
pro-Soviet leaders to those organizations. The Inter-
national Department’s Social Organizations sector, overseen
by a Deputy Chief and responsible for the administration of
the International Fronts, is evidence of the importance of
the fronts. Furthermore, two sector chiefs have been
directly linked to the oversight of specific front organ-
izations - Yulii Kharlamoev to the World Peace Council
and Grigoriy Shumeyko to the World Federation of Trade
Unions and the AfroAsian People’s Solidaritf Organization.35
In addition to appointing its leadership, the International
Department also provides the bulk of the operating expénses

of the International Fronts.3® Control of the funding
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and leadership appointments allows the International
Department to use the fronts as instruments of Soviet
foreign policy.

The ID’s original function, the direction and co-
ordination of communist parties, cannot be overlooked. The
CPSU, through the ID, can maintain permament links with
foreign communists for it does not have to suffer the
periodic embarrasment of being voted out-of office. The
links are maintained through regular meetings between
International Department officials and the leaders of the
foreign communist parties. There is no illusion of equality
in these meetings or in the relationship in general.
International Department officials make it -quite clear that
local interests of the foreign communists must be made
secondary to the interests of the CPSU. Although legal
communist parties such as those in Italy, Japan or France
are able to pursue a more independent course, illegal or
weaker parties are dependenf upon the International Depart-
ment for financial and logistical support. In some instan-
ces, weak or illegal communist parties only survive due to
the financial support given to them by the International
Department. Even strong parties may depend uéon the ID for
at least part of their income. These parties may export
journais and newspépers'to the Soviet Union and EaStegn
Europe where sales are ensured for they are the only outside

sources of information available.37 The education of
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foreign communists represents an indirect financial reward
to loyal communist parties. In a practice no longer as
common as it once was, the ID would screen potentialr
candidates of foreign communist parties for free admission
into CPSU schools. .The International Department can
control foreign communists, for the communists who are
unable to support themselves afe careful not to jeopardize
the ties with their patron.38

In addition to funding, the International Department
maintains its control over foreign communists through
logistical support. The ID uses conferences to help the
foreign communists with any of their organizational difﬁ—
iculties, to eaucate them and to coordinate their activ-
ities.39 Logistical support is al;o in the form of planning
of activities or supplying foreign communists with prop-
aganda materials. The ID also runs radio stations for
specific foreign communists.40 The evidence would seem to
indicate that the ID’s control over weak foreign communists
through the use of financial and logistical support.

The International Department not only maintains its
control over foreign communists, but other pro—Spviet
groups. The International Department will support any anti-
imperialist, pro-Soviet droup, such as the so-called
national liberation movements. Links with Yasser Arafat’s
PLO or Joshua Nkomo’'s fatriotic Front were formed because

the International Department believed that potential
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influence of such revolutionary groups was significant.41
Continuing links over pro-Soviet, revolutionary groups has
been justified on the basis that it allows the ID to
maintain or even increase the Soviet Union’s influence in
the non-communist world.

The International Department maintains control over
foreign communist and pro-Soviet groups because of the
functioﬁs they perform. Groups under the direction of the
ID are used to disseminate propaganda and can be a source of
intelligence. These groups regularly send reports on the
situation or events in their country to the ID. They are
also used as sounding boards for possible policy recom-
mendations or as intermediaries. When several West European
communist parties visited Moscow in the summer of 1979, they
were instructed to tell the French and Italian communist
parties to come into line with Soviet policies towards
Western Europe. The use of the outside groups (as a
source of information or to execute specific policies) gives.
the International Department an edge over the other foreign
policy institutions.

As illustrated by the previous examination, the ID can
be_cénsidered a central agency. It coordinates, develops
pdlicies which other institutiqns follow, monitors the
performance of other institutions and performs functions
which are thought of as crucial. In short, the ID‘stands

above the other Soviet foreﬁgn policy institutions.
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However, a note of caution is needed for at times the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Soviet ambassadors, and
Research Institute directors, HaQe had direct access to the
Politburo; and have thus been able to bypass the ID.%42 fThe
Politburo also has used ad hoc committees to determine the
direction of specific aspects of Soviet foreign policy.43
Although the International Department may have the strongest
voice in the Soviet foreign policy process, it must be
emphasized that it is not the only voice heard.

Structure of the International Department

The International Department is organized in a pyramid
shaped manner, at the top of which is the chief of.the ID.
His main concern is with high level administration rather
than the day to day workings of the organization.44 In
perforﬁing his high level adminstrative tasks, the chief of
the ID prepares for meetings ‘with the Politburo and the
Secretariat (which includes setting the foreign policy
agenda for the Politbufo), attends official and social
functions, and consults with the heads of other organ-
izations and foreign political leaders. The chief of the
International Department supervises the general direction of
activities of the International Department.

Beneath the chief there are one or two first deputy
chiefs.45 oOne of the first deputy chiefs is the "acting
chief" when the head of the departmeﬁ£ is making one of his

frequent foreign trips. The first deputy chiefs are
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responsible for the day-to-day running of the International

Department.

Next in the International Department’s hierarchy are
the deputy chiefs. Five were identified in 1982 and seven
in 1984 and 1986. Apparently no set number exists, and due
to the lack of information, errors in identification may
occur. There may have been seven deputy chiefs in 1984, but
research has only uncovered five. They are responsible for
geographic or functional areas. Six basic functions are
performed by the deputy chiefs with supervision being their
primary responsibility.4® They also céordiﬂate with their
‘governmental counterparts,‘task'Research Institutes to
conduct supportive work, receive foreién delegates, brief
the Politburo and Secretariat, and oversee Soviet activity
in thei£ area (which includes initiating actions necessary
to impleﬁent foreign policy decisions). The deputy chiefs
are the link between the top leadership aﬁd ﬁhe sector
chiefs.

The sector chiefs are responsible for the supervision
of work within their particular sectors. The'sectors are
divided along geographic-linguistic (eg, Germanic Europe) or
functional (eg, Liaison and Protocol) lines. The functions
carfied out by the sectors in&olve contacting prb—Soviet
groups, providing arms and funds when appropriate, over-
seeing governmental agencies, analyzing intelligence reports

and putting those reports into a framework whereby policy
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recommendations can be made.47 Therpersonnel who staff the
sectors are divided into two main categories - responsible
workers and instructors.48 The responsible workers are
senior analysts who head a country or functional desk and
who oversee the work of the more junior colleagues. The
instructors verify that party decisions are implemented by
government agencies and issue instructions or directives to
pro-Soviet groups. Most of the work done by the Inter-
national Department is accomplished at the sector level.

Complementing the regular staff of the International
Department is a group of full time consultants. These
consultants have a great deal of influence within the
International Department, much more than the academics from
“ the Research Institutes who are used on an ad hoc basis.
Whereas the basic staffrof the International Department is
responsible for the day to day work, the consultants conduct
in-depth research; long range studies and prepare major
doctrinal statements for the ID.49 The full time consul-
tants provide the International Department with a indepen-
dent capability to determine the direction and shape of long
term policy recommendations.

As the struéture is based upon the centralized pyramid
shape,. the personnel are easily controlled by its .top
leadership. (See Figure 2.1, p. 63, for an example of
probable chain of éommand.) In addition, the division of

labour within the department allows for specific changes in
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personnel to correspond to intended changes in policy.

Personnel of the International Department

Some two hundred individuals fill the structure of
the International Department. The staff are well educated,
widely traveled, geographic specialists. A Soviet defector
describes the composition of the International Department’s
staff in terms of quality:

Only specialists work in the International

Department. They do not have anyone who five

years ago was secretary of the Party cell in an

industrial plant and then became a staff member of

the International Department. Because almost all

information about every country is channelled to

the International Department, these are very

competent people, with detailed knowledge of the

situation in the country [of their special-
ization]}. ... the International Department has the
best staff in the Party Central Committee, in
terms of composition, level of education, and
degree of knowledgeability.SQ
The strength of its staff allows the International Depart-
ment to retain its-position within the Soviet foreign policy
hierarchy.

As the staff plays such an integral role in maintain-
ing the International Department as a central agency, it is
necessary to examine the personnel changes Gorbachev has
made to the ID. The implications for foreign policy these
personnel changes have will also be examined.

Although the structure of the International Department
does not appear to have been radically altered, Gorbachev

has made several significant changes to the top leadership

and has shuffled the lower level staff. (For a list of the
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major personnel changes Gorbachev has made to the ID see
Table 2.1, p. 57.) Following Gorbachev’s ascendancy to
power, over a third of the sector and desk chiefs have been
changed or their responsibilities altered as well as the ID
receiving a new chief and first deputy chief.

The most significant change in the International
Department s personnel has been the replacement of Boris
Ponomarev by Anatoliy Dobrynin. Ponomarev retired in March
of 1986 and as of June (1986, Dobrynin became the new chief
6f the International Department.

Boris Ponomarev, labelled by Khrushchev as a relic of
the Comintern, had been chief of the International Depart-
ment since 1955 and was seen by both Western and Soviet
observers as an "unimaginative, inflexible Stalinist."5l
The iugoslav Ambassador at the time (Veljko Micunovic) noted
that Ponomarev had a picture of Stalin in his office two
years after Khrushchev had given his famous anti-Stalin
speech.®2 All appearances would.seem to indicate that
Khrushchev 's assesment of Ponomarev was correct.

Ponomarev was born in,1905 and joined the Bolsheviks at
age fourteen. Between 1937 and 1943, he served as an aide
to the Comintern’s General Secretary Georgiy Dimitrov. He
then went on to serve as the first deputy chief of the
.Comintern’s successor, the International Department. 1In
1952 he became:a Central Committee member, chief of the ID

in 1955, a Central Committee Secretary in 1961 and in 1972 a
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candidate member of the Politburo. "Ponomarev’'s long career
testifies to considerable flexibility and a skillful
exercising of the art of political survival."33

Although Ponomarev can be considered bureauc;atic and a
hardliner; he can also be considered aﬁ "ideological
chameleon". His ability to change ideological colour was
most evident when his opposition to Khrushchev’s plan to
shift Soviet foreign policy to a Third World focus changed
to complete support for such a shift. Despite his ideolog-
ical shifts, some of Ponomarev’s basic perceptions have come
to the surface due to the fact that he enjoyed writing for
himself.54 His joy of writing was at the dismay of subord-
inates because of his "dry as dust manner" and his "dullest
of official prose."55 Ponomarev can be considered a.
Marxist-Leninist scholar and a true believer in Soviet
ideology.2® Ponomarev’s views came to the forefront
during the period of detente in the 1970s. Ponomarev was
given the responsibility of convincing foreign communists
that detente did not reduce the chances of‘a world revol-
ution. He argued that Soviet trade and arms control
activities were separate and parallel to the International
Department s "accelerated efforts to promote the explusion
of Western influence from the Third World.">7 In 1971
Ponomarev wrote about the siné of revisionism in reaction to
the Western communists’ (French and Italian) assertion of

independence from Moscow. Ponomarev’'s surface flexibility
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did not cover the hardline he took towards foreign commun-
ists or the West.

On the surface, Anatoliy Dobrynin is quite a contrast
to Boris Ponomarev. Dobrynin has been ‘a professional
diplomat nearly all of his 1life. Dobrynin, born in 1919,
attended the Higher Diplomatic School of the USSR Ministry
of Foreign Affairs between 1944 and 1946. After graduating,
he worked in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs apparat for two
years and became an aide of then Deputy Foreign Minister
Gromyko. Between 1952 and 1955, Dobrynin served in the
Soviet embassy in the United States. For the next two
years he ser§§d as an aide to the Minister of Foreign
Affairs, then three years in the United Nations, and in 1960
became chief of the USA sector in the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. In 1962, he became the Soviet ambassador to the
United States, a position he held until 1986. As an
ambassador, Dobrynin was a shérp contrast to the typical
Soviet ambassador who dogmaticaily implements directives
from the Kremlin and whose only coﬂcern is for his career.>8
He is self confident, imaginative and sauve. Kissinger
called him the channel when he was the Soviet ambassador to
the United States. The channel would open up whenever a
deadlock formed or ultrasensitive business needed to ber
conducted.®? Dobrynin may not be hostile towards the United
States, but neither is he an ardent admirer or an untiring

advocate of friendly relations with it as he does believe in
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the correctness of the Soviet system.®0 Henry Kissinger
considered his unquestioning support éf the Soviet line an
asset as it allowed the Americans accurately to judge what
the Soviets were thinking.61 Despite the ease with which
Dobrynin moved through Western circles, he is a sincere and
staunch supporter of the Soviet system and regime.?

Western observers have been unaﬁle to judge what
Dobrynin’s basic perceptions are, for it must be remembered
that Dobrynin was an instrument of Soviet policymakers.
Kissinger noted that Dobrynin’s personal views were never
expressed. After many conversations with him, Western
observers are still unsure as to whether Dobryniﬁ is a
hardliner or a liberal. He was a supporter of Foreign
Minister Andrei Gromyko. Dobrynin called political
dissidents and defectors traitors and believed in "the
rightness of Soviet policy even when it is aggressive or
mendacious."62 Dobrynin thinks of America as the opponent
and he is determined to win; however he is objective in his
analysis of the "enemy". His age and his belief in the
rightness of the éoviet sytem lead one to predict that
there will not be any substantial changés in the basic
content of the policies puréued by the International
Department. A radical overhaul of Soviet foreign policy is
unlikely to beroverseen by a man who will be 70 in 1989.
That is, because Dobfynin has been appointed chief of

the International Department, the department cannot be
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expected to take a substantially pro—Wéstern stance. The
views of Dobrynin which are known, may not signal a signif-
icant shift in the policies recommended by the ID, but his
personal style may allow for a shift in the style in which
the ID carries out its policies. As a career diplomat and
having well respected interpersonal skills, Dobrynin may
change the ID’s heavy handed approach to one more diplomatic
and subtle. Western observers have noted that the older
leadership which had previously occupied the. top positions
of the ID may not have the skills to deal with the sophis-
ticated Western communists.®3 Dobrynin’s appointment may be
no more than an attempt to make the Soviet policies more
acceptable by changing the style in which they are implem-
ented rather than changing the content of those policies.

Anatoliy Dobrynin’s appointment as chief of the Inter-
national Department was not the only major change. . The
existing first deputy chief, Vadim Zagladin, although not
replaced, must now share his title with Georgiy Kornienko.

A great deal of information is known about Vadim
zagladin.®4 He was born in 1927, graduated from the Moscow
University Institute for International Relations in 1949 and
received his doctorate in 1952. Between 1961 and 1964,

Zagladin served on the editorial board of World Marxist

Review after which he became a member of the ID. In 1967 he
was promoted to the level of deputy chief and in 1975, first

deputy chief. His rise within the ID was accompanied by
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elevatioﬁ in party standing: he was made a candidate
member of the Central Committee in 1975; full member, in
1981. Zagladin has travelled extensively, is a hard
working, intelligent man whose specialty is Western Europe
in general and West Germany in particular. When guidance
was required or a policy needed to be explained by the ID,
it was Zagladin who shared the responsibility as a spokesman
with Ponomarev. Such was the case when Zagladin was given
the task of explaining detente to foreign communists.
Detente was not a betrayal, séid Zagladin, bﬁt an oppor-
tunity to exploit the Third World. A conversation with a
then Ministry of Foreign Affairs official, Arkady

Shevechenko; reveals Zagladin’s views about the role of
ideology and the Internatioﬁal Department in Soviet foreign
policy. When Shevechenko remarked to Zagladin that he
was playing with insignificant "liberation committees that
came into being overnight and [then] disappeared after a few
months," Zagladin replied that, "You [SheQechenko] sound
like your boss. Gromyko [then Minister of Foreign Affairs]
has no smell for the ideological side of things. He is just
too pragmatic, and so are you. You Foreign Ministry people
do not understand the power of communist ideas in the world
and the way to exploit them."65 1In short, Zagladin believes
that the Soviet model or interpretation of ideology as
enunciated by the International Departﬁent is the best means

to expand the Soviet interests. He can be contrasted with
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the new appointments who realize thé importance of packaging
ideas and diplomatic delivery as opposed to letting the
idéas speak for themselves in a heavy handed approach.

The West European specialist Zagladin’who gained
responsibility for relations with the United States after
becoming a first deputy chief, may be losing the United
States to the newest first deputy chief, Georgiy Kornienko.
In many repects, Kornienko is amazingly similar to
Zagladin.66 Both were made full members of the Central
Committee in(1981, both are considered hard working and
intelligent and both are experts in U.S. affairs. Thé
différence is that whereas Zagladin began his career as a
West European expert and then movéd to U.S. affairs,
Kornienko has made his career as an expert on U.S. affairs.
Zagladin moved up through the International Department but
Kornienko moved laterally from the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs after becomming a first deputy Minister. Kornienko
also differs from Zagladin .in that he has experience in
diplomatically delivering the Soviet message. Kornienko
also brings with him a different focus. Hé believes that
U.S.-Soviet relations demand priority in Soviet foreign
policy; he is, however, skeptical that those relations will
turn out well. Examining Kornienko’s Ministry of Foreign
Affairs background it is not unreasonable to assume that he
was brought into the ID to give a diplomat’s view as té the

state of U.S.-Soviet relations. At this point in time
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whether Kornienko’'s appointment signifies a division of
responsibilites at the top of the ID, or an easing out of
Zagladin cannot be determined.

The appointment of Lt. General Viktor Starodubov to the
International Department has further reduced Zagladin’s
responsibilities. Starodubov brings with him considerable
arms control experience as he was formerly the chief
commissioner at the Staﬁding Consultative Commission for
U.S.-Soviet arms control discussions.®7 sStarodubov was made
chief of a new disarmément sector, a responsibility which
had been Zagladin’s when he was the lone~first deputy
chief.

Thus, the changes to the top leadership have two
implications for the hypothesized changes to Soviet foréign
policy:

1 - Soviet foreign policies will increasingly be put into
the context of Soviet-American relations; and

2 - greater attention will be givé,to the style in which

that policy is conducted.b8

Gorbachev s new foreign policy thinking has affected
the leadership of the International Department at the deputy
chief level. Of the seven deputy chiefs identified in 1984,
three have fetained'all of their responsibilites, one has
lost some of his responsibilities, one hés gained, and two
have been replaced.

The three who appear to have been unaffected by
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Gorbachev are Petr Manchkha, Ivan Kovalenko, and Vitaliy
Shaposhnikov. Shaposhnikov has been responsible for the
Scandinavian‘countries and the front organizations connected
to the peace movement since 1970.69 rLittle is known about
him other than that he was born in 1921. Kovalenko was born
in 1928 and has had extensive experience in Far East
affairs.’0 An academic, Kovalenko graduated from the
Institute of World Economics and International Relations and
then served as a chief of the Far East department in the
State Committee fér Cultural Relations with Foreign Commun-
ists. In 1968 he was appointed chief of the Asian sector
of the ID, and then was proﬁoted to his current position in
1§80. His views about South East Asia and Japan appear to
coincide with Gorbachev’s new thinking. The third deputy
chief unaffécted by Gorbachev is Petr Manchkha. Manchkha is
responsible for Black Africa, a responsibility he had
previously shared with another deputy chief, Rostislav
Ul’yanovskiy.71 He was born in 1914, making him one of the
more senior members of the International Department. In not
replacing these three deputy chiefs, Gorbachev has main-
tained consistency in the Soviet Union’s relations with
peace groups, Scandinavié, Black Africa, and has retained a
man who agrees with Gorbachev’s new thinking as it is
applied to policies towards South East Asia and Japan.
Interesting impliéations can  be drawn from an examin-

ation of the two deputy chiefs who were replaced by
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Gorbachev. The transfer of Anatoliy Chernyayev from deputy
chief of the International Department to dide to General
Secretary Gorbachev is further reason to predict of a shift
in focus to Soviet-American relations. Chernyayev was the
deputy chief responsible for North America and the United
Kingdom.72 His expertise in American affairs will help
Gorbachev implement his new way of thinking. The other
deputy‘chief who was replaced, Petr Kutsobin, was touted as
deputy chief Ul “yanovskiy’ s replacement.73 Kutsobin
was named the South Asian sector chief in 1968, and then a
deputy chief in 1982. [Kutsobin has been returned to his
former position, South Asian sector chief. In summary, a
greater emphasis on Soviet-American relations and little
change in the South Asian policy are the two implications
for Soviet foreign policy which are a result of the moves of
Chernyayev and Kutsobin.

Replacing the two deputy chiefs are Andrei Urnov and
Yurii Zuyev. There is no.indication that these sector
chiefs (Urnov - Black Africa and Zuyev - Latin Europe) have
given up their former responsibilities nor is'there any
confirmation that these promotions have even occurred.

Gorbachev s personnel changes have had subtle, yet
important effects onltwo of the International Department’s
most respected deputy chiefs - Karen Brutents and Rostislav
Ul ‘yvanovskiy. In 1984, Ul ‘yvanovskiy was considered "the"

department specialist for national liberation.’4 Brutents
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and Ul “yanovskiy take the leading role in determining,tﬁe
ID s Third World policy. Ul “yanovskiy has a very long and
distinguished career with the International Department. He
was born in 1904. In the 1930s he worked in the Oriental
Institute in Moscow and then for the Comintern where he met
Ponomarev. Ul ‘yanovskiy was arrested sometime in the 1930s
and served 21 years for criticizing Stalin’s policies
towards India. After Stalin’s death he was released from
prison and then joined thg Intefnational Department as a
consultant in 1956. The ties to the personnel within the
Oriental Institute were kept even after his appointment as a
deputy chief in 1966. More recently, he has drifted away
from the Institute and its younger academics. Ul “yanovskiy
has argued that anti-imperialist forces are acceptable
allies if they pursue noncapitalist development and have a
foreign policy which coincides with Soviet goals. He has
been a long time proponent of national liberation movements.
However, he has never been an outspoken‘proponent. His
twenty year prison term for speaking out against Stalin’s
policies have resulted in his views coinciding with the
dominant views of the time. 1In contrast to Ul'yano&skiy,
Brutents had constantly been at odds with tﬁe prevailing
‘views of the time.’5 Brutents, born in 1924, has a univer-
sity degree in history. He went to the Institute of World
Economy and International Relations where he recieved a

postgraduate degree and for some time remained a
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researcher. By 1966, he had become a full time consultant
for the International Department and in 1976 was promoted to
the position of deputy chief. His promotion resulted in
Ul “yanovskiy losing responsibility for the Middle East.
Later, Brutents was handed Latin America, and now appears
to have taken over many of the 83 year old Ul ‘yanovskiy’s
responsibilites for the Third World.’® fThe shift from
Ul “vanovskiy to Brutents is significant for Brutents is
assumed to have a less doctrinaire view of the world. This
includes the belief that the ID can faciliate the transition
of pro-Soviet, non-Marxist-Leninist groups to communism.
With the ascendancy of Gorbachev, Brutents seems to have
assumed responsibility for the Soviet Union’s Third World
policy. As alluded to earlier, Brutents had been out of
step with prevailing Soviet views, that is, until the rise
of Gorbachev. His view that geostratégic considerations are
more important than ideological beliefs has been endorsed by
the 27th Party Congress. A portion of the program recom-
mended by Brutents, which was endorsed by the 27th Party
Congress says that:
The practice of the USSR’s relations with the
liberated countries has shown real grounds also
exist for cooperation with young states which are
traveling the capitalist road. There 1is the
interest in maintaining peace, strengthening
international security, and ending the arms race;
there is a sharpening contradiction between the
peoples” interests and imperialist policy of
diktat and expansion; and there is the young
states” realization of the fact that political and

economic ties with the Soviet Union promote the
strengthening of their independence.77
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The implication of Brutent’s argument is a shift away from
the support of armed conflict for ideclogical reasons to the
use of political methods to form anti-imperialist alliances
with economically powerful Third World states. In short,
the ascendancy of Gorbachev marked the shift'away from
Ul “yvanovskiy and his support of national liberation move-
ments and armed conflict to Brutents and his support of the
use of non-military means to promote Soviet interests.

A remarkable degree of stability in position among the
sector chiefs can be found, so any shift can be viewed as
significant. Many sector chiefs identified in 1980 still
hold their positions today. 0Of the ten sector chiefs
identified in 1982, all fen held the same position in 1984,
and eight in 1986.78 The two sector chiefs replaced by
Gorbachev were D.N. Mochalin and Nikolay Mostovets.
D.N. Mochalin had been the sector chief reponsible for
Germanic Europe since 1970.79 His replacement is a former
full time International Department consultant, Viktor Rykin,
whose speciality is German affairs. Nikolay Mostovets, the
sector chief for English-speaking Latin America and North
America was replaced by the unknown Dmitriy Lisovolik.80
The two sector chief changes made by Gorbachev might presage’
a shift of undetermined direction in the International
Department s policies towards Germanic Europe, and the North
America and the Carribbean.

Beneath the level of sector chief, there have been some
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minor changes since Gorbachev.8l geveral sectors exper-
ienced a reorganization as some heads of country desks
gained responsibility and others lost some. Of the 41 desks
identified.in 1984, thirteen were subject to some form of
reorganization. For the most part, the reorganization
experienced by the country desks appears to be a consol-
idation of countries that the Soviets view are alike.
Despite the reorganization very little movement among
the heads of the various country desks has occurred. Of the
30 heads of country'desks{identified in 1984, three have
-been replaced, two have lost some of their résponsibilities
to new appointees, and six previously unknown heads of desks
have been identified.82 fThe Finnish desk head, Stepan
Smirnov appears to have been replaced, or at least lost some
of his responsibilities to Vladimir Fedorov. The head of
the Japanese desk, Yuriy Kuznetsov, also appears to'have
lost his desk. These two changes may signify a change in
the Soviet Union’s policy towards ﬁapan and Einland. The
direction of that change is unknown at this point. The
identification of six previously unknown heads of desks ma?
be Jjust due to better intelligence, bﬁt the countries they
are responsible for appear to be important to the Soviet
Union or their relations with the Soviet Union are currently
in a state of flux. The six desks are‘Canada (Vliadimir
Ulasevich); English Caribbean (Sergey Semivolos);

Afghanistan/Iran/Pakistan (Gerbrich Alekov); India (Vladimir
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Vykhukholev); Bolivia/Chile (Alexsandr Ignat’yev); and Itaiy
(A.A. Krylov). The implications for the hypothesis of this
thesis that can be drawn from an examination of the changes
experienced at the country desk level are that the Soviet
Union’s policies towards Japan and Finland are likely to be
changed, and its policies towards North America/the |

Caribbean, South Asia and Italy may undergo some change.

As with the other levels below the top leadérship, the
functional sectors and the full time consultants have
undergone few significant changes. As previously mentioned,
*the one and very significant change to the functional
sectors has been the creation ofran Arms Control sector
which will be headed by a U.S.-Soviet arms control expert,
Viktor Starodubov. The full time consultant who was a
specialist on German affairs, Viktor Rykin, was promoted to
the position of sector chief responsible for Germanic
Europe. Two new consultants were added, Vsevolod Rybakov (a
Latin American expert) and I.A. Sokolov- (an English Carib-
bean expert) to the Spanish/Portuguese, French, American/
economics, African, two Italian, and three ideological
experts.83 The surprise American invasion of Grenada
combined with the victory of the Sandinistas may have
resulted in the:Interhational Department recruitiné experts
for that region. 1In addition to a new consultant who is a
specialist on the English Caribbean, a previously unknown

head of the English Caribbean desk was recently identified
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s0 policy changes may be forthcoming. The examination of
the consultants and the functional sectors reveals the
increasing significance of arms control issues to the
International Department as well as the ID’s increased

attention to Latin America in general and the Caribbean in

particular.

Table 2.1

Summary of the major Personnel Changes made to

the International Department by Gorbachewv

Position 1984 1986
Chief Boris Ponomarev Anatoliy
Dobrynin
First Deputy - Georgiy
Chief Kornienko
Arms Control - Viktor
Sector Starodubov
Deputy Chief Rostislav Karen
Third World Ul ‘yanovskiy Brutents
Policy '
Deputy Chief Anatoliy Andrei
Chernayayev Unrnov

Deputy Chief

Sector Chief

Germanic Europe

Petr Kutsobin

D.N. Mochalin

Yurii Zuyev

Viktor Rykin

Sector Chief Nikolay Dmitriy
USA/Canada Motovets Lisovolik ,
Conclusion

Gorbachev’s personnel changes have not altered the

International Department’s status as a central agency, but
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these changes have shifted the ID’s focus. The Inter-
national Department still supervises the foreign policy
activities of Soviet institutions, foreign communist
movements, and pro-Soviet groups, coordinates and analyzes
the intelligence received from the groups it supervises, and
makes the recommendations which form the basis of the Soviet
Union’s policies towards the non-communist world in general
and the Third World in particular. The active role it plays
in the formation and implementation of Soviet foreign policy
allows the International Department to evaluate accurately
the international situation and recommend policies accord-
ingly. As part of the Central Committee’s apparat, the
International Department can ensure its recommendations have
the proper ideological orientation and are acceptable to the
CPSU. Despite the wide range of functions performed by the
ID, it must be noted that its primary function still is to
recommend and execute the revolutionary foreign policy of
the CPSU whereas traditional state-to-state relations
are still performed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. As
the International Department is not officially part of the
Soviet-government it can act as an "unofficial welcoming
committee for those groups which the Soviet Union does not
grant diplomatic recognition to and which the CPSU keeps at
a distance."84 The personnel changes made by Gorbachev have
shifted the focus of the International Department s re§olu-

tionary policies. The rethinking of the Soviet Union’s
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Third World policy was the result of the problems following
the Sandinistas’ victory and the invasidn of Afghanistan
coupled with the rise of Gorbachev. This rethinking
resulted in changes within the leadership of the Inter-
national Department. In particular, the rise of Karen
Brutents who favours basing the relations the Soviet have
with the Third world upon economic factors rather than
ideological ones. The implication for policy, if the
hypothesis is correct, is a shift from the use of military
means (support of armed conflict) to political/economic
(trade, political agitation, organization, and the culti-
vation of the masses) to advance Soviet interests.85
Traditionally the Soviets have been afraid that armed
conflicts involving the two superpowers would escalate to a
direct confrontation between the U.S. and the Soviet Union.
As a result the Soviets avoided such confrontations. The
shift to political competition in which policies would be
made in the context of Soviet-American relations first
needed to be preceded by the appointment of American
experts. That need was filled by the new chief Anatoliy
Dobrynin, first deputy chief Georgiy Kornienko and foreign
policy aide Anatoliy Chernyayev. 1In the sophisticated world
5f today, the. old methods of propaganda and political
competition are no longer suitable to defeat the United
States in the competition for influence throughout the

world. Dobrynin and Korienko bring with them their many
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years of experience in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
the diplomatic techniques necessary to defeat the United
States in such competitions. 1In summary, the International
Department s shift in focus on the United States from the
support of armed conflict to political competition entails
policies formed in the context of U.S.-Soviet relations. |
In addition to the shift in the International Depart-
ment ‘s focus, Gorbachev’'s personnel changes point to changes
within broad policy guidelines. The most significant of the
changes involves the creation of a new arms control sector
and the appointment of an arms control expert - Viktor
Starodubov. 1In the past, the International Department would
assign senior ID officials who did not have any previous
experience to superviée the arms control responsibilities of
the ID. Previously, the International Department’s respons-
ibility in the arms control field was secondary and for
propaganda proposes. A qualified expert in the U.S.-Soviet
arms control not only signifies the International Depart-
ment’s expansion into this area of foreign policy, but also
supports the prediction that Soviet policies will increas-
ingly be made within the context of Soviet - American
relations. Other personnel changes lead to predictions of
probable changes in Soviet policies directed towards,
Germany, the English speaking Americas, Japan and Finland.
Possible changes in poliéy could affect Italy and South

Asia. In summary, the personnel changes indicate a new
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approach to arms control by the International Department and
new policies towards Germany, the United States, Japan,
Finland, and possibly South Asia.

The examination of Gorbachev’s personnel changes to the
ID can "provide broad guidelines for actual policy [but]
will not be useful for making detailed predictions."86
These changes point to a new Third World policy and an
increase in policies placed within the context of Soviet--
American relations. Whether the broad guidelines provided
by the examination of the personnel changes to the Inter-
national Department (and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
chapter three) are correct will be determined in chapter

four.
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Table 2.2

Communist Front Organizations in 1986

World Peace Council

World Federation of Trade Unions

Afro-Asian Solidarity Organization

International Institute for Peace

International Union of Students

World Federation of Democratic Youth

Women s International Democratic Federation
International Organization of Journalists
International Radio and Television Organization
Christian Peace Council

International Federation of Re81stance Movements
Asian Buddhist Conference for Peace

Berlin Conference of European Catholics
International Association of Democratic Lawyers
World Federation of Scientific Workers

World Federation of Teacher s Unions
Organization of Solidarity of Peoples of Africa, Asia
and Latin America.
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Source: Wallace Spaulding, "Communist Fronts in 1986",
Problems of Communism, 37 (March - April, 1987), 60; Robert
Kitrinos, "International Department of the CPSU", Problems
of Communism, 33 (September - October, 1984), 57. ’
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Figure 2.1

Example of Probable International Department
Chain of Command

Chief of ID

First Deputy Chief of ID

Deputy Chief of ID
Middle East and Latin America

Chief, Middle East Sector
Deputy Chief, Middle East Sector

~

Chief, Lebanése/Pa1estinian/Syrian desk

ID representative in Damascus

4

Source: Robert Kitrinos, "International Department of the
CPSU", Problems of Communism, 33 (September - October,
1984), 52; Jerry Hough and Merle Fainsod, eds., How the
Soviet Union is Governed (Cambridge Mass. and London:
Harvard University Press, 1979), 421.
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CHAPTER THREE:
THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Depending upon which period of its history is studied,
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) has been considered
either the architect or mere implementor of Soviet foreign
poliéy. In recent years (1983-1985) under the guidance of
its very strong and capable Minister, Andrei Gromyko, the
MFA was considered the dominant Soviet foreign policy
institution. Howevef, there have been many changes to this
institution. This chapter will examine the effects that
Gorbachev 's personnel changes have had on the status of the
MFA and, in turn, Soviet foreign policy.

Observers agree that the Soviet Union’s traditional
state-to—gtate relations are conducted by the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs (MFA). ©No consensus as to the MFA's
position within the Soviet foreign policy making hierarchy
has emerged. Some contend that it has virtually no influ-
ence in the process; others argue it is a dominant institu-
tion. The truth does not 1ie‘somewhere in between, rather,
the MFA’s influence varies over time and is directlg tied to
the influence of its Minister. Influence.in the Soviet
foreign policy making process can be measured in terms of
the access an institution has to the Politburo - the
Politburo being recognized as having the final word on

foreign policy matters.l Soviet foreign policy institutions
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do not have automatic access to the Politburo as most items
on its agenda are filtered through the Cenﬁral Committee's
Secrétariaf. At those times when the Minister was not a
member of the Politburo, the Central Committee foreign
policy departments went unchallenged by the MFA. Policy
recommendations must first work their way through the MFA,
then through the relevant Central Committee department and
finally through the Central Committee Secretariat before
these recommendations reach the Politburo. When the
Minister is a Politburo member he has the right to introduce
any item on the agenda and thus, at times, can bypass the
Central Committee departments. As theVMFA”s influence is
based' not ‘upon its.functions but upon the influence Wielded
by its Minister, any study of the MFA must be preceded by a
:study of its Minister.

Minister of Foreign Afﬁairs

If the formal chain of command is traced, the Minister
of Foreign Affairs (and his Ministry) is responsible to the
Council of Ministers in accdrd with Article 130 of the
Soviet Constitution. The Council of Ministers oversees the
work of the MFA, but, the Politburo determines the direction
of Soviet foreién policy and thus ih reality the MFA is
responsible to the Politburo.?2

The promotion of the then Minister of Foreign Affairs,
Andrei Gromyko, to the status of full Politburo member in

1973 resulted in an increase inrthe MFAis influence. The
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internatioﬁal report to the 25th Party Congress in 1976 was
prepared by the MFA’'s Department of General International
Relations; that report had previously been made by the
Institute of World Economy and International Relations.3
When the Minister of Foreign Affairs is a member of the
Politburo, the MFA is given  access to the foreign policy
agenda and thus has a greater say in the direction of Soviet
foreign policy.

One must be careful not to overgeneralize when exam-
ining the rélationship between Poiitburo membership and the
influence of the MFA. The MFA was considered to have a
strong influence within the foreign policy'making process
" when its Minister was a Politburo member between 1939 and
1949; as well as between 1983 and 1985, however, there were.
times when its Minister was a member and it was considered
to have a weak influence.? In short, all twelve of the
years the MFA was strong saw its Minister as a Politburo
member, and of sixteen years when he was a member, the MFA
was considered weak. Membership did not guarantee the MFA’'s
influence in tﬁe later half of the 1970s when its lack of
support for the Soviet Union’s Third World policy had
"virtually no effect on the Politburo’s choices."5 Instead,
the Politburo chose to listen to the International Depart-
ment ‘s advice on issues such as Angola.6 The reason that
Politburo membership does not automatically assure that the

MFA’s recommendations will be accepted or acted upon is that
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as just any othef Politburo member, the Minister must
convince his fellow members that his recommendations are
better than those submitted by the Central Committee depart-
ments. In addition, as a member of the Politburo the
Minister owes his allegiance to the Politburo and not his
Ministry. Continued membership is assured by winning the
support of his fellow members, which in turn is accomplished
by the Minister’s defence of party, and not Ministry,
interests. Membership in the Politburo may be given to
allow for closer supervision of the MFA rather tﬁan to give
it greater autonomy.7 Regardless, Politburo membersﬁip is
necessary for the MFA to take advantage of a situation when
the circumstances are correct. The circumstances were
correct between 1983 and 1985 when "it was Gromyko who‘held
a virtual veto over Politburo decisions."8 "It was the
first time in history that the foreign Minister actually
shaped international policy."9 A highly respected and very
experienced Minister combined with two sﬁort-term and
unhealthy General Secretaries with little foreign policy
experienée allowed Gromyko to take command of Soviet foreign
policy, a situation that is uniikely to repeat itself at
least in the near future. Nevertheless, it is important to
note that at no time when its Minister was not a Politburo
member -was the MFA- considered to have a significant influ-
ence. In summary, the Minister of Foreign Affairs needs to

be a Politburo member in order to take advantage of special
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circumstances should they arise (even though membership is
not enough to guarantee the MfA’s influence), however, if
its Minister is not a member, then-its influence must be
considered irregular at best.

Functions of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Regardless of the status of its Minister, the "implem-
entation of external policies is effected primafily through
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs."l0 The MFA is responsible
for_the day-to-day operation of Soviet foreign policy and
generally not with its formulation. Infrequent or irregular
access to the agenda limits the MFA’s influence and hence
any role in the formulation process. Because of its
implementation function, the MFA is considered to have a
lowly status within the Soviet foreign policy making
hierarchy.11

After the International Department recommends the.
direction of Soviet foreign policy, the MFA is responsible
for suggesting,péssible methods of implementing the recom-
mendations. Subsequently, the MFA does not have the
research equipment or the access to the institutes which the
International Department enjoys. Although the MFA is
primarily concerned with short term implementation issues,
it is not without almeans to help plan the 1long terﬁ
direction of Soviet foreign policy. The standard procedure
for MFA recommendations is for the MFA to prepare a'paper or

memorandum (zapiska) on a specific issue which is then



75

submitted to the relevant Central Committee department.l12
After the department "checks the facts", the recommendation
is passed on to the Central Committee’s Secretariat or
returned to the Ministry. If passed on, the Secretariat
either puts the recommendation on the Politburo’s agenda or
sends it back to the relevant Department which in turn can-
send it back to the MFA. When the Minister is a member of
the Politburo he can directly introduce certain recommend-
ations to the agenda, thus bypassing the Central Committee
departments and Secretariat. The Politburo may also set up
ad hoc committees to study a specific foreign policy issue.
The MFA along with other relevant institutions are regular
members of such committees. In summary, the MFA does not
have any assured and regularized access to the policy making
agenda and it is not surprising the the MFA is' considered
primarily the implementor rather than the formulator of
Soviet foreign policy.

A detailed description of the MFA's daily activities
and responsibilities can be found in a Diplomatic Academy
textbook which is cited by Richard Staar:

[The MFA is responsible for] the study of inter-

national conditions, external and domestic

politics of foreign governments, international
organizations and movements; [provisions of]
timely information to the Central Committee and

Soviet leadership on international events deserv-

ing their attention, submission of suitable

recommendations on necessary action in the

interest of strengthening peace and cooperation
between governments, and in the struggle against

the ag?ressive activities of imperialistic
forces.I3
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In short, the MFA provides the basic research necessary for
the relevant Central Committee department or Politburo to
formulate Soviet foreign bolicy and the technical solutions
as to how to implement that policy.

A natural rivalry would Be expected between the MFA
(which takes the brders) and the International Department
(which ‘gives the orders). What exists, however, is a
relationship based upon cooperation and coordination.lé
Open conflict between the MFA and the Central Committee
departments responsible for foreign affairs would be
mediated by the Politburo. A loss of prestige and influence
are the possible conséquences of Politburo mediation. As a
result, the institutions quietly work their problems out
between themselves. In ‘addition, the assumptioﬁ of conflict
involves the fallible‘process of attributing the behaviour
of typical Western institutions to Soviet institutions.
The Soviet case is different for "decision making is
structured in such a way as to particularly minimize
conflict, especially between bureaucracies," and therefore
much of the expected conflict between the MFA and other
institutions does not exist.l5

Although the MFA is under the suﬁervision of other
fo;eign policy making institutions, it does perforﬁ several
supervisory functions of its own. The MFA is given the task
of ensufing that, through Soviet diplomacy and propaganda,

Soviet objectives are viewed by foreigners as being
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compatible with peace and international order.l® Through
its supervision of diplomatic activities, the MFA would
consult with the Intérnational Department.(ID), for example,
to ensure that the department’s funding of rebels in El
Salvador woﬁld not have serious consequences for other
aspects of Soviet foreign policy.17 This consultation is
more a matter of coordinating Soviet foreign poliéy than
actual supervision as the ID would not have to listen
to any of the suggestions:unless those were fifst approved
by the Politburo. The MFA reviews the content of all
Soviet articles and books dealing with international
relations. An example is thé MFA’s review of articles ﬁhich
appear in the journal New Times to ensure the correct
handling of the diplomatic aspect of ;hose articles.l8 - The
usually high degree of editorial control exercised by the
MFA is one area where its authority at least matches that of
the Central Committee departments. With the exception of
books or articles dealing with leftist movements or commun-
ist parties, the MFA’s authority is higher than that of the
International Department.19 The number of disputes which
arise over the content of articles between the International
Department and the MFA is reduced by a division of labour.
In érms control and disarmament- articles, for example, the
MFA reviews statements about SALT whereas the International
Department reviews statements about the peaée movement. In

addition to the contents of articles, the MFA also
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supervises all correspondance and commuqication between the
embassies and its headquarters in Moscow.20 The Minister
determines who will see the cables and who will not.r The
MFA also has a certain degree of freedom in instrﬁcting its
ambassadors "without the Politburo’s approval if its
instructions fall within the general guidelines of Soviet
foreign policy."2l 1n summary, the MFA has control over the
content of Soviet foreign policy articles, communications
from its embassies and, to a limited extent, its own
ambassadors.

The Soviet embaésy staff and MFA ambassador perform
many of the same functions that any other professional
diplomatic corps would perform. In 1987 the Soviet Union
had diplomatic relations with 130 foreign countries and
those relations were conducted in a manner consistent with
normal diplomatic procedures.22 The Soviet embassy 1s used
to collect information on the economic, political and
cultural development of the country in which the embassy is
located, as well as monitor the activity of Soviet citizens
and prepare an annual report on that country.23 The
reporté made by the MFA personnel within the embassy are
sent back to Moscow, with the ambassadors adding policy
reéommendations when appropriate. The reports are filtered,
consolidated and synthesizgd by the MFA. The reports either
form the basis of MFA recommendations or are simply passed

on to the relevant Central Committee department. Although



the ambassador may make the occasional policy recommend-
ation, his role is circumscribed and he deals more with
implementation of policy than with policy making.24 The
typical Soviet ambassador is noted for his inflexible and
dogmatic application of.the directions he receives from his
superiors. The Soviet ambassadér is not allowed to discuss
his instrﬁctions and is careful to be consistent with the
propaganda produced back home. Where the Soviet embassy and
ambassador differ from the diplomatic corps of other
countries 1s the extent of activities which are considered
outside of normal diplomatic activity. The embassy is used
to disseminate the propaganda produced in the Soviet Union.
In addition, the KGB uses the embassy as a base for its

operations. Although Western observers have written that "a
diplomat who does not work for the intelligence service is
only half a diplomat," the MFA disapproves of the KGB's
"mischief."25 "Operating underrtangible restraints and
concerned Qith constructive tasks, [the MFA personnel] tend
to subordinate activities stemming out of ideology to their
more mundane everyday tasks."26 As there are no foreign
nationals working in any Soviet diplomatic mission, inform-
ation is scarce and so many Western observers assume the
worst. Several Westefn authors (especially those who study
the KGB) assume that all the personnei in the embassy are
engaged in some type of intelligence work. They tend to

ignore the fact that the MFA personnel may be a distinct
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minority within their own embassy as Defence, State Commit-
tee on Foreign Economic Relations, Ministry of Foreign
Trade, KGB, and International Department personnel are also
part of the embassy staff. The MFA pefsonnel assigned to
the embassies do engage in some covert intelligence,
however, this is not their most important function.
Performing the normal embassy work or consular work are more
important functions. The primary function of MFA’s person-
nel is to prepare reports on countries much as any embassy
staff would, and this activity is supplementedgﬁy their
intelligence work.

| A small percentage of Soviet ambassadors cannot be
considered traditional diplomats. These are the ambassadors
to the socialist or fraternal states who are usually high
ranking Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) officials
with no foreign policy experience.?27 The Soviet ambassador
to a socialist country not only represents the Soviet state
Ibut also the CPSU. 1In addition, party officials (usually
Obkom First Secretaries) are made ambassadors to the
socialist states because they possess the skills necessary
‘to fulfill their assigned tasks. The former Obkom Secret-
aries use their supervisory skills as they are more like
branch managers than ambassadors. The most famous was Yurii
Andropov, dmbassador to Hungary in 1956. These important
ambassadors give the MFA an advantage over the Central

Committee’s Department for the Liaison with Communist and
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Worker 's Parties of Socialist states. Soviet relations with
the socialist (in particular with the East BEuropean) states
do not consist of any formal arrangements but are flexible
in that consultations with the socialist 1eaders'§re made on
an "as needed basis."28 With its reliable party ambassadors
in constant and close contact with the socialist leaders,
the MFA has more influence in shaping Soviet policy towards
the socialist states than does the Liaison Department, at
least on a short term basis.29. However, the long term
direction of Soviet foreign policy towards socialist states
probably rests with the Liaison Department. The close
contact and short ambassadorial terms do not allow the MFA
ambassadors to formulate long term policies. In summary,
the par£Y,officials who are made ambassadors to socialist
countries are more like Viceroys (who supervise the activ-
ities of the national leadership in the country in which
they are based) than professional diplomats.30 |
Although the party officials who are made ambassadors
receive "on the job training", the professional diplomats
assigned to the MFA receive extensive training. MFA
personnel attend the Moscow State Institute of International
Relations (IIR) and the Diplomatic Academy. Students attend
the prestigous IIR for six years during which time they are
‘taught the foreign language, history, culture and economics
in a geographic area of specialization together withha heavy -

emphasis on Marxism-Leninism, CPSU history and military



training.3l Of the graduates of the IIR, some twenty
percent of tﬁose assigned to the MFA go abroad. The IIR’s
approach to education emphasizes a rigid, programmed method
of learning rather than an emphasis on the analytical. The
Diplomatic Academy is for advanced training of personnel
with experience in the MFA. The training received by the
MFA personnel makes them professional diplomats who are
receptive to taking orders and acting in the prescribed
‘manner.

The MFA’s training and functions emphasize the implem-
entation rather than the formulation of foreign policy. It
is not without its influence in the foreign policy making
process, but dueﬂto its irregular access to the foreign
poiicy agenda, its influence is limited at best. In
summary, the MFA cannot be considered a dominant institution
in the foreign policy making process because it primarily
implements pplicy, but is an important institution in that
it has some influence in shaping Soviet foreign policy
through its Minister and through its implementation of
policy.

Structure of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs

The structure and organization of the MFA is similar to
its counterparts in other countries. The MFA is divided
along functional and geographiq linés. Before Gorbachev
there were eighteen geographic divisions or departments

(Near East, S.E. Asia, two Far East, United States, two
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Latin America, six European, three African, Middle East,
South Asia) and the functional departments covering such
éctivities as protocol, press, and treaty and legal mat-
ters.32 (See Table 3.1 for a complete list of Departments on
p. 103.)

Supervising the various departments is a collegium.
This is composed of the Minister of Foreign Affairs, his
first deputy and deputy Ministers, and some important
department heads. The collegium advises on policy, co-
ordinates MFA activity, plans future policy, translates
general policy directives into specific assignments and
oversees their implementation.33 If a disagreement between
the collegium and its chairman, the Minister of Foreign
Affairs, develops then the collegium can appeal to the
Council of Ministers. KShould such an appeal be heard, the
thg Council of Ministers is likely to find for their
colleague (the Minister) fathe; than his subbrdinates.
Although any Minister would not be substantially limited by
his collegium, it cannot be assumed that the Minister
habitually rejects the advice of his department heads more
than in any other country.34

In addition to heading his collegium, the Minister of
Foreign Affairs coordinates the flow of information into and
out of his Ministfy. The Minister determines who will
receive the cables from the Soviet embassies abroad. The

Minister also advises the General Secretary as to the
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current international situation. The coordination of
foreign policy assignments with other Soviet institutions is
the responsibility of the Minister, as well as receiving
foreign dignitaries. In short, the Minister of Foreign
Affairs ensures that the day-to-day operation of Soviet
foreign policy is proceeding properly.

The First Deputy and Deputy Ministers assist the
Minister in the performance of his duties. The First Deputy
Ministers have general supervisory responsibilities as well
as for major concerns of the MFA such as arms control. The
Deputy Ministers are responsible for a specific region of
the world or certain functional aspects of foreign affairs.

Beneath the Deputy Ministers are the geographic and
functional departments. A diplomatic textbook (cited by
Richard Staar) -describes the responsibilitieé of the
departments:

Day to day operational diplomatic guidance is

executive [responsibility of the] diplomatic

divisions [departments]. The nature of activities
engaged in by these divisions is determined by
their territorial and functional characteristics.

Territorial departments harndle guestions of

foreign relations with specific groups of states.

The groups of countries are divided by region.

.o Functional divisions are divided into

sections such as consular, protocol, treaty-legal,

press, international organizations and inter-
‘national economic organizations, etc.33
Each department has a Chief and some Deputy Chiefs. Below
them are the counselors and first secretaries who are

responsible for individual countries or specific aspects of

‘soviet foreign -policy. The departments coordinate and
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analyze the information which is supplied by the Soviet
embassy located in the country for which they are respons-
ible.

An examination of the Soviet Union’s MFA reveals a
structure which would not be unlike the stfucture of
similiar institutions in other countries. Its structure,
however, is important in that it results in the MFA being
responsive to, and dependent upon, its Minister.

Gorbachev’'s Changes to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Mikhail Gorbachev has made massive changes to the MFA.
These have resulted in an almost complete turnover of the
top leadership as well as a major reorganization of the
Ministry. (See Table 3.2, p. 105, for a list of Gorbachev’s
major personnel changes to the MFA.)

Gorbachev’'s first major move was to replace the
experienced and powerful Minister of Foreign Affairs, Andrei
Gromyko, with Eduard Shevardnadze. 1In a surprise move on
July 2, 1985, Andrei Gromyko was removed as Minister of
Foreign Affairs and made Chairman of the Presidium of the
USSR Supreme Soviet:. Gromyko s promoéion-to a largely
honorific post effectively removed him from the foreign
policy making process. |

An examination of Shevardnadze and Gromyko is necessary
for an appreciation of the MFA's dependence upon its

Minister. . In short, the style of the Minister is the style

of the MFA.
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Andrei Gromyko had a long and successful career in the
'MFA which he entered in 1939.3% Born in 1509, Gromyko ‘s
first major promotion in the MFA came in 1943 when he was
made the Soviet ambassador to Washington. After the Second
World War he was made the USSR’s permanent representative to
the United Nations Security Council. His frequent walkouts
and vetos earned him a title he would retain for his entire
" career - "Mister Nyet"; After the United Nations, Gromyko °
was made ambassador to TLondon. In 1957 that he was made
Minister of Foreign Affairs, a post he would hold for twenty
eight years. 1In his early years as Minister, Gromyko was
only an executor of éoviet foreign policy. Khrushchev would
often bypass Gromyko entirely. Khrushchev once remarked
that if he told his Minisfer (Gromyko) to take off his
pants and slide on the ice, his Minister would have no
alternative buf to comply. Yet Gromyko’s skill and exper-
ience made him an indispensable source of advice which would
be used by Khrushchev antheneral Secretaries to follow.
With the .era of detente, Gromyko s knowledge of the West
- became more valuable and his personal power grew. In 1973,
he was made a full Politburo member. For the first time
Gromyko became actively involved in the policy formation
process, but for the most part he still remained an
executor of Soviet foreign policy. The height of Gromyko’s
power came in 1983 when he was made a First 5eputy Chairman

of the USSR Council of Ministers and was under a General
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Secretary with failing health and minimal foreign policy
experience. From 1983 until his removal from the foreign
policy makiné process in 1985, Gromyko could be considered
as the chief architect of Soviet foreign policy.

Gromyko s style emphasized short term or strategic
advantages for the Soviet Union not backed up by some larger
political or moral purpose such as regional peace.37
Gromyko was "disdainful of those who believe that peace is,
or ever could be, the normal, permament state of relations
among nations."38 Gromyko saw international relations as a
zero sum game, the goal of which was to have the So&iet
Union treated:as a super power. ’Gromyké was seen as a cynic
wﬁo_did not believe in the ideals of any political system,
including his own. Gromyko was a seasoned and experienced
diplomat whose vast experiences dictated to him that he
should not let ideals motivate his actions.

In contrast to "Mister Nyet" is "Mister Clean", Eduard
SheVardnadze.39 Born in 1928, Shevardnadze is tough,
energetic, efficient and intelligent. He had virtually no
foreign policy experience before he became the Minister of
Foreign Affairs. Shevardnadze spent his entire life in the
Communist Party ana is best known for his work in. the
Georgian republic’s Ministry of Internal Affairs. An
innovator who works within the limits of the system and in a
positive manner, he fits the model of the Gorbachev appoin-

tee - young, positive and energetic.



88

'Many reasons can be found as to.why the experienced
Gromyko Was replaced by the inexperienced Shevardnadze. The
reason cited most often for Shevardnadze’s appointmeﬁt is
~that Gorbachev wanted to develop his own foreign polipy.
Although not incorrect, this explanation needs further
elaboration. "Mister Nyet" was replaced by Shevardnadze
whose "public relation skills and his Georgian manner [made
him] useful in promoting any alternative'foreign policy that
Gorbachev had in mind."40 Gromyko had built a very powerful
personal political machine within the MFA, and had used that
machine effectively between 1983 and 1985. 1In a move to
strengthen his authority, Gorbachev might have appointed a
party member with no foreign policy experience as Minister
in order to return control of the MFA, and Séviet foreign
policy, back to the Politburo. As a Politburo membef who
owes his most recent promotions to Gorbachev, Shevardnadze’s
allegiance is to the Politburo and not his Ministry. Known
for his éfficient and rﬁthless control over personnel, he
has the skills and experience necessary to break Gromyko’'s
pdlitical machine within the MFA and allow for the implem-"
enation of Gorbachev’s new thinking.4l

The appointmeht of Shevardnadze appears to mark tﬁe
return of the MFA to the status it had before 1983. That is
é return to whén the MFA, although it had access to the
Politburo, was considered primarily an institutioh which

implemented policy rather than made it. His personable
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character and public relation; skills make Shevardnadze well
suited for his role of communicator of Soviet foreign
policy. Shevardnadze confirms these assumptions as he has
not taken advantage of the many opportunities and has left
the conceptual work to the International Department’s head,
Anatolii Dobryniﬁ.'
In addition to a new Minister, Gorbachev has' also
appointed two new First Deputy Ministers and six Deputy
Foreign Ministers. Replaced as First Deputy Ministers were
Georgiy Kornienko (born in 1925) and Viktor Mal “tsev (1917)
by Yulii Vorontsov (1929) and Anatolii Kovalev (1923).42
Although the new First Deputy Ministers are not signif-f
icantly younger than the men they replaced, they do bring
with them different responsibilities. Kornienko had been
responsible for U.S. affairs and Mal “tsev for East Europe,
" South Asia and China. The two replacements are now respons-—
ible for global policy and disarmament (Vorontsov), as
well as Western Europe and CSCE (Kovalev). The six new
Deputy Ministers are responsible for a wide array of areas
such as:43
1. Africa, cultural and humanitarian affairs (Anatolii
Adamishin);

2. United Natioﬁs and United States (Aleksandr
Bessmertynkh) ;

3. Adminiétration and juridical affairs, servicing of

the diplomatic corps (Boris Chaplin);
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4. Eastern Europe (Vadim Loginov);
5. Cadres (Valentin Nikiforov);

6. International Organizations (Vladimir Petrovsky).

With the appointment of six Deputy‘Ministers, the MFA now
has a total of nine whereas before Gorbachev there were
six. Fhe three following Deputy Ministers were dropped:
Boris Aristov (Eastern Europe), Nikita Ryzhov (Latin
America), Viktor Stukalin (Cadres). In comparing the ages of
the new Minister, First Deputy and Deputy Ministers to the
people they replaced, there is little evidence of a signif-
icant drop in the overall age of the top leadership of the
MFA. The Second World War is used by Sovietologists as a
break between the generations. Personnel born after that
war would be in their earlier 50s. The average age of that
leadership dropped from 68.6 years old (without Gromyko 67.3
years old) to the still relatively high average age of 61.4
years old. Although the average age of the MFA’s top
leadership did not drop significantly, the new appointments
are interesting for other reasons.

Many of the new appointments made in the MFA appear to
be connected with patronage.44 Anatolii Dobrynin as new
head of the International Departmént and with his extepsive
experience within the MFA appears to have been given some

control over the appointment and promotion of personnel

within the MFA. Georgiy Kornienko, a Dobrynin associate,
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was promoted to the post of First Deputy Chief in the Inter-
national Department. Two of the new Deputy Ministers (Vadim
Loginov and Aleksandr Bessemertnykh) are alsorassociated
with Dobrynin. Viktor Mal 'tsev, demoted to the post of
Ambassador to Yugoslavia, was replaced as a First Deputy
Minister by Anatolii Kovalev whose patron is difficult to
trace. Kovalev may.have simply worked his way up through
the MFA after joining this institution in 1948 and heading
the First European Department and serving as a Deputy
Foreign Minister. Deputy Ministers Anatolii Adamishin and
Vladimir Petrovsky can be linked to First Deputy Minisfer
Anatolii Kovalev. Admishin was a former advisor and
Petrovsky was a former subordinate. Of the eight new First
Deputy and Deputy Ministers, at least five can be linked to
patronage.

The two Deputy Ministers who cannot be directly linked
to any patronage ties.are Boris Chaplin and Valentin
Nikiforov.4> Boris Chaplin was the first secretary of the
Cheremushki Raikom in Moscow until in 1974 he created an
international scandal when he ordered a display of modern
art bulldozed. From 1974 to 1986 he was ambassador to
Vietnam. He was finally promoted to Deputy Minister in
charge of the servicing of the diplomatic corps in reward of
his long and successful service in Vietnam. Valentin
Nikiforov was appointed Deputy Minister in charge of Cadres

in what can be seen as a move to break Gromyko’s old fiefdom
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in the MFA. As a former Deputy Chief cf the Central
Committee’s Department for Party Organizational work,
Nikiforov is well qualified to suggest the personnel changes
necessary for the Politburo to regain control over the
MFA. The appointment of Nikiforov and Chaplin are iﬁdic-
ations that Gorbachev is reasserting the Party’ s control
over the MFA.

Some thirty six new MFA appointees below the level of
Deputy Minister were identified as of August 1, 1985.46
'These changes have not been concentrated in any one area.
‘"However, the personnel changes would.seem to indicate a
reorganization of the MFA’'s servicing of its diplomatic
corps. The other changes at best poipt to some potential
revisions of the Soviet Union’s policy towards the United
States and Asia. Using the hypothesis of this thesis, the
extent of the changes in Soviet foreign policy and their
direction would be difficult to estimate from examining the
36 changes in personnel (excluding Deputy Minister or above
and ambassadors) for some 270 MFA positioné were not
changed.

Of the 130 ambassadors the Soviet Union has, forty were
changed by Gorbachev .47 (See Table 3.3 ,p. 106, for a
complete list of changes.) The massive changes were a
result of Gorbachev’'s displeasure at the way Soviet foreign
policy was being implemented by Brezhnev's ambassadors.48

The former ambassadors continued with the old: style of
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diplomacy and treated Gorbachev’s directives as nothing more
than ignorable slogans. Comparing the ages of former and
present ambassadors does not show evidence of a shift to
younger, less doctrinaire personnel as the former ambass-
adors age averaged 63.5 yeérs and their replacements average
62.3. Seven of the new ambassadorial appointmentg can be
attributed to the practice of assigning high ranking party
officials to ensure control over the conduct of relations
with the country in which they are stationed. Generally,
these appointees have been the victim of some domestic power
struggle. The seven are Anatolii Blatov (former Brezhnev
aide), Boris Pastukhov (Head of Komsomol), Yakov Ryabov
(Deputy Prime Minister), Boris Stukalin (Chairman of the
State Committee for publishing), Viktor Stukalin (Deputy
Foreign Minister), Viktor Mal’t;ev (First Deputy Foreign
Minister), and Leonid Zamyatin whose abrasive manner with
the Western press resulted in his demotion from a Central
Committee department head to the post of ambassador to the
United Kingdom. France has always enjoyed a privileged
status as the Soviet ambassador to that country has been at
least a Central Committee member. While Yakov Ryabov s
appointment may seem like a demotion to him, it does ensure
that France’s status remains constant. In addition to
France twenty one other countries are sent ambassadors who
are at least candidate members of the Central Committee.?49

France, India, Italy, the United Kingdom and West Germany
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are the non-socialist countries whose ambassadors are
Central Committee members. Seventeen Central‘Committee
members are ambassadors to socialist countries, which
includes all of the East European bloc nations. Aside from
the ambassadors with Central Commiftee membership, the back-
grounds of the other ambassadors appéar to be very similar.
Of the 120 Soviet ambassadors, seventeen had no foreign
policy experience (of which eleven were assigned to social-
ist countries); fiffeen had a mixture of MFA and CPSU
experience; and eighty—eight had MFA experience only. In
summary, Gorbaéhev’s ambassadorial changes were consistent
with previous operating procedures - Central Committee
personnel assigned to countries whose status.in Soviet
foreign policy is special, CPSU secretaries with no foreign
experience assigned to socialist countries - and thus can
probably. be viewed as an attempt to place personnel more
Yeceptive to Gorbachev’s foreign policy initiatives than the
personnel they were replacing.

Two notable ambassadorial changes were made. Yu. V.
Dubinin was named as Anatolii Dobrynin’s replacement as
Soviet ambassador to the United States.>0 Many secret and
sensitive negotiations were conducted thrbugh Dobrynin. He
spoke English very Qell and was used by both the Soviets
(primarily Gromyko) and the Americans to such a degree that
American ambassadors té the Soviet Union often complained

they were ignored. Dubinin is in sharp contrast to Dobrynin
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as he speaks no English and is a Latianurope expert with
little knowledgé~of the United States. Dubinin’s appoint-
ment marks a change in the conduct‘of Soviet American
relations as the Soviets have effectively closed the back
channel. The other notable ambassadorial change ‘was the
replacement of the 777year old Vladimir Semenov by 51
year old Yu. A.'Kvitsinsky as ambassador to West Germany.o°l
This change followed the appointment of the 39 year old
Richard Burt as the American ambassador to West Germany.
Béth the Soviet and American ambassadors were also involved
in the senstive INF talks. The appointment of Dubinin is
further evidence of Gorbachev’s attempt to bring the MFA
back under party (his) control and Kvitsinsky’'s appointment
marked the Soviet attempt to counter any American moves in
public diplomacy.

Some ambassadors have been moved into important
positions within the foreign policy making structure.
Konstantin Katushev, for instance, was moved from his post
as ambassador to Cuba to the head of the State Committee for
Foreign Economic Relations = (GKES), the Soviet Union’s
foreign aid agency.®2 Most of the Soviet Union's aia goes
to socialist countries and the majority of that aid is in
the form of military assistance. Katushev’'s experience in
Cuba and the contacts he made as ambassador there can only
benefit him in his new position. Another former ambassador,

B. I. Aristov, was made Minister of Foreign Trade. With the
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rotation of ambassadors back to positions of importance
within the Soviet Union, not every appointment of personnel
to the post of ambassador can be considered as merely being
moved out of important party positions because they were
victims of a power struggle (,although this still occurs).

Some of Gorbachev’s most important changes made to the

MFA were not in its personnel but its structure. Four new
departments were created:

1. Department of Arms Limitations and Disarmament -
headed by Viktor Karpov who was the chief negotiator
at the Geneva arms talks;

2. Department for International Economic Relations -
headed by Ivan Ivanov who was deputy director of the
Institute of World Economy and International
Relations;

3. Department for Humanitarian Affairs and Cultural
Relations - headed by Yuri Kashlev who was chief of
the MFA’s Information Department;

4. Administration for Information - headed by Gennadi
Gerasimov who was a journalist. (Note: the Admin-
istration for Information was the result of the
consolidation of the MFA’'s Press and Information
Departments).53

In addition to these four new departments, many of the
geographic region departments were reorganized. The
modernization of the country desks is not surprising
considering that they were organized under Czar Nicolas II.
(See Table 3.4, p. 107, for a complete list of changes.)
The modernization of the geographic departments which had
been divided by regions along 19th century lines recognizes

new political realities. One example is the creation of the

Socialist countries of Asia Department. The creation of new
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departments which are responsible for issues curfently
considered important in today’s world (arms control, for
example) is yet another modernization effort. This modern-
ization has not taken the form of a substantial reduction in
the average age of the MFA s personnel. Personﬁel in their
late sixties are being replaced by those in their late
fifties or early sixties. 1In his modernization efforts
Gorbachev has attempted to give the MFA the organizational
base needed to handle the currently important international
issues.
Conclusion

Substantial changes in the style of conduct of Soviet
foreign policy have been accompanied by a modernization
effort. Experts in the field of each of the new depart-
ment ‘s area of responsibility will allow the Soviet Union to
project a more favourable international image. For example,
the new Department of Humanitérian and Cultural Relations is
headed by Yuri Kashlev who is familiar with projecting the
Soviet Union’s image. The Press and Informatioﬁ Departments
of'the MFA were joined into the Administration for Inform-
ation in what can be seen as an attempt to consolidate and
better coordinate the dissemination of Soviet propaganda and
views. Gennadi Gerasimov’s appointment as the head of the
Administration for Information is one example of Gorbachev’s
attempt to soften the Soviet Union’s image as Gerasimov is

less polemical than his predecessof Vladimir Lomeiko. The
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new style emphasizes a new Soviet attitude of cooperétion'
and friendship.

The heavy emphasis on style‘does not exclude a change
in Soviet foreign policy. Although Gorbachev’s new thinking
can be seen as an attempt to make the Soviet Union out as a
géod or nice guy in the international community, real
changes in Soviet behavior may follow. Five out of the nine
new appointees to the MFA’S top leadership are conﬂected
with global issues such as arms control or international
organizations. The increase in diplomatic activism to
improve the Soviet Union’s image is further evidenced by the
fact that the personnel changes were not concentrated in one
region, but were instead spread throughout the MFA.
Gorbachev ’s attempt to project the Soviet Union aé a
good international citizén, even if for merely propaganda
purposes, may well result in policies which can transform
the image into a reality.

Certain personnel changes, when considerea in light of
changes made to related institutions, have certain implic-
ations for Soviet policy towards Eastern Europe. The events
of 1956 (Hungary and Poland) resulted in'the creation of the
Department for Liaison with Communist and Workers  Parties
in Socialist Countries (Socialist Countries Department) and
the events in Poland in the early 1980s may have convinced
the Sovietlleadership to further revise its East European

policy. Konstantin Rusakov, a hardliner whose primary
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interest was in maintaining Soviet orthodoxy in Eastern
Europe was replaced as head of the Socialist Countries
Department by Vadim Medvedev whose primary interest (based
upon his- experience) will be to advance the level of
scientific and technical development in East Europe.24 0f
special note is the replacement'of Oleg Rakhmanin by Georgi
Shakhnazarov as First Deputy Chief.®3 Rakhmanin openly
opposed the Chinese and Hungarian economic reforms.
Shakhnazarov, on the other hand, not only supports the
self-management of Yugosiavia, heﬂis élso a proponent of
Gorbachev’'s new thinking: In addition to the replacement of
Rusakov, bothrFirst Deputy Chiefs and two of five Deputy
Chiefs have been replaced. The new emphasis on scientific
development is further evidenced by the appointment of
an électronics expert kA. K. Antonov) as the USSR permament
representative to CMEA. Gorbachev’'s séientific revolution
will be accomplished under direct Soviet control. The MFA's
Deputy Minister responsible for Eastern Europe has been -
replaced by Vadim Loginov.2® Loginoy, sixty one, is only
two years years younger than his predecessor and this
appointment cannot be seen as just an attempt to bring in
younger personnel. Instead Loginov may oversee that the
scientific development of Eastern Europe does not adversely
~affect the political realm as he is recognized for his
"Sovietization" 'of Angola. That is, he was responsible for

the sﬁpervision of Angola’s development along the
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organizational and ideological lines presented by the Soviet
Union. An examination of the personnel changes affecting
the Soviet Union’s relations with Eastern Europe reveals
that Gorbachev wants to raise the scientific and technical
development of Eastern Europe while retaining domination .of
the region.

Although the,changés Gorbachev has made to the MFA have
implications for the Soviet Union’s foreign policy towards
areas such as Eastern Europe, the most important implication
méy be the return of the MFA to Politburo domination.
Gromyko had made the MFA his private fiefdom so that by 19837
he had been able to ignore the Politburo. Gérbachev, by
appointing Shevardandze, is attempting to bring the MFA back
under party control by appointing a man whose power base 1is
in the party and not in the Mihistry. By giving the
International Department head (Anatoliy Dobrynin) a say in
MFA appointments, Gorbachev is attempting to replace
personal loyal to Gromyko with personnel lo§a1 to him.
The appointment of a party man, Valentin Nikiforov, as
Deputy Minister responsible for Cadres: -is vyet furfher
evidence of Gorbachev’s attempt to bring the MFA back under
the Politburo. Yu. V.Dubinin’s appointment as the new
ambassadof the United States is a notable example of how
Gorbachev is closing the MFA’'s back channels through his
aﬁbassadorial changes. Gorbachev’s personnel changes have

transformed Gromyko’s independent MFA into a somewhat
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weaker institution similiar to the status it had in the late
1970s.

Gorbachev s personnel changes héve had significant -
consequences for the MFA’s position within the Soviet-
foreign policy hierarchy, and in turn this has implications
for Soviet foreign policy. These changes have ensured:

that while the MFA does not dominate the foreign

policy process as it did when Gromyko was Minister

and the hapless Chernenko was General Secretary,

it has not been reduced to the role of mere

executant of a policy decided elsewhere but

instead makes its own substantial input into that

process.
Although the International Department may determine the
direction of Soviet foreign policy, it has not interfered in
the day-to-day operations of the MFA.58 In short, the_MFA,
through its Minister and its implementation function, has
been able to influence the formulation of Soviet foreign
policy.59 With Shevardnadze as the Soviet Union’s leading
foreign policy spokesman, it can be assumed that he will
have some say as to whether certain policy proposals are
consistent with Gorbachev’s ﬁew tﬁinking. In addition,
certain policies may be rejected because the MFA states
that it can not implement them. In summary, considering the
hypothesis of this thesis, the personnel changes within the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs lead to a prediction of an
improved style of diplomatic activism through a somewhat °

weaker MFA.

The implications for Soviet foreign policy that were
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determined through the examination of the personnel changes
to the MFA will be compared to actual changes in Soviet

foreign policy in the next chapter, chapter four.
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Table 3.1

Break Down of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs Departments

Before Gorbachev’'s Changes

Geographic Departments

13.
14.
15.
1l6.
17.

18.

First African - Northern Africa ekcluding Egypt.
Second African - Sub-Saharan West Coast.
Third African - East and Southern Africa.

- First European - Benelux, France, Portugal, Spain,

Switzerland.
Second European - Australia, Canada, Ireland, Malta,
New Zealand, United Kingdom.
Third European - Austria, West Germany, East Germany.
Fourth European - Czechoslovkia and Poland.
Fifth European - Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece, Hungary,
Romania, Yugoslavia.
Scandinavian - Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway,
Sweden.
Far Eastern - China, North and South Korea, Mongolia.
Second Far Eastern - Japan, Indonesia, Philippines.
First Latin American - Mexico, .Central America,
. Carribbean, Surinam, Guyana.
Second Latin American - South America excluding Guyana
) and Surinam.
Middle Eastern - Afghanistan, Iran, Turkey.
Near Fastern - Egypt, Iraqg, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait,
‘ Lebanon, Sudan, Syria, North and South -
Yeman. )
South Asia - Bangladesh, Burma, India, Nepal, Pakistan,
. Sri Lanka.
Southeast Asia - Laos, Malaysia, Singapore, Thailand,
Vietnam, Cambodia.
United States - United States.

Functional Departments
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Cultural Relations with Foreign Countries.
Diplomatic Courier Communications.
International Economic Organizations.
Information Administration.
International Organizations

Press.

Protocol.

Publication of Diplomatic Documents.
Tenth Department.

Treaty and Legal.

Translations Bureau.
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13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
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Personnel Affairs Administration.

Historical - Diplomatic Administration.

Consular Administration.

Currency and Finance.

Foreign Policy Planning Administration.

General International Problems.

Personnel Administration.

Servicing of the Diplomatic Corps - Accounting, Capital
Construction, General Service, Housing, Housing Repair,
Juridical, Legal, Miscellaneous, Personnel, Medical.

Source: United States, Directorate of Intelligence,
"Directory of USSR Ministry .of Foreign Affairs Officials,
Washington, D. C., Central Intelligence Agency, CR 85 -
14535 (August 1, 1985), 1 - 37. .
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Table 3.2

summary of Gorbachev’s MFA Personnel Changes:
Ministry of Foreign Affairs Collegium (1987)

Title Name Appointment Date
Minister E. A. Shevardnadze July, 1985
First Deputy Iv. M. Vorontsov April, 1985
Ministers- A. G. Kovalev April, 1985
Deputy A. L. Adamishin - May, 1986
Ministers . A. A. Bessmertynkh May, 1986
- B. N. Chaplin May, 1986
L. F. Il ichev March, 1965
M. S. Kapitsa December, 1982
V. G. Komplektov December, 1982
V. P. Loginov December, 1985
V. M. Nikiforov December, 1985
V. F. Petrovksky May, 1986
I. A. Rogachev August, 1986
Secretary Iv. E. Fokin July, 1980
General
Chief, Third A. P. Bondarenko October, 1971
European Dept. :
Special Ambassador 0. A. Grinevskii January, 1983
(Disarmament)
Not identified A. I. Grishchenko id. 1982
Special Ambassador V. L. Israelian September, 1977
(Disarmament)
Special Ambassador 0. N. Khlestov October, 1973
(Int. Organizations)
Chief, Near East . V. P. Poliakov September, 1984
Department -
Chief, Historical- P. P. Sevostianov id. 1985
Diplomatic Admin.
Chief, Second V. P. Suslov November, 1973
European Dept. ' ‘
Director, Diplomatic S. L. Tikhvinskii July, 1978
Academy ,
Not identified V. V. Tsybukov id. 1984
Chief, Third V. M. Vasev January, 1983

African Dept.

Source: Richard Starr, USSR Foreign Policies After Detente
(Stanford: Hoover Institute, 1987), 46 - 47.
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Table 3.3
Gorbachev’s Ambassadorial Changes

Nato and the Western Bloc Countries

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

U.S. = Yu. V. Dubinin

Japan - N. N. Solov yev

United Kingdom - L. M. Zamyatin
France - Ya. P. Ryabov

West Germany - Yu. A. Kvitsinsky
Greece - V. F. Stukalin
Netherlands - A. I. Blatov

Spain - S. K. Romanovsky

Denmark - B. N. Pastukhov

Socialist Countries

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

China - O. A. Troyanovsky
Poland -~ V. I. Brovikov
Hungary =~ B. I. Stukalin
Mongolia - K. E. Fomichenko
Yugoslavia - V. F. Mal tsev
Cuba - A. S. Kapto
Nicaragua - V. I. Vyalyas
Ethiopia - G. N. Andreev
Vietnam - ?

Afghanistan - ?

Asian - Pacific/ Middle East

20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

Pakistan - A. Vezirov

Burma - S. P. Pavlov

Sir Lanka/. Maldives - K. N. Kulmatov
Nepal - G. K. Shcheglov

Papua - New Guinea - E. M. Samoteikin
Philippines - V. I. Shabalin
Jordan/Oman - A. I. Zinchuk

Lebanon - V. I. Kolotusha

Egypt - ?

Somalia - A. Abdurazakov

Africa

30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.

Benin - V. V. Pavlov

Botswana - V. G. Krivda
Burkino Faso - F. P. Bogdanov
Burundi - V. V. Tsybuko
Nigeria - Yu. V. Kuplyakov
Tanzania - S. I. Illarionov
Zambia - V. A. Likhachev
Zaire - V. V. Soldatov

Kenya - V. I. Ostashko
Lesotho - V. I. Gavryushkin

International Organizations

40.

United Nations - A. M. Belonogov

Source: Alexander Rahr, "Winds of Change Hit Foreign
Minister", Radio Liberty Research Bullentin, RL 274/86
(Munich: Radio Liberty, July 16, 1986), 2 - 3.
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Table 3.4

Changes to the Structure of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs

- Australia and New Zealand moved from the Second European
Department to the new Department of Pacific Countries.

- Canada moved from the Second European Department to the
United States Department. This, in turn, became the
United States and Canada Department.

- New Department for Arab Countries was formed.

- The countries in the Scandinavian Department was moved to
‘the depleted Second European Countries Department.

- East Germany was moved from the Germanic Europe Depart-
ment into the new Socialist Countries of Europe Depart-
ment.

- China, North Korea and Mongolia of the First Far East
Department were merged with Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia
from the Southeast Asian Department into the new Social-
ist countries of Asia Department.

\

~ Four new functional Departments were created:

1 - Department for Arms Limitation and Disarmament;

2 - Department for International Economic Relations;

3 - Department for Humanitarian Affairs and Cultural
Relations;

4 - The Administration for Information which is a
consolidation of the Press and Information Depart-
ments.

Source: Philip Taubman, "Soviet Diplomacy Given New Look by
Gorbachev," New York Times (August 10, 1986), Al; Alexandr
Rahr, "Winds of Change hit Foreign Ministry," Radio Liberty
Research Bulletin, RL 274/86 (Munich: Radio Liberty, July
16, 1986), 1.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
PERSONNEL AND FOREIGN POLICY CHANGES

The hypothesis of this thesis echoes Archie Brown when
he conteﬂds that Gorbachev;s personnel changes are connected
to changes in Soviet foreign policy. "Without a doubt, it
is in the foreign policy establishmenththat the most
dramatic personnel changes have taken place. This has
faciliated not only a very different manner of conducting:
Soviet foreign policy, but also some interesting policy
innovation."l The personnel changes alluded to by Brown
Qere studied in pre?ious chapters. The hypothesized
correlation between personnel changes and changes in
foreign policy will be examined in this chapter.

The massive personnel changes made by Gorbachev to the
top 1eadership within both the International Department and
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs appear to have several
implications fof Soviet foreign policy. (see Table 4.1 for
summary of those personnel changes on p. 143.) Theser
personnel changes lead one to predict a related change in
Sovigt policy towards the United States, arms control, the
Third World, human rights; international brganizationé,
Eastern Europe, and in the style in which that policy is now
implemented.

Gorbachev’s foreign policy changes aré defined as those

changes to Brezhnev’s (and to a lesser extent Andropob;s and
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Chernenko’s) foreign policy. For the purposes of this
study, Soviet foreign policy was broken down into either
functional or regional issue areas to allow for a systematic
comparison of where Gorbachev changed policy and where he
made personnel changes. As Soviet foreign policy is in
transition, it is very difficult to pinpoint the exact date
when policy changes occur. However, Gorbachev’s May 24th,
1986 critique of both the style and substance of Soviet
foreign policy is perhaps the point in time best used to
mark Gorbaéhev’s break from Brezhnev’'s policy.2 This
critique was followed up by major statements on foreign
policy such as Gorbachev’s Vladivostok speech in July, 1986
or the Reykjavik summit in October, 1986. When comparing
the timing of the policy and personnel changes, it can be
noted that all of the major changes to the International
Department and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs occured
before May, 1986.3 Despite some uncertainty, if Gorbachev’s
personnel changes can be linked to policy'changes, we can
contend that the personnel changes did preceed changes in

policy.

The Foreign Policy Inherited by Gorbachev

The new "Soviet leaders’ perception of policy failure
"that prompts the adoption of new approaches and solutioné"
and therefore recent failures of the past must be examined
to determine where changes are likely to occur.4 There is a

general consensus that Brezhnev, Andropov and Chernenko left
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Gorbachev with seven primary foreign policy concerns:

1 - The failure of Soviet style socialism in Eastern
Europe as evidenced by the events in Poland
(1980-81);

2 - The endless war in Afghanistan;

3 = The stalled arms talks;

4 - The high cost and low rewards associated w1th
Soviet interests in the Third World;

5 - Improving, but not fully normalized relations
with China and Japan;

6 - The deterioration of detente and relations with
the United States;

7 - A poor international 1mage.5

Most of these concerns have been addressed by Gorbachev with
changes in policy as well as personnel and will be examined-
in greater depth in the sections to follow.

The Style of Conduct of Soviet Foreign Policy Under

Gorbachev

During the decade of expansion in the 1970s, Soviet
leaders believed that the "correlation of forces" had
shifted irreversibly in their favour.® The Soviets also
believed that this shif% would protect the Soviet Unipn’s
status as a superpower as well as its presfige. However,
the Reagan doctrine managed to challenge the Soviet Union’s
position and staﬁus within the international system. One of
Go?bachev’s foreign policy objectives has been to repair the
Soviet Union’s damaged image which resulted from the shift
in forces back in favour of the United Stateé.

Gorbachev has proposed to restore the Soviet Union’s
image through ‘his "new thinking" about Soviet foreign
policy. The "new thinking" is a combination of dynamism and

flexibility with a heavy emphasis on public relations.?7 1p
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eiiminating much "of the archaic terminology used in Soviet
foreign propaganda, Gorbachev is attempting to give Soviet
foreign propaganda a human face. The Soviets-’ image has
improved, for the Western press no longe¥ uses the
stereotypical ways of describing Soviet behaviour.8 One
extreme example of the effectiveness of the efforts to
improve the image can be found during a recent disarmament
conference when a Nobel peace prize winner said, "when I
think of peace, I think of Gorbachev."9 Gorbachev’s ne@
thinking has resulted in 1argé psychological gains for the
Soviet Union has a better image now than before Gorbachev
came to power.

Soviet commentators have obserVed the positive benefits
of Gorbachev’s "new thinking". One Soviet commentator noted
that "theapopularity of the Soviet state and our leadership
abroad - among the masses and among the intellectuals - is
‘unprecedented."10 " Another commentator noted that the new
thinking has resulted in the West "believing Moscow more and
more. And that is perhaps the most significant result to
date of the restructuring of our foreigﬁ policy."11 In
summary, Soviet commentaries stress that the new thinking -
has resulted in large public relations gains without
sacrificing anything of importance. |

To implement his new thinking, Gorbachev has brought in
"a new generation of officials who understand the Western

press better than their predecessors whose rare encounters
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wi@h foreign reporters were often gruff."l2 New appointees
such as Anatoliy Dobrynin, Georgiy Kornienko, Yulii
Vorontsov, or Aleksandr Bessmertnykh, are "pragmatic and
polished diplomats" who are able to project the new Soviet
image.13 Perhaps Eduard Sﬂevardnadze best symbolizes
Gorbachev s new thinking. He had no foreign policy exper-
‘ience but is very personable and able to project a very
positive image. His public relationsrskills and his
flexibility make him an ideal and leading Soviet spokes-
man.l4 With his help Gorbachev was able to win the public
relations battles at the Geneva and Iceland summits.l3
Attempts to change the style of Soviet foreign policy
through personnel changes have not been confined to the top
leadership. Gorbachev’s displeasure at the way in which'his
newrthinking was being implemented resulted in forty of the
Soviet Union’s 130 ambassadors being replaced. 1In an effort
to help coordinate and centralize the efforts to change the
style, a new Administration of Information Department was
created within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. It is
headed by Gennadi Gerasimov whose expertise and success in
dealing with the Western Press ensures that his appointment
is well in line with Gorbachev’s new thinking. In short,
Gorbachev was able to introduce an@ implement his "new
thinking“ about Soviet foreign policy due to his appointment
of personnel who believed in, and have the skills necessay

to implement, that policy.



118

Human Rights, International Organizations, Trade and Soviet

Foreign Policy

The Soviet Union’s new approach to human .rights is but
one example of the way Gorbachev’s new thinking hés_been
implemented. The Soviets have accepted that huﬁan rights is
now a part of the international agenda.l® However, talking
about human rights should not be confused with actual
movement in this area. The Soviets "are ready for a
dialogue, but we [the Soviets] are not in a position to
comply with American standards on human rights."l7 The
Soviets still use the undefined "state security" issue to
deny exit to many applicants.l8 oOne clear example of an
attempt to improve the Soviet Union’s image without giving
anything away is the repeal of the anti-Soviet defamation
law, but a‘retention of the harsher anti—SoGiet agitation
law. One of the most blatant public relations moves
concerning human rights was the release of Andrei Sakharév
(in February, 1987) just days after another political
prisoner, Anatoly Marchenko, had died of a hunger strike
protesting his imprisonment.l® The soviet willingness to
talk about human rights has not been used in constructive
dialogue but to defuse American criticism and to attack the
American human rights violations which the ‘Soviets claim are
in the form of unemployment, homelessness and imprisonment

of anti-nuclear protesters.20

The new approach to human rights can in part be traced
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to the appointment of Yurii Kashlev and Anatolii Adamishin.
The creation of the Department for Humanitarian and Cultural
Affairs within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs lead to the
discovery of the fact that human rights can be an effective
tool for the Soviet Union. This department is heéded—by
Yurii Kashlev whose previous experience was in the Préss
Department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The high
public relations aépect of Gorbachev’s new human rights
pglicy is evident in the accusation by Kashlev that the
United States broﬁght nothing but anti-socialists, anti-
Soviets, Zionists and dissidents to ruin a recent human
rights conference.?! Anatolii Adamishin was made the Deputy
Foreign Minister responsible for the Soviet Union’s human
rights policy. This is the first time that a Deputy
Foreign Minister has had such a responsibility. Kashlev and
Adamishin fit in well with Gorbachev’s new thinking for,
despife their attacks to diffuse American criticism, they
appear to be both reasonable and flexible.

International organizations and foreign trade are to be
used to project a more_benigh Soviet image. Serious attempts
to ha&e international organizations endorse Soviet positions
is consistent with the new emphasis upon the use of polit-
ical means to expand Soviet interests and enhance its
prestige.zzf Foreign trade is not only a source of much
needed Western technology, it is also considered by the

Soviets "as an essential means of normalizing the situation
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and attaiﬂing stability in all international affairs."23
The new emphasis on international organizations follo@ed
appointments within the Ministry of Foreign affairs where
one new Deputy Foreign Minister is responsible for inter-
national organizations (Vladimir Petrovksy) and another is
responsible for the Uni£ed Nations (Aleksandr

Bessmertnykh). A new approach to foreign trade féllowed the
appointment of B. I. Aristov as the new Minister of Foreign
Trade. As Aristov has very little foreign policy exper-
ience, he can be expected to follow Gorbachev’s new thinking
in terms of his foreign trade assignment. The appointment
of Ivan Ivanov as head of the new Ministry of Foreign
Affairs department for International Economic Relations was
followed by a new emphasis on economic relations in Soviet
foreign policy. The State Committee for Foreign Economic
Relations (GKES) also received a new head with the appoint-
ment of Konstantin Katushev. These appointments were
followed by the creation of a superministry to oversee
foreign trade planning and the introduction of new trade
rules which became effective on Jahuary 1, 1987.24 1n
summary, the new emphasis upon foreign trade and inter-
national organizations was preceded by Gorbachev’'s personnel
changes.

Arms Control and the United States

Gorbachev’s changes in the style in which arms control

negotiations are conducted has had substantial results.
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Even the strongest critics of the Soviet regime concede
Gorbachev has made real concessions and progress. There are
many reasons why observers believe that Gorbachev is sincere
about obtaining arms control agreements.23> Regardless of
the reasons, Gorbachev has made four concessions to the
United States. They are:

1 - Acceptance in principle of on-site inspections;

2 ~ Acceptance of the American zero option regarding

the Euromissiles;
3 - The temporary abandonment of the SDI (Strategic
Defence Initiative) precondition; and

4 - The unilateral test ban.26
The unilateral test ban lasted for eiéhteen months, but by
February 28, 1987, the political cost of continuing it was
perceived to be too high and thus it was stopped.27 The
other concessions reflect a new flexibility in the Soviet
stance. This flexibility resulted in the signing of ﬁhe INF
(Intermediate range nuclear forces) treaty in December
1987. In short, the new Soviet approach to arms control
have resulted in one agreement and created hope for more.

The new Soviet flexibility in arms control negotiating
“can be directly linked to Gorbachev’s personnel changes.
The two men who are primarily responsible for formulating
the Soviet Union’s stance on arms control, Viktor Karpov and
Lt. General Viktor Starodubov, are both Gorbachev appoin-

tees. Karpov's department is now responsible for
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centralized control of Soviet arms control positions under
civilian (Gorbachev’s) control. To heip give validity to
that civilian control, a technical questions expert
(Starodubov) was made head of the International Department s
new arms control section.28 To supervise all 6f these
activities and to help interpret American reactions, an
expert on the United States (Yurii Vorontsov) as appointed
as First Deputy Foreign Minister responsible for arms
control. Gorbachev’s personnel changes in the arms control
field have ~given him the ability to change and control the
formation of the new Soviet policy in that area.

The success of the INF treaty and movement in other
areas should not deflect from the fact that the Soviets have
primarily changed the style of their negotiating and not the
substance of many of their proposals. Style is very
important and can create opportunities for treaties, but
substance can be a very real obstacle. There are very
encouraging developments in the START (Strategic Arms
Limitations Talks) talks, but tough questions of verifi-
cation and sublimits remain.29 Early hope in the chemical
weapons talks may be premature as the 20th anniversary of
those tqlks began with the Soviets and Americans trading
.charges that the other was poisoning the atmosphere of the
talks.30 1In addition,rthe Soviets have not agreed to the
sweeping verification measures demanded by the Americans.31

The Americans have rejected Soviet proposals for new test
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ban treaties until reliable verification measures can be
developed to verify the old ones.32 The Nordic Nuclear Free
zone proposal is typical of other such Soviet proposals, as
it does not include any important Soviet territory.33 The
MBFR (Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction) talks are the
best symbol of.the new Soviet style. The Soviets project
the image that they are resﬁonsible for all the progress in
thése talks while the Americans only create obstacles.34
The Soviets have introduced unverifiable proposals, which
the West must reject, to score points ‘in the public rela-
tions:game.35 The most telling of these proposals was to
end the MBFR talks with a symbolic agreement and start new
talks under a different name. 1In short, the Soviets have
tended to introduce proposals which make the Soviets look
reasonable and flexible, but in reality sacrifice very
little. The Soviets have hailed the INF treaty as a product
of Gorbachev’s new thinking; their caution, however, that
"it is not all roses" ahead should be well heeded.30

The new style and importance of arms control nego-
tiations has allowed this issue to remain the centerpiece of
‘Soviet-American relations. The reason is that:

The fundamental disputes between the two nations

scarcely lend themselves to bargaining. Human

rights, regional conflicts and other such matters

are often on summit agendas but rarely lead to

solid deals. Arms control has thus become the

.coin of the realm for superpower diplomacy.

.Nuclear missiles, unsuitable for use as actual

weapons of war, are deployed and manipulated as

symbols of power, retaining only a vague con-
nection to any possibility that their implied
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threat might ever be carried out. As such they

can be traded easily, or at least more easily than

other aspects of superpower conduct.

The December 1987 suﬁmit was typical of previous summits as
the main concern was arms control.38 (see table 4.2, p. 145,
for a history of the summits.)

The main necessity for the desired arms control
agreements is to foster improved relations with the United
States. High international tensions resuiting from poor
Soviet~-American relations and the arms race consume
resources necessary for economic restructuring. Arms
control is needed because style may improve the Soviet ihage
abroad, but at home as one Muscovite comments, "we cannot
eat Glasnost."39 |

The greater attention Gorbachev has paid, and will pay,
to the United States was preceded by certain personnel
changes.40 The dominance of Americanists within the top
leadership of tﬁe foreign policy structure is unprece-
dented.4l Gorbachev has appointed experts on the United
States as Chief and First béputy Chief of the International
Department, as First Deputy and Deputy Foreign Ministers;
and as his foreign policy aide. Additionally, only two
sector chiefs in the International Department were changed.
One of those chiefs, Nikolay Mostovets who was replaced by
Dmitriy Lisovolik, was responsible for the United States.

The evidence provided by Gorbachev’s personnel changes

supports the fact that the United States is still central to



125

Soviet foreign policy and that improved relations are

desired.

Western and Eastern Europe

Although Western Europe remains an important part of
Soviet foreign policy, Gorbachev’s "Europe First" slogans
have been backed up with few substantive policy changes.422
Gorbachev has offered limited concessions to Europe. He
recently ended a 19 year old dispute with Sweden over Baltic
Sea economic rights when the Soviets gave up 75 percent of
8390 square miles of disputed area. Gorbachev has also
ended overt Soviet efforts to shatter the Atlantic Al-
liance. However, the Cyprus peace plan, the Mediterranean
security cénference, and the Nordic Nuclear Free Zone
proposals are all "diplomatic exercises of a traditional
[Soviet] type."43 Some concessions combined with a perceiv-
ed Soviet flexibility have boosted the Soviet Union’s image
_with little cost. The public relations successes in Western
Europe have even given Gorbachev the luxury of carrying out
a German revanchism campaigp. This typé of campaign is not
new to Soviet foreign policy, however, Gorbachev’s vefsidn
has been intensified.44 This is evident from the fact that
for the first time the German people and not just éheir
leaders were blémed for World War Two. In short, Gorbachev
has offered little new to the West Europeans except sfyle.

The emphasis on a new style was preceded by appropri-

ate changes in personnel. Yu. A. Kvitsinsky (the new
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ambassador to West Germany) is symbolic of the ambassa-
dorial changes experienced by many West European capitals.
Kvitsinsky, young and energetic, was appointed in a move to
help implement Gorbachev’s new thinking and to counter the
appointment of a similiar American ambassador. The intens-
ified German revanchism campaign was accompanied by the
appointment of Viktor Rykin as new International Department
sector chief responsible for Germanic Europe. Anatolii
Kovalev’s appointment as First Deputy Minister responsible
for Western Europe is a sign that Gorbachev is very serious
about imprinting his new style to the Soviet Union’s Western
Europe policy. Kovalev is also résponsible for security
talks in Europe. These talks in turn have boosted the Soviet
Union’s image with little or no cost to the Soviets. The
promotion of Yurii Zuyev as International Department Deputy
Chief responsible for Latin Europe can be weakly connected
to the deterioration of Soviet—French:relations. Most of
Gorbachev’s personnel changes dealing with Western Europe
were undertaken basicélly to improve the Soviet Union’s
image in this region; however, a possibility exists that
actual policy changes may be forthcoming.

Gorbachev has retained the basic principles of Soviet
East European relations - flexibility With firmness.4> The
accepted limits of economic and political diversity under
Gorbachev have expanded, but limits do exist and are

strictly enforced. Despite a greater understanding shown by
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Gorbachev, hopes for further liberalization were dashed when
it was clear there would be no retreat from the Soviet
Union’s dominance over Eastern Europe. On July 1, 1986 in
Warsaw, the Gorbachev doctrine was announced.4§ In that
speech, Gorbachev reaffirmed the Brezhnev doctrine of
limited sovereignty which in effect states that the Soviet
Union will be the sole judge of how liberal Eastern Europe
can become.47 In conjunction with the Gorbachev doctrine,
the Warsaw Treaty Organization and the Council of Mutual
Economic Assistance (CMEA) will be used more intensely to
integrate Eastern Europe with the Soviet Union.48 The
Warsaw Pact, which serves as the legal, political and
militéry bond between the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe,
was extended for twenty years. Gorbachev has introduced a
new emphasis on the use of the CMEA for‘creating a totally
integrated socialist economic system.49 The more effective
use of the‘CMEA is to help improve the Séviet economy
-through the pooling of socialist resources. It is also an
attempt to péevent the development of economic ties to the
West which in turn can become political ties. Gorbachev has
not eased the control of Eastern Europe, he is merely
attempting to use the tools available to him more effect-
ively.

Gorbachev made the éersonnel changes necessary to
implement his policy of increased economic integration under

close Soviet supervision. Two important changes within the
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Department of Liaison with Communist and Workers’ Parties of
Socialist Countries can be found. The Department “s chief,
Konstantin Rusakov was replaced by Vadim Medvedev. The First
Deputy Chief Oleg Rakhmanin was replaced by Georgi
Shakhnazarov. The two men replaced are best described as
hardliners whose main concern was for idoological
orthodoxy. Of special note is Rakhmanin who is openly
critical of the economic reforms in Hungary and China.
The new chief, Medvedev, is an academic ana economist, who
is better qualified for helping with socialist development
than with ensuring ideologic;l orthodoxy. Shakhnazarov who
has openly supported the economic reforms in Yugoslavia and
Gorbachev’s new thinking was rewarded with a promotion. The
preceding assertions are further supported by'the’appoint-
ment of A. K. Antonov, an electronic expert, as the new USSR
permament representative to the CMEA. The supervision of
yet another new program of socialist development will be the
responsibility of the new Deputy Foreign Minister respons-
ible for Eastern Europe, Vadim Loginov. Loginov is known
for his Sovietization of Angola - in other words, for his
supervision of economic development along Soviet organ-
izational lines. In summary, the expertise of Gorbachev s
new appointees is well suited to implement the new East
European policy.

The Soviet enthusiasm for Gorbachev’'s reforms and

Soviet-East European relations is not shared by all the East
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Europeanxleaders.50 These leaders are skeptical of

Gorbachev ‘s chances for success in the Soviet Union and they
are all uncomfortable with his style.51 Each leader’s
approach to Gorbachev’s reforms has been dependent upon
whethef those reforms match his own plans.52 Erich Honecker
has rejected Gorbachev’s reforms because he claims those
reforms are not necessary. A Soviet film which was critical
" of the Stalinist period was labelled as "nihilistic, inhuman
and without perspective" by the East Germans.>3 Nicolae
Ceausescu shares Honecker’'s view citing that he has intro-
duced his own reforms. Czechoslovakia was the first to be
tested about the support of Gorbachev policies when Gustav
Husak (74 years old) was replaced by Milos Jakes (65 years
old). Jakes, a conservative, oversaw the purge of 461,751
party officials following the 1968 Soviet invasion of
Czechoslovkia.®4 This invasion in turn was in response tb
reforms similar to those introduced by Gorbachev. Jakes’
appointment, which marked the merely rhetorical support of
Gorbachev’s reforms, brought a hostile reaction in January
of 1988 when Gorbachev told the Czechs to get moving. One
of the Soviet Union’s closest allies, Todor 2Zhivkov, has

accepted perestroika (economic restructuring) but has been

cautious in implementing glasnost (political reforms).
Poland is willing (with the support of the Soviet Union) to
implement the reforms necessary to make it a stable member

of the East Bloc. Whereas Poland now has more glasnost
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than does the Soviet Union, the Polish péople appear to be
unwilling to make the necessary sacrifices for the economic
reformsl In Hungary, the young leaders fully support
Gorbachev’s reforms whereas the old guard (who at tﬁis time
are in control) warn that rapid change is dangerous. The
success of Gorbachev s East European policy is, at this
time, limited at best to forcing those léaders to think
about reforms.

Third World

Gorbachev’s Third World policy is best described as a
"patchwork of the old and the new."33 To a large extent
this has been dictated by the revived policy of peaceful
coexistence or more accurately peaceful competition. . The
Soviet conception of detente does not entail an end to
competition. Rather, it is a. shift from military (éupport
of armed insurgents) to political or economic competition
with the United States for influence in the Third wWorld.
Support of the armed struggle against imperialism has
traditionally been favoured by the Cubans and the Chinese.
The overthrow of Cﬁile’s Allende, the surprise victory of
the Sandinistas and the instability in Central America
and Africa convinced the Soviets of the utility of such
support.>6 The support‘of Marxist-Leninist regimes which
had achieved power through violent revolutions supplied the
Soviets with loyal clients, but at a very high economic

cost. In addition, the lower than expected political
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payoffs led to a reevaluation of Soviet policy in the Third
World.>7 Gorbachev’s new policy is only to support the use
of "political agitation, organization and cultivation of the
masses through peaceful and legal means as a way of pro-
méting fevolutionary change.">8 Gorbachev will now pursue
large‘geopolitically important friends rather than clienté
whose only asset is their proper ideological orientation.
However, a return to peaceful competition has not meant
Gorbachev will abandon the gains made under Brezhnev.
Gorbachev appears to be actively entrenching current Soviet
interests through its aid and support of military offen-
sives.”? To break with clients who are under attack would
be a humiliating Soviet defeat which would not be tolerated
either by the elite or the public.60 Gorbachev’s patchwork
policy is a combination of consolidating Soviet Third World
interests by whatever means are necessary while attempting
to éombat American interests through peaceful competition.
The changes in the Soviet Union’s Third World policy
have been preceded by some interesting personnel changes.
The architect of Gorbachev’s new policy is Karen Brutents.
Brutents is a Deputy Chief within the International Depart-
ment. Although he did not rise in rank, it is clear
(through the endorsement of his policies by the 27th Party
Congress) that following Gorbachev’s accession Brutents was
given control over the Soviet Union’s Third World policy.

He had been an open proponent of the current policy for
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years previous to its implementation by qubachev. An
important reason for Gorbachev’'s appointment of two
Americanists (Dobrynin and Kornienko) to top positions
within the International Department was undoubtly to help
assist with the implementation of the policy enunciated by
Brutents, but not implemented. The expertise of the
Americanists will undoubtedly aid in the competition for
influence in the Third World with the Soviet Union’s main
adversary. The International Department is primarily
responsible for the Soviet Union’s Third World and not
American policy, and therefore the use of the expertise
to help defeat the United States‘in "peaceful" competition
for influence throughout the world cannot be overempha-
sized.®l The evidence clearly points to the:fact that
personnel changes.wgre made to implement a new Third World
policy.

The new Third World policy combined with Gorbachev ‘s
new thinking has expanded the Soviet Union’s influence
within this regipn while at the same @ime current interests
are protected. (See Table 4.3, p. 146, for a list of
Soviet ﬁriends.) Gorbachev, who does not have the romantic
enthusiasm that Khrushchev had for the Third wWorld, has
offered revolutionaries only profound sympathy and solidar-
ity.62. In attempting to win the friendship of large
geopolitically important countries, Gorbachev has very

little to offer. The Soviet Union expanded its influence in
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the 1970s because it offered weak Marxisf—Leninist states
security whereas the large geopolitically important coun-
tries can provide their own security. Gorbachev is limited
to winning friends through arms sales which at one time were
ideolbgically motivated but are now economically moti-
7vated.§3 The temporary friends won through arms sales
combined with Soviet economic limitations will pre?ent a
repeat of the 1970s Soviet expansion in the Third wWorld.
The new style has allowed the Soviet Union a greater
presence if nsthing else. 1In addition, the new thinking has
made Gorbachev’'s Afghanistan policy a .symbolic success.
Even as the Soviets launched yet another brutal military
offensive, the Western press concentraéed upon yet another
hint that the Soviets would withdraw.64 The withdrawal
which had not been far off since No?ember 1985 and would
only be conducted if certain preconditions exist, was still
hailed as another positive benefit of Gorbachev’s new
thipking.65 The Soviets declared a political victory and
signed an agreement to leave the country which is stilltat
war. Afghanistan and the other expensive Third World
commitments have shown Gorbachev that he must be more
selective in the choice of Soviet Third World commitments.
A more restrained interventionist policy must not be
confused with a more benign policy. "Séviet power projec-
tion has always depended upon opportunities provided by

local conflicts and instability."6® As in the past,
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~Gorbachev may not create the opportunities to intervene, but
this does not mean that he will not take advantage of
opportunities éhould they arise. In short, Gorbachev ‘s
Third World policy is one of winning inexpensive new friends
and protecting old interests in a policy of short term pain
in order to reduce the long tefﬁ economic burden.

Asia - Pacific

Gorbachev’s approach to the Asian-Pacific area is
consistent with his gew Third Wor}d policy. This policy
includes a consolidation of old friénds with political
attempts to win new ones. Gorbachev has backed his praise of
india with a grant of $1.2 billion worth of credit.®7
Although the Soviets have put some pressure on Vietnam to
end its occupation of Kampuchesa, tpe Soviets still effect-
ively fund that occupation.®8 Attempts to normalize
relations with Japan have failed because the Soviets
are unwilling to compromise on anything of substance.69
Although trade between China and the Soviet Union is at its
highest point in twenty ﬁive years, this short term success
hides an "inner core of rigidity."70 Overlapping security
concerns combined with a substantial growth in Chinese power
will result in the polemical competition between the two
countries being replaced by substantial competition for
influence throughout the world.’l The Soviet policy of
’protecting its Third World interests as evidenced by its

refusal to give up its Vietnamese bases has been met with
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the Chinese rejecting Gorbachev’s summit proposals.’?2
Attempts to revive an all-Asian security‘conference have
been met with universal skepticism; rGorbachev’s Asian-
Pacific policy is best summed up by an Aéian official who
stated that "they are sayfng much of the same thing they
said before [Gorbachev], only now they smile when they'say
it."73

The fine tuning of the Soviet Union’s Asian-Pacific
policy has been accompanied by minor personnel changes.
Attempts to normalize relations with Japan were preceaed by
the appointment of a new head of‘the Japanese desk within
the International Department and a new ambassador in early
1986. Similar personnel changes preceded Gorbachev’'s
attempfs to speea up the normalization of Sino-Soviet
relations in 1986. Of note was the appointment of Oleg
Troyanovsky as the new ambassador to China. Troyanovsky had
worked extensively with the Chinese at the United WNations
and is symbolic of Gorbachev’s new thinking as he is both
capable and conciliatory. Petr Kutsobin, who supported the
old process of ﬁormalizing Sino-Soviet relations, was
demoted from his position of International Department Deputy
Chief. 1In short, the new approaches to Japan and China were
preceded by appropriate personnel changes.

Middle East, Africa and Latin America

Gorbachev ‘s Middle East strategy is merely a reiter-

ation of the "Soviet Union’s right to be involved, to
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counter actual or potential Western influence by constantly
seeking to extend Soviet contacts, and to exploit any
opportunities for Western discomfort."’4 In attempting to
reach that objective, Gorbachev has modified the tactics
used so that they fit with his new thinking. The projection
of a more favourable Soviet image in the Middle East through
an improved style is to become more involved in the peace
process. The traditional goal of reducing or countering
American influence in the region has been accompanied by a
more diplomatic style which has been accompanied by a few
ambassadorial changes. As hypothesized by this thesis,
the policy changes have been directly proportional to the
‘personnel changes. Thus the foregoing few personnel changes
have resulted in few policy changes.

If any change in the Soviet Union’s policy towards
Africa can be noted, it has been in the form of a small
retreat. Gorbachev appears to be content to hold onto his
two strongest clients (Aﬁgola and Ethiopia) in the region
without actively pursuing additional commitments.’> The
only development of any note has been the intensified
propaganda campaign against South Africa. Soviet activity
in Africa will likely remain at current leyeis because of
the many prior disappointments suffered by the Soviets.
Soviet influence has always been severely constrained
in this region for, despite its advancesf its African

clients (including Angola) are still dependent upon the
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international capitalist economic system./® Accompanying
the status quo policy, Gorbachev has made very few personnel
changes. The Deputy Foreign Minister, Anatolii Adamishin,
who is responsible for the Soviet Union’s human rights
policy, was given Africa as a secondary concern. Andrei
Urnov was promoted in what can be seen as an effort to groom
him for his eventual replacement of the 74 year old Petr
Manchkha. Urnov was made a Deputy Chief in the Inter-
national Department, however, Manchkha is still "the" Deputy
Chief responsible for Africa. Again, the absence of
personnel changes. has been reflected in the absence of
policy changes.

Latin America has remained a low priority for Soviet
foreign policy. This region is remote both geographically
and psychologically from the Soviet Union as evidenced by
its slow reaction to Cuba, the lack of help to Allende in
Chile, and the revolutions in Grenada and Nicaragua which
were successful without any major Soviet help.’’7 Gorbachev
continues a policy which is "more interested in trade than
in the dubious prospects of revolutionary change."78
Gorbachev s recent‘traae.breakthroughs are dué to the policy
of gradual rapproachment executed by his immediate pre-
decessors. Despité the emphasis on economic relations with
countries such as Brazil and Argentina, and the criticism
leveled at Soviet clients (Cuba and Nicaragua) for wasting

aid, Gorbachev is not interested in finding alternatives
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to the current Soviet clients, but in gaining less costly
friends.’9 ©Latin America is yet another Third World region
where Gorbachev’s new thinking - support old friends and win
new ones through economic and political means -~ is evident.

There are few personnel changes of note in the Latin
American departments. The low priority of Latin America in
Soviet foreign policy is confirmed by the dismissal of a
Deputy Foreign Minister responsible for Latin America
(Nikita Ryzhov) without that responsibility being assigned
to another person of the same rank or higher. Certain
appointees are evidence that Gorbachev wishes to avoid the
surprises (Chile, Nicaragua, Grenada) which his predecessors
‘suffered. Those appointees are the addition of a Latin
American and a English Carribbean specialist to the full
time consultants staff of the International Department.
Gorbachev intends to carry on a basically inherited Latin
American pplicy (which is consistant with ‘his new Third
World policy) with the personnel in place now, but he should
be bettér informed about the"region due to the peréonnel
appointments he has made.

Conclusions

The policy changes or new thinking introduced by
Gorbachev, and being implemented by the new personnel on the
basis of their affinity or agreement therewith, is generally
cosmetic with little material chaﬁge in past directions.80

The reason is that "the momentum of many inherited Soviet
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policy interests appear to exercise great leverage over
[his] ability.and inclination to alter the broad pursuit of
long existing policy goals."81 The high expectations of the
West which were generated by the introduction of Gorbachev’s
"new thinking" were quickly dashed at meetings such as at a
recent review of the Helsinki accords. British Qﬁservers
who had been high on Gorbachev before the meeting noted that
"most of the Soviet sponsored proposals are standard
offerings heard frequently at previous meetings."82
"Peace" or "charm" offensives are not new in Soviet his-
'tory. Observeré are excessively optimistic, if not naive,
to believe that Gorbachev’s new style will automatically
result in substantive changes in Soviet foreign policy.83
There should be litfle surprise that Gorbachev has placed a
"high premium on the public reiations aspect" of his foreign
policy.84 "Any Soviet leader might find his crédibility
among the powerful national security elite badly damaged if
change at home were to become coupled with a perceived
softness abroad."8> However, a change in style cannot be
discounted as insignificant, for style is an inexpensive and
effective means to create a stable international climate.
The importance of creating such a climate should not be
underestimated as Gorbachev needs such a condition in order
to conéentraté upon his domestic reforms.86 The changes in
style rathér than a radical overhaul of Brgzhnev;s foreign

policy is consistent with Gorbachev’s personnel changes
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which are "more suited to adjust the Soviet foreign policy
course than to change it drastically."87 Unsubstantiated
claims of a generational turnover or radical foreign policy
changes may sell newspapers or journal articles, but they do
nothing to help understand the situation. When Gorbachev
appointed his foreign policy aide, that aide was 64 years
old, and the new "younger" head of the International
Department was 65 at the time of his appointment. In
addition, there is no evidence of a radical change in the
type of foreign policy appointee. Few of Gorbachev’s top
leadership appointees are non-Russians and none are women.
On the evidence presented here, a strong argument can be
made that the personnel changes were made to implement
specifically intended alterations to Brezhnev's foreign
policy.

Gorbachev has taken over direct control of ‘Soviet
foreign policy and appointed a foreign policy teaﬁ directly
responsible to him. None of the team is "sufficently
entrenched politically to risk deviation from Gorbachev’'s
instructions."88 What can be read from this is that
Gorbachev has made specific appointments to carry out
specific changes in Sov;et foreign policy under his gui- -

dance.

Almost all of Gorbachev’s personnel changes can be

directly linked to changes in Soviet foreign policy or
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changes in the style in which that poliéy is implemented.
The forty ambassadorial changes and the appointment of
Eduard Shevardnadze were clearly intended to improve the
style in which Soviet foreign policy is conducted. . Efforts
to project a more favourable Soviet image were also assisted
by the promotion of Gennadi Gerasimo§ with his public
relations skills. The appointment of Anatolii Adamishin and
Yuri Kashlev preceded changes in the Soviet Union’s human
rights policy. The promotion of B.I. Aristov and Ivan
Ivanov preceeded the new emphasis'on foreign trade.
Likewise, Vladimir Petrovsky’s promotion preceeded the new
emphasis on international orgnaizations. Aleksandr
Bessmertynkh can also be weakly linked to the new emphasis
on international organizations. Bessmertynkh, Anatolii
Dobrynin, Georgiy Korienko, Yulii Vorontsov, Anatoliy
Chernyayev, and Dmitriy Lisovolik are all Gorbachev appoin-
tees who can be linked to the intensified emphasis on
Soviet-American relations and the revived policy of peaceful
coexistence (competition). All of these men (with specific
reference to Vorontsov) in addition to the appointment of
Viktor Karpov and Viktor Starodubov resulted in a néw style
of, and increased flexibility in, Soviet arms control
negotiating. Gorbachev.’s reformed Eastern Europe policy"was
made possible by the appointment of Vadim Loginov, Vadim
Medvedev, Georgiy Shakhnazarov, and A. K. Antonov. As a

(Refer to table 4.1, p 143, for a list of the positions
which the new appointees hold.)
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result of personnel moves, Rostislav Ulyanovskiy lost his
responsibility for the Third World to the architect of
Gorbachev’s Third World policy, Karen Brutents. Two new
Deputy Foreign Ministers responsible for cadres and servic-
ing the diplbmatic corps, Boris Chaplin and Valentin
Nikiforov, are part of Gorbachev’s efforts to take control
of the foreign poliéy structure in order to implement his
new thinking. Viktor Rykin and Anatolii vaalev’s promo-
tions are part of Gorbachev’s efforts to improve the Soviet
Union’s image in Western Europe. However, it would be
expected that Kovalev’s rise in rank (to First Deputy
Foreign) would entail a greater change in policy than just
style. Therefore Kovalev’'s appointment can only be weakly
linked to‘a change in foreign policy. On the other side of
the ledger, the appointment of Andrei Urnov and Yurii Zuyev
have not coincided with any change in foreign policy in
their respective areas of responsibility (Black Africa and
Latin Europe). In summary, of the twenty five Gorbachev
appointments to the top leadership of the Soviet foreign
policy structure, two cannot be connected to any change in
Soviet foreign policy, three can only be weakly linked to a
change in policy, and twenty can be directly linked to a
change in policy. The evidence clearly supports the
- hypothesis of this thesis that Gorbachev’s personnel changes
were made to enact specific changes in Soviet foreign

policy.
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Table 4.1

The Positions of Gorbachev’'s Appointees

Name

Position

Anatoliy Dobrynin
Georgiy Korienko
Karen Brutents
Andrei Urnov
Yurii Zuyev
Viktor Rykin
Dmitriy Lisovolik

Anatoliy Chernyayev

Eduard Shevardnadze

Yulii Vorontsov
Anatolii Kovalev
Anatolii Adamishin
Aleksandr
Bessmertynkh

Boris Chaplin

Vadim Loginov
Valentin Nikiforov

Vladimir Petrovsky

Boris Aristov

Viktor Starodubov

Chief of the ID*

lst Deputy Chief ID - U. S.
Deputy Chief ID - Third World
Deputy Chief ID - Africa
Deputy Chief ID - Latin Europe
Sector Chief - Germanic Europe
Sgctor Chief - United States

General Secretary’s foreign policy
aide

Foreign Minister

lst Deputy Foreign Minister - arms
control

lst Deputy Foreign Minister - West
Europe

Deputy Foreign Minister - human
rights

Deputy Foreign Minister - U.S. + U.N.
Deputy Foreign Minister - Diplomatic
corps

Deputy Foreign Minister - East Europe
Deputy Foreign Minister - Cadres

Deputy Foreign Minister -
International Organizations

Minister of Foreign Trade

ID arms control department



Viktor Karpov
Ivan Ivanov

Yurii Kashlev
Gennadi Gerasimov
Vadim Medvedev
Georgiy
Shakhnazarov

A. K. Antonov

( *

Foreign Affairs.)

1k

MFA'T arms control department

MFA international economic department
MFA human fights department

MFA administration for information

Chief of Socialist countries
Department

lst Deputy Chief Socialist countries
Department

USSR permament representative to CMEA

ID - International Department; * MFA - Ministry of

Source: For a complete list of sources and notes on the new
appointees, as well as those whom they replaced, please
refer to Chapter Two for International Department personnel
and Chapter Three ‘for the personnel from other institutions.
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Table 4.2
The Summit Record

September 1959 - Eisenhower and Khrushchev (Camp David) -
Spirit of Camp David with no concrete results.

May 1960 - Planned in Paris - U-2 incident cancelled
summit.

June 1961 - Khrushchev and Kennedy (Vienna) - Heated
exchange.

June 1967 - Johnson and Kosygin (Glassboro, N.J.) - Seeds

of a latter arms pact sown.

May 1972 - Nixon and Brezhnev (Moscow) - SALT I agreed
‘to, but regional issues still divide them.

June 1973 - Nixon and Brezhnev (Washington)‘—‘Agreed to
sign a new arms pact by 1974.

June/July 1974 - Nixon and Brezhnev (Moscow and Yalta) -
- Treaty to ban nuclear tests of over 150 kilotons signed.

November 1974 - Ford and Brezhnev (Vladivostok) -
tenative agreement on SALT II.

June 1979 - Carter and Brezhnev (Geneva) - SALT II
-signed.
November 1985 - Reagan and Gorbachev (Geneva)' ' - Wide

ranging talks with no real progress.

 October 1986 - Reagan and Gorbachev (Reykjavik) - Stars
wars an obstacle to any definitive agreement.

December 1987 - Reagan and Gorbachev (Washington) - INF
Treaty signed with further work on START talks.

Source: "The Summit Record." New York Times (September 19,
1987), A6; Colin Mackenzie. "Talks on Strategic Arms Deal Go
Well." Globe and Mail (December 10, 1987), Al.
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Soviet Friendship Treaties with Third World Nations
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Country Year signgd YearlAbrogated
Egypt 1971 1976
India 1971

Iraqg 1972

Somalia 1974 1977
Angpla 1976

Mdzambique 1977

Vietnam 1978

Ethiopia 1978

Afghanistan 1978

South Yemen 1979

Syria 1980

Congo 1984

North Yemen 1984

Mali 1986

Burkina Faso 1986

Benin 1986

Source: Richard Staar. USSR Féreign Policies After Detente.

Stanford:

Hoover Institute

(1987),

208.
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CHAPTER FIVE:
SUMMARY

Western politicans have to campaign before they get
into office; Soviet 1eéders tend to campaign after achieving
power.l Soviet leaders campaign to legitimize their power,
in other words, to build their authority to lead. Part of
this authority building includes the projection of the image
of a capable international leader. This in turn is accom-
plished through concrete foreign policy results. In short,
the new Soviet leader must build his leadership authority
through a strategy which includes the initiation of success-
ful foreign policy changes.

Jerry Hough observes that "any significant change in
policy will almost surely depend on a significant change in
personnel. "2 The established leadership and tﬁei? appointees
do not have the incentive to change policy for the policy in
place is theirs. 1In a time of leadership change, personnel
committed to the new leader’s policies must be placed in
positions of authority, otherwise the old personnel may
stonewall or delay any changes. This became evident in the
stagnant Soviet foreign policy which preceded 'Mikhail
Gorbachev. The accession of Gorbachev has provided an
opportunity to test Hough’'s assumption with specific

2

reference to foreign policy.
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This thesis took Hough’s assumption one step further
when it was hypothesized that a specific.change in policy
would be preceded by a specific change in pérsonnel. That
is, if Gorbachev wished to change the Soviet Union’s policy
towards China, he would first have to change the personnel
responsible for China. What is implied by this hypothesis
is that the Soviet foreign policy apparatus makes a signif-
icant contribution to Soviet foreign policy. The alter-
native explanation is that the apﬁaratus is only important
as part of domestic coalition building and that the person-
nel changeé are unrelated to specific changes in foreign
policy. This assumes that fofeign policy is made by a
unitary rational actor, the Politburo, with the apparatus
merely executing policy decided elsewhere. The evidence,
however, supports the conclusion that the Soviet foreign
policy apparatus is an important actor in the formation
of tHat policy. The formation of Soviet foreign policy
process has never been as institutionalized or regularized
thus giving the institutiéns a voice in that process.3
Although the new leader may have to make personnel changes
in order to change policy, he may be limited to the extent
he can make the necessary appointments.4’ The caution
exhibited by Gorbachev in 1985 confirmed this. He 1likely
shared foreign policy appointments at least, with Gromyko.
The removal of Gromyko from the foreign policy épparatus,

however, was followed by massive foreign policy personnel
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changes in 1986. Gorbachev’s attempt to gain control over
the foreign policy apparatus appears to have been successful
for the new appointees can be directly linked to him through
their faithful echoing of his new thinking. In addition,
changes in specific policy areas have been preceded by
Gorbachev s appointments. In summary, the evidence provided
by this thesis supports the contention that a spécific
change in policy is preceded by a specific personnel change.

The evidence used to support the hypothesis of this
thesis also lends credibility to the contention that if the
analyst does not know the context provided by the organ-
izational structure, then his "analysis will be extremely
crude and possibly quite misleading."3 An examination of
such structure revealed that the International Department is
a central agency: it co-ordinates, formulates and supervises
the implementation of Soviet foreign'policy. The Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, although it primarily impiements the
policy, is noet without its influence. As Gorbachev’'s new
thinking is primarily one of style, the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, whose concern is for sfyle, can inflgence the
conten£ of that new thinking. This study has shown that not
only is it important to know who was appointed but where
they were placed. Without knowing thé structure and
functions of the International Department, the appointment
of the two Americanists, Anatoliy Dobrynin and Georgiy

Kornienko, to top leadership positions would not reveal the
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full implications for Soviet foreign policy. Their appoint-
ments, combined with the rise of Karen Brutents, not only
mean that more attention will be paid to bilateral relations
with the United States, also it means that there will be a
greater emphasis upon a policy of peaceful competition. The
study of the organizational structure of the Soviet foreign
policy apparatus merely reinforces the conclusion that a
direct correlation between personnel changes and changes
in Soviet foreign policy can be found.

Although there is a correlation between foreign policy
and personnel changes, the popular press has unfortunately
exaggerated the extent of the changes in these two factors.
There is no denying that Gorbachev has changed the style in
which Soviet foreign policy is conducted. This in turn has
had substantive results such as the INF treaty. However, as
illustrated by his Third World policy where gentle words are
combined with military offensives, a change in style does
not necessarily mean a more benignhforeign policy. In
éddition, the common assumption that Gorbachev has finally
initiéted the long awaited generational change has‘also
proven to be false. Personnel in the mid 60s are being
replacednby those in their 1a£e 50s, ea;ly 60s or older. 1In
short, the average age of the top foreign policy leadership
has not fallen significantly. Thus, those who have falsely
assumed a radical change in the substance of Soviet foreign

policy based upon a change in style are joined by those who
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have falsely assumed a change in substénce due to the
generational change. Gorbachev’s personnel changes which
have allowed his new thinking to be implemented cannot be
underemphasized; on the other hand, the effects of a
change in style on international relations should not be

exaggerated.

One Sovietologist has contended that Gorﬁachev's "new
thinking could not be effective until those who think in old
ways have been demoted, retired, or otherwise removed from
office."® The objective of this thesis was to test the
validity of this contention. The evidence showed that two
changes to the top leadership could not be connected to any
change in policy. However, twenty three other personnel
changes could be linked to changes in the Soviet Unioh’s
policy towards the United States, Eastern Europe, arms
control, the Third World, human rights, international
organizations, trade and, most iﬁportantly, in the style in
which that po}icy is conducted. 1In summary, the brief
examination of .one aspect of the black box of the Soviet
foreign policy proccess has revealed that, in fact, specific
foreign policy changes .intended by the new leader are

preceded by specific personnel appointments.
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Chapter Five Notes

1 Roderic Lyne, "Making Waves: Mr. Gorbachev’s Public
Diplomacy 1985 - 86," International Affairs, 63 (1987), 219.
See Chapter one, note 9, for a more detailed descrlptlon of
the relationship between a General Secretary's power of
appointment and his authority building strategies.

2 Jerry Hough, "Changes in Soviet elite composition,"
in Russia at the Crossroads, Seweryn Bialer and Thane
Gustafson, eds. (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1982), 39.
Hough also presents a similar agrument with specific
reference to foreign policy in Jerry Hough, "Soviet policy-
making towards Foreign Communists," Studies in Comparative
Communism, 15 (Autumn, 1982), 139.

3 Seweryn Bialer, The Soviet Paradox (New York: Alfred
Knopf, 1986), 293.

4 Thane Gustafson and Dawn Mann, "Gorbachev’s next
Gamble," Problems of Communism, 36 (July - August, 1987),
18; Jerry Hough, "Gorbachev Consolidating Power," Problems
of Communism, 36 (July - August, 1987), 32-33.

5 Arnold Horelick, et. al., The Study of Soviet
Foreign Policy (Beverly Hills: Sage, 1975), 109.

6 Charles Glickham, "New Directions for Soviet Foreign
Policy," Radio Liberty Research Bulletin, Supplement 2/86
(Munich: Radio Liberty, September 6, 1986), 12.
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