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listory turned a new page on Christmas Eve of 1979, as columns of Soviet
otorized troops crossed the bridges hastily built over the Amu Darya River
the city of Termez and began to pull into the dark gorges between the
wowy peaks of Afghanistan. Soviet citizens learned the news from foreign short-
ave broadcasts. Around the same time, the elite commando forces “Alfa” and
«erkut” stormed the palace of the general secretary of the People’s Democratic
of Afghanistan, Hafizullah Amin, killing him, his family, and his guards.

the conquests of the Afghan revolution and the security interests of our country.”
The news was a surprise even to most of the Soviet foreign policy elite. Experts on
the region were not informed about the invasion in advance. Leading scholars
from the Institute of Oriental Studies of the Soviet Academy of Science instantly
realized that the Kremlin’s old men had committed a fatal policy error. Af-
ghanistan was a historically unconquerable territory, populated by fiercely xeno-
phobic Muslim mountaineers. Yet only one private citizen, father of the Soviet
nuclear bomb and dissident academician Andrei Sakharov, voiced an open pro-
test against the invasion. The Politburo immediately expelled him from Moscow
to Gorky, beyond the reach of foreign correspondents.”

Around the world, the impact of the sudden Soviet invasion was much greater
- than the shock of the similar invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968. The latter did
- not stop the détente process in Europe and gave only a brief setback to the U.S.-

Soviet talks on strategic arms. Not so in 1979. Western European reaction was

mixed, but American retaliation was immediate and harsh. President Jimmy




Carter and his national security adviser, Zbigniew Brzezinski, concluded
invasion of Afghanistan could only be the beginning of a strategic thyys
the Persian Gulf, the largest oil pool in the world. This meant 3 cle; :
minent danger to the most vital interests of the United States. I
punitive sanctions, the White House froze and suspended most détente
ments, talks, trade, and cultural relations with the Soviets. Carter even im
an embargo on profitable grain sales to the USSR and appealed to the e
boycott the Olympic Games scheduled to take place in Moscow that SUmme
Fifteen years later, new evidence from the Kremlin’s archives revealed th
Soviet leadership had no aggressive plans to reach the Persian Gulf, ch
have concluded that the Soviet leaders reacted above all to the develoPm
Afghanistan and the region around it. Selig S. Harrison summarized: «
political developments propelled Brezhnev and his advisers on their course
faster than they had anticipated or programmed, in ways they were ung ,;‘h
control, and with undesired results they did not envisage.”>
In retrospect, the invasion of Afghanistan, despite its initial military suce
presents itself as one of the first signs of Soviet imperial overstretch. As j [
prove this point, a revolution erupted in Poland in the summer of 198o. Thé
of the anti-Communist national movement “Solidarity” was a greater threat
Soviet geopolitical positions in Central Europe than was the Prague Spring, T
Kremlin leaders, however, decided not to send troops, allowing the Polish revol
tion to continue until December 1981.> The fear of American reaction played on
a marginal role in this decision. Vojtech Mastny writes, “Moscow’s conduct in
Polish crisis was not significantly influenced by any specific Western policies. ;
If the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan was a disastrous miscalculation and ng

an offensive scheme, should it invite a reappraisal of the entire preceding perio
As many books on the Cold War in the 1970s informed us, this was the time ¢
rapid decline of “high” détente between the Soviet Union and the West. A
intense arms race, qualitative as well as quantitative, continued; proxy wars rage
between the superpowers in Africa, above all in Angola (1975-76) and Ethiopi
(1977-78). Zbigniew Brzezinski believed that “détente was buried in the sands of
Ogaden,” because of Soviet interference in the African Horn war between Ethio
pia and Somalia. Most Soviet foreign policy veterans also insist that détente was a
spent force before the end of 1979. However, they blame this on misunderstand=
ings between the Carter administration and the Kremlin rulers. ‘
A closer look at the domestic scene in America and the Soviet Union helps'
explain the decline of détente. In the United States, by 1975, it had become a
tainted term, a target of criticism from many politicians in both political parties.

~derstood and explored are Soviet attitudes toward the deterioration of
with Washington. This chapter explores Brezhnev’s diminishing abil-
shape goviet foreign policy and maintain positive momentum in Soviet-
' 1 relations. As his personal interest and health deteriorated, other fac-
! ,‘: pureaucratic and ideological nature doomed Soviet foreign and security

s to drift, stagnate, and dangerously overreach.

DETENTE AND HUMAN RIGHTS

he year 1972 drew to a close, prospects for Soviet-American “partnership”
e better than at any other time since 1945. The U.S. Senate ratified the ABM
v and approved a provisional agreement on SALT. In October, a package of
:t_American economic and trade agreements was signed, clearing the way
mondiscriminatory trade status for Soviet exports to the United States and
ecial credit support for U.S. exports to the Soviet Union. Nixon publicly prom-
ed to provide long-term credits to Moscow. The back channel was bursting with
ivity as Americans shared with Moscow exhaustive information on the con-
luding stages of the Paris talks on peace in Vietnam.® In November, both of
rezhnev’s major partners in the West, Nixon and Brandt, were reelected—one by
landslide, the other by a secure margin.

: On November 20, Brezhnev appeared at the Party Secretariat after a long
eriod of illness. “Everything goes well,” he said to the applauding apparatchiks.
‘After all, the victorious forces turned out to be the forces of peace, not of war.”
Brezhnev looked forward to the preliminary meeting in Helsinki to discuss prep-
arations for a conference on Buropean security. As a result of Soviet—West Ger-
man rapprochement, concluded Brezhnev, “we inspire and organize European
affairs. We should keep this in mind and never let this slip out of our hands.””
Also in November, at Soviet insistence, delegates from Eastern and Western
Europe, along with the Soviet Union, the United States, and Canada, agreed to
develop the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe. This organiza-
tion, in Brezhnev’s opinion, would become the ultimate political structure on the
continent, replacing NATO and the Warsaw bloc.

During the first half of 1973, the general secretary reaped the harvest of
successful Soviet diplomacy. In May, he became the first Soviet leader to visit
West Germany, the country that Soviet propaganda had vilified for decades as the
nest of neo-Nazism. Brezhnev was thrilled by everything he saw, including his
residence, Palais Giemnich, in the vicinity of Bonn, and his new BMW sports car,
a gift from Brandt. The good personal relations between the two leaders trans-
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tion rose from 2,673 to 29,821 per year and continued to grow exponer
Brezhnev had to spend considerable political capital to allow this ep
since, ideologically, it was tantamount to betrayal of the Soviet “mothe
Besides, many apparatchiks shared anti-Semitic prejudices and resente
the Jews emigrate so easily. In August 1972, Soviet authorities issued 5
decree that required Jewish emigrants “to compensate” the state for the g
their education as a prerequisite for obtaining permission to leave. This
of “Jews for cash” soon caused the political fallout that was disastrous for §
détente goals. }

The American Jewish community used this practice as a casus bellj gg:
Soviet, and indirectly against American, anti-Semitism. The American .
launched a furious campaign against the “exit tax” for Soviet Jews, and a poy
ful Jewish-liberal-conservative opposition to the package of trade and ﬁn-
agreements with the Soviet Union emerged in the U.S. Congress. HenA
Jackson, Democratic senator from the state of Washington, a politician“
presidential ambitions, made the ratification of the U.S.-Soviet trade bill cop
tional on “freedom for Soviet Jews.” Charles Vanik of Ohio seconded this ameg
ment in the House of Representatives. The Jackson-Vanik amendment signi fied
radical shift in the U.S. Congress and took from the hands of Nixon and K;
singer the most visible “carrots” they could offer to Brezhnev: nondiscriminato
trade status for the Soviet Union and state credit support for U.S. exports’
the UssR."” This campaign revealed how superficial and fragile U.S. domest
support for agreements with the Soviet Union was. It was also a striking illus
tration of the power of interest groups and ideological factors in America
foreign policy.*®

Initially, Brezhnev kept his distance from the growing turmoil; he was n¢
anti-Semitic, but at the same time he had no desire to get burned by such a he
issue.’ Repeated pleas from the White House to do something made him chang
his mind. After obtaining the support of the chief party ideologist, Mikh
Suslov, he quietly asked the KGB and the Ministry of Interior to waive the exit ta;
for most emigrating Jews, especially the middle-aged and elderly. Amazingly,
Brezhnev’s informal instruction was ignored by the bureaucracies, and in the
spring of 1973 some immigrants still were required to pay the exit tax. During the
first two months after the introduction of the exit tax, fewer than four hundred
Jews paid 1.5 million rubles for the right to leave the Soviet Union.?

New signals from Washington followed, and on March 20 the general secre
tary brought up the issue before the Politburo. The transcript of the meeting
depicts Brezhnev’s caginess. The general secretary had to reckon with the sen-
sitivity and explosive power of the Jewish Question. He shared with his colleagues
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ughts about the possibility of lifting the ban, imposed by Stalin, on Jewish
4l life in the Soviet Union. He quickly added, however, that he was mention-
] only «gs food for thought.” As a result, the exit tax was repealed, but
ally,” in order to not signal any concession to the pro-Jewish lobby in
, United States. Brezhnev also agreed with Suslov, Andropov, Kosygin, and
chko that people with education and skills, specialists from secret and mili-
v labs, or top-level scientists and professionals should not be given an exit visa
[srael—“because I do not want to seek a quarrel with the Arabs,” he admitted.
entire system of state-imposed discrimination against Jews stayed intact.*
‘ears later, Anatoly Dobrynin wrote that the position of Brezhnev and Gro-
vko on Jewish immigration was “irrational.”** This opinion ignores a dilemma
t the Jackson-Vanik amendment placed before Soviet architects of détente.
; de and financial agreements with the United States had high symbolic and
qaterial value for them. At the same time, the new American conditions were
TL&“"- y unacceptable, because they contradicted the principle of parity and equal-
ity, the major Soviet goal in détente. They asked themselves, Why should the
United States dictate political terms to another superpower with regard to eco-
jomic agreements that were beneficial for them as well? What would the Arab
Jllies in the Middle East say to the unlimited emigration of Soviet Jews to Israel?
Even deeper lay the problem of domestic politics and ideology: authorized mass
emigration would severely damage both the propaganda of the Soviet “socialist
paradise” that nobody leaves and the process of assimilation of Jews into “the
family of Soviet peoples.” Why should only Jewish immigration be allowed?
What would other ethnic groups in the Soviet Union say? The growing number of
Russian nationalists among members of the cultural elites and bureaucracy sus-
pected the Soviet leaders of being too lenient on the Jews. Nationalists singled
out Brezhnev, claiming that his wife was a “Jewess” (Victoria Brezhnev came
from a Karaite family, and the Karaites traditionally practiced Judaism). Brezhnev
could not have been ignorant of these rumors, which were politically damaging
to his authority.?

Still, Brezhnev was prepared to help Nixon deal with pro-Jewish opposi-
tion and obtain ratification of economic and financial agreements in the U.S.
Congress. By March 1973, the general secretary was communicating constantly
with Andropov, Gromyko, Grechko, Minister of Interior Nikolai Shchelokov, and
other officials, looking for a solution on Jewish immigration that would satisfy
the Americans but would not look like a concession under external pressure. At
the Politburo, Brezhnev emotionally criticized the unnamed saboteurs of his
détente in the ranks of Soviet bureaucracy. He appealed to his colleagues: “Either
we earn money on this business or we will continue our intended policy towards
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the United States. Jackson pre-empted us. If things turn out hig way,
work and our efforts will be worth nothing!” The result of all this furioys
was a system of quotas on the immigration of professionals and the gy
tion to inform Nixon and U.S. senators via the back channel that
would be applied only in extraordinary circumstances.*

But limited concessions did not placate Jackson and his allies. The oppc
expanded their claims to demand freedom of immigration in general, T,
conservatives, cold warriors who at that time surrounded Jackson and wq ﬂ{-:
migrate to Ronald Reagan’s flank of the Republican Party, rejected any cop
mise with the Soviet regime.” The failure of Nixon to deal with the Jg
liberal-conservative opposition was a very serious blow to U.S.-Soviet relatig
precluded chances, however remote, for expansion of economic and trg
tions, which could have broadened political support for détente in Amey
society. And it encouraged an opposition to deliver more blows to détente, ’
opposition was broad and in many ways similar to the movement against ,,
nition of the Soviet regime before 1933. Ideological reasons, which caus
rejection of atheistic Bolshevism in 1933, and the prominence of human i
issue now, overrode security and economic interests. d

This development signaled the end of a Nixon-Kissinger Realpolitik pol
toward the Soviet regime. And it launched a new transnational alliance betwe
dissident intellectuals in the Soviet Union and American media, Zionists, a
human rights organizations. The frustrated advocates of de-Stalinization, Jev
anti-Soviet nationalists, and liberal democrats in Moscow began to appeal :
American journalists to apply pressure on the Brezhnev leadership. They saw t
American enemies of détente, especially Senator Jackson, as their natural allies
Alexander Solzhenitsyn, along with American neoconservatives, believed th:
détente was a sinister Soviet plot and that there could be no compromise with tk

oad of state security untarnished was so great that it very soon turned into
lex.”*
dropov’s solution was resourceful: he advocated further Jewish emigration
ed forcing most vocal dissidents to go abroad as well. The KGB began to
.t dissidents, Jews and non-Jews, with a stark choice: long imprisonment
ioration via a “Jewish channel.” During the 1970s, many figures of the
J-democratic movement of the 1960s, writers, artists, and intellectuals,
o to leave the USSR. Some, like Vladimir Bukovsky and Alexander Ginzburg,
, sent abroad from their prison cells. Cellist Mstislav Rostropovich and his
, opera singer Galina Vishnevskaya, were stripped of their citizenship when
v were o1l artistic tour abroad. This solution, for all its cynicism, was blood-
< and Brezhnev liked it. It allowed the Soviet leader to balance between his
+d-line friends at home and his “friends” in the West.
*, icon of 1960s de-Stalinization, writer Alexander Solzhenitsyn, remained
r_, gest thorn in the regime’s side. The writer publicly defied Soviet authori-
In September 1968, just a month after the Soviet intervention in Czechoslo-
kia, the publication of Solzhenitsyn’s Cancer Ward and The First Circle in Europe
d America earned him world fame. In 1970, he was awarded the Nobel Prize
ot literature. In contrast to Boris Pasternak, who had renounced the prize under
ense pressure in 1958, Solzhenitsyn seemed to relish the state-organized
ampaign against him.*
The Politburo discussed several times what to do with Solzhenitsyn; his case
ecame a flash point for clashing attitudes in the leadership regarding domestic
issent and détente with the West. Andropov recommended that the Politburo
llow Solzhenitsyn to go to Stockholm to receive the prize and then use the
opportunity to strip him of his citizenship. But Brezhnev’s friend and Andropov’s
rival, Minister of Interior Shchelokov, objected. He proposed “to fight for Solzhe-
pitsyn, not toss him out.” On the eve of Nixon’s visit to Moscow, the Politburo
discussed Solzhenitsyn again. Andropov and Kosygin suggested he should be
expelled, but again, nothing was done.*® The Politburo procrastination demon-
strated that de-Stalinization and cultural thaw had left a deep mark even on
ideological conservatives. International uproar around the “Pasternak affair” in
1958 and the more recent trial and imprisonment of writers Andrei Sinyavsky and
Yuli Daniel in 1965 made the Politburo extremely reluctant to make martyrs of any
figures from the Soviet cultural elites.

In the summer of 1973, Solzhenitsyn’s case came to the Politburo again after
the KGB confiscated Solzhenitsyn’s mammoth manuscript about Stalinist terror
and camps, The Gulag Archipelago. This discovery led to a denouement that perhaps

Kremlin.*

Suddenly, Brezhnev’s détente was in trouble from within. Ideological consel
vatives in the Soviet apparatus could now argue that rapprochement with
West was dangerous for the regime, since it allowed the United States a Troja
horse inside Soviet society. Persecution by the KGB, arrests, and mental hospita
did not solve the problem of the dissidents but only added fuel to the fire. Je
activists began to harass and later even bomb Soviet offices abroad. From time t¢
time, Brezhnev called Andropov and told him to “be more careful.”*” The ‘;‘
chief was also surprisingly sensitive to international public opinion. He feared
that, like Beria and xGB heads before him, he would never be able to have a
statesman’s career. As his confidant recalled, “Andropov’s desire to leave the post
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neither Solzhenitsyn nor Brezhnev expected. In September and Octgpya

Brezhnev vetoed Andropov’s proposal to expel the writer from the Soyjert

ot that the authorities would have to put the writer on trial, it would cause
«oreater damage.” Brezhnev had to give his consent, and Solzhenitsyn was

He feared that negative fallout would have been a disservice to Brandt ap .;; e plane to Frankfurt am Main.?*

and a complicating factor for his trips abroad. He postponed the issue ag, fortunately for Brezhnev and Andropov, the issue of human rights and
appointing a special commission on Solzhenitsyn. But the writer, driven dissidents did not go away with the celebrated writer. True, many dissidents
sionary zeal as well as a desire to protect himself and his family, laype} ed without a trace in the West or spent their energy in factional strife and
preemptive public relations campaign in the West. He publicized “A Letter ¢ e for positions and grants. But some stayed. Nathan Shcharansky orga-
Soviet Leaders,” in which he urged them to replace the Marxist-Leninist jdec d the Zionist movement inside the Soviet Union and demanded full religious
with the Russian Orthodox faith. On the first day of 1974, the Westem‘ :

announced the publication of the Russian version of The Gulag Archipelago 3t

éulmral rights for Jews. A sizable group of Jews could not emigrate because
3 their security clearances and continued to provide grist for the anti-Soviet

Seven days later, Brezhnev raised the issue of Solzhenitsyn’s case after paigns among American Jews. Andrei Sakharov and a number of other hu-

cussing Soviet diplomatic efforts at the Conference on European Security an rights activists refused to emigrate and continued their public activities.

Cooperation in Helsinki. Andropov returned to his old proposal to cut the {_- 7 ihe human rights issue surfaced again in the Politburo discussion of the draft

dian knot by expelling the writer from the UssR. Gromyko supported Androg £ the Helsinki Final Act, the document to be signed soon at the Conference on
but suggested another delay, until the conclusion of the conference in Helsip guropean Security and Cooperation in Helsinki in July 1975. The head of the

At this moment, Nikolai Podgorny demanded the immediate arrest of the Ny iet delegation, Deputy Foreign Minister Anatoly Kovalev, one of the “enlight-

So
ened” diplomats, persuaded Gromyko to make concessions to Western Euro-
ans who wanted to include in the draft Final Act a so-called third basket:
srovisions on the free movement of people, family reunification and visits, and

laureate. “In China they publicly execute people; in Chile the fascist regin
shoots and tortures people; the British in Ireland use sanctions against worki
people, and we are dealing with a blatant enemy and just prefer to walk around,
we expel Solzhenitsyn, we reveal our weakness.” Kosygin seconded this propos informational, cultural, and educational openness. In return, Western countries
agreed to accept the territorial and political status quo in Eastern Europe as it
emerged after World War II. When the draft Final Act reached the Politburo,

ideological conservatives there expressed outrage and dismay. Would the Soviet

and suggested that Solzhenitsyn should be put on public trial and then sent to t
mines in eastern Siberia. “Foreign correspondents will not go there—it is tog
cold down there.” Both, in essence, blamed Brezhnev for his softness and im-
plied that Brezhnev’s foreign trips and his toying with détente began to hu Union be open to subversion and interference from the outside? Kovalev pre-
other state interests. Even Brezhnev’s old supporter, Andrei Kirilenko, said sat pared for the storm, but to his surprise Gromyko brought up a historical argu-
castically: “Every time when we speak about Solzhenitsyn as the enemy of Soviet ment. He compared the Helsinki agreements to the Congress of Vienna of 1815
regime, this just happens to coincide with some important [international] events and Brezhnev to Czar Alexander. Gromyko cited his “understanding” with Kis-
and we postpone the decision.” In the end, Brezhney, in a deft move, agreed that singer that neither side should interfere with the other’s domestic affairs, the
Solzhenitsyn should eventually be put on trial but did not make any decisio; Final Act notwithstanding. He concluded that the Soviets got what they wanted,
about his arrest.?? and as far as human rights were concerned, “we remain the masters in our own
At this point, Andropov concluded that the Politburo wanted to ruin his career

by saddling him with Solzhenitsyn’s case.? Through the secret channel to Egon

house.”** The conservatives withdrew their objections: after all, Stalin had also
signed the Yalta Declaration of Liberated Europe, in exchange for other Western
Bahr, the KGB chairman quickly arranged an agreement with the West German concessions.
government to provide an asylum to the unsuspecting dissident writer. In a On August 1, 1975, Brezhnev and Nixon’s successor, Gerald Ford, along with
thirty-three leaders of other European countries and Canada affixed their signa-
tures to the historic Helsinki Final Act. In the short term, the act did not lead to

any liberalization inside the Soviet Union. Soviet propaganda touted this event as

personal memo to Brezhnev, Andropov warned that it had become impossible,
“despite our desire not to harm our international relations, to delay the solution
of the Solzhenitsyn problem any longer, because it could have extremely unpleas-
ant consequences for us inside the country.” The KGB chief concluded that Brezhnev’s greatest'victory, and the general secretary presented it as such before

failure to act might embolden numerous anti-Soviet opposition groups, and, in the Party Congress. Personally, he regarded it as the culmination of his states-
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manship. In the long run, however, the commitments to human rights er
in the act proved to be a time bomb under the Soviet regime. Gromy
dismissed dissidents as having negligible power, was correct: they never;
significant role in undermining the regime. But his reading of globg] j
and political trends was profoundly flawed. The triumph of czarist diploy
the Congress of Vienna was short-lived. Russia later became the bogey;
liberal Europe, which prepared Russian defeat in the Crimean War in 1853~
1975, the Kremlin once again celebrated geopolitical victory without anticjy
its dire consequences.

TROUBLED PARTNERSHIP

The Brezhnev-Nixon partnership was challenged by the sudden outbreak of
Yom Kippur War on October 6, 1973. The Soviet role in this war has long beep
subject of great controversy. Today this story can be analyzed with much m
clarity, thanks to the recollections of ex-Soviet veterans, above all the

effort to restore Arab pride and lost territories. He kept the Politburo and Soyj
representatives in Egypt in the dark—although, of course, the KGB and the mj
tary must have known about the preparations. As with the North Vietname
earlier, the Kremlin leaders could not control or restrain their foreign clients.

After Nixon went to Moscow, the Egyptian leader, upset that the So
American rapprochement might mean joint support of the status quo in th
Middle East, began to contemplate a double game. He announced the eviction ¢
17,000 Soviet military advisers and experts from Egypt. Nixon immediately sent:
personal word to Brezhnev via the back channel that he did not know anythin;
about Sadat’s decision and had had no secret contact with him. In reality, th
United States quickly responded to the secret signals from Sadat.*”

Brezhnev was concerned by Egyptian and Syrian preparations. He would have
preferred to work with the United States to prevent another war in the Middle
East. During his trip to Washington in the summer of 1973, he warned Nixon that
Moscow could hardly control its Arab friends. Nixon and Kissinger did not take
Brezhnev’s warnings seriously and did not pursue the subject. Kissinger’s goal
was to undermine Soviet influence in the Middle East, and therefore he refused to

accept Moscow’s role as an architect of peace there. Besides, preoccupied with the’

American exit from Vietnam, the Americans did not see the gathering clouds in
this other region.? Facing American reluctance to act together, the Soviet leader-
ship did not see any reason to alert Israel about the impending Arab attack.®
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Riet political and military leaders wanted to help Anwar Sadat defeat Israel
o0 regain Egyptian territories. At the same time, they were certain from the
the war that the Arabs would lose it. This forecast proved correct, and
oved to prevent a complete collapse of their Arab allies. During the roller
r of the Yom Kippur War, Brezhnev had to wear two hats: one as Politburo
2o and another as the détente statesman. He accomplished this with surpris-
, He deftly neutralized the hard-liners who wanted drastic actions. For
,_ 1ce, he sent Kosygin, who demanded action, on a secret mission to Cairo;
k. the Soviet premier wasted his time and energy trying to get Sadat to follow
et advice. And he cut out Podgorny, whose belligerence was rivaled only by
*jgnorance-w The Kremlin leader consistently asserted his priority to be that of
Jtking together with the U.S. administration in the spirit of détente, the Basic
inciples, and the agreement to prevent nuclear war. Kissinger admitted in a
srow circle of his advisers that the Soviets “have tried to be fairly reasonable all
oss the board. Even in the Middle East where our political strategy put them in
;awful bind, they haven’t really tried to screw us.”**

V One reason for this behavior was Brezhnev’s desire to continue his special
relationship with Nixon. During the crisis, the two men exchanged handwritten
.;, iable notes for the first time, and Brezhnev happily boasted to the Politburo:
, ixon feels a deep respect for all Soviet leaders and for me personally.” By that
time, however, Nixon was engulfed by the Watergate scandal, and Kissinger,
already confirmed as the secretary of state, ran U.S. foreign policy on his behalf.
Kissinger and his staff did not miss the chance to exploit Egypt’s defeat to
ndermine Soviet influence in that country. During the last stage of the war,
Kissinger ignored Soviet offers of cooperation to gain time for victorious Israeli
advances into Egyptian territory.** Brezhnev and his colleagues began to grumble
about “the growing role of Zionism in the United States.” On October 19, Andro-

pov warned Brezhnev that “the threat of impeachment for Nixon now has be-

‘come more real than several months ago. It cannot be excluded that under

present conditions the Jewish lobby in the Congress will put serious constraints
on Nixon’s actions and his willingness to carry out the agreement reached during
your visit to the United States.”*

The Soviets had to do something to save Sadat and Egypt from a complete
rout. After a long and heated discussion, the Politburo crafted an ambiguous
message to Nixon, recycling the famous 1956 offer to Eisenhower to dispatch
joint U.S.-Soviet forces to the Middle East to stop the war. Only at the last minute
did Brezhnev agree to give some “teeth” to the message: in case the United States
did not want to use joint force to stop the war, the Soviet Union “should be faced
with the urgent necessity to consider taking appropriate steps unilaterally.” Two

i3 2
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Brezhnev’s foreign partners began to notice irregularities jn Brezhn ket designers, despite their atheistic upbringing, found inspiration in
L1} 2

ule and sudden disappearances. During Kissinger’s trip to Moscow unagerY The Soviets began to deploy these missiles in 1975 and stopped

Brezhnev took the appalled American statesman on a crazy car race .y their number in silos reached 308.5

his grogginess after a bad overdose.** During the Yom Kippur War dld the Soviet side build these hellish missiles and in such great num-

Gl

nev had to work day and night, his nerves began to give out again, A cording to some authoritative sources, the Kremlin leadership continued

afternoon, Sadat called on the Soviet ambassador in Egypt to te]] Brezhnp Vv from the Cuban missile syndrome, that is, the ignominious withdrawal
catastrophic situation, demanding immediate assistance. Brezhney b “ 1962 crisis.” There were also factors of geography that, in the opinion of
to rest. Andropov, aware of the leader’s physical problems, demons Soviet general staff, favored the United States. The Soviet military believed

concern in a bizarre way. He portrayed Kissinger and Sadat as acting j ln 3 fronted not only U.S. forces on NATO bases near Soviet borders, butalso

cO

trying to ruin Brezhnev’s health by creating “an excessive strain.”*s He kne crllear forces of Great Britain and France. They also had to deploy some mis-
Brezhnev was becoming a drug addict and ordered his personal guards
nurse to secretly supply him with sedative pills. At first Andropov preten
intercede, but in the end he averted his eyes. He might even have

Brezhnev get the pills.*®

. and conventional forces against China. Finally, the Soviet military-industrial
, still felt that their strategic stockpile was inferior to the American one in
iative terms. This made them even more determined to make up the dis-
pancy with numbers. In 1994, Viktor Starodubov, former assistant to Dmitry
The pills, of course, only aggravated the Soviet leader’s progressive ma inov, explained with disarming logic that the Soviets built so many “heavy”
Brezhnev’s attention span shortened and his grasp of details began to slip,’ ‘osiles because “they were one of few things we could build well.”* In retro-
his character changed, and he became more suspicious and peevish 2 7 .t, the Soviet buildup of the 1970s did not give the Kremlin strategic superi-
open to understanding and compromise. The top Kremlin physician, By

Chazov, concluded that Brezhnev’s addiction “contributed to the collapse
national leadership.” Chernyaev, from his vantage point in the party’s Ir

, as neoconservative analysts warned. The Soviet Union did not have the
pability to launch a surprise disarming strike against the United States; the
ericans remained ahead of the Soviet Union in many ways, although without
national Department, deplored the transformation of “the great country b he huge advantages that Washington had enjoyed earlier.®*

At Politburo meetings, Brezhnev never confronted Ustinov, Grechko, and the
namic leadership and i 1nsp1rmg ideology, with a chronic shortage of basic ¢ ad of the Military-Industrial Commission, Leonid Smirnov, on the issue of the

sumer goods.*’ nissile buildup. He was a believer in negotiations from the position of strength

on the foundations of the great revolution” into a mediocre state without
g

and did not see why the Soviet buildup of the 1970s could be viewed as threat-
ening in Washington and other Western capitals. It is worth repeating that Brezh-
ev wanted to negotiate without blackmail, as Khrushchev had done. He con-

Meanwhile, the arms race and technological developments on both the Sovi
and American sides continued apace and in various aspects began to get ahead
the sluggish tempo of the arms control talks. U.S. deployment of multiple ing
vidual reentry vehicles (MIRVs), that is, many independently guided warheads o
a single missile, spawned a quantum leap in strategic nuclear arsenals. Tk

tinued to believe that arms control mechanisms and agreements, including SALT,
could become a foundation for lasting cooperation between the Soviet Union and
Americans also developed a high-precision cruise missile. Meanwhile, the Sovie the United States. His aim was to convene a conference on security and coopera-
tion in Europe by the time of the next Communist Party Congress.*> This would
“enable Brezhnev to validate the peace program he had proclaimed at the previous

Party Congress in 1971 and boost his peacemaker image among the party cadres

military-industrial complex was also engaged in a feverish qualitative and quan
titative race. It produced its own MIRVs, the “Pioneer” (ss-20) rockets, and a ne
medium-size Tu-22M bomber (called “Backfire” by the Americans). The Soviets
developed new “Typhoon” class nuclear submarines and built a powerful navy and the Soviet people.

Brezhnev sought to engage Nixon’s successor, Gerald Ford, in order to work
together to overcome the hurdles on the road to a comprehensive strategic arms
treaty. After elaborate back channel consultations, Ford and Brezhnev agreed to
meet at Vladivostok, the Soviet outpost in the Far East, in late November 1974.

The Soviet guiding principle for the strategic talks was equal levels of security

During the decade after 1972, the Soviets produced 4,125 land-based and sea:
launched 1cBMs, while the United States produced 929. What worried American
strategic planners above all was a huge new 1cBM that could carry ten warheads
and be fitted into the available silos, thus replacing old, less powerful and reliable
rockets. The Americans called it the ss-18. Its real name, “Satan,” suggested
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with NATO. This, above all, meant counting the NATO “forward-hag od
forces, that is, American missiles, bombers, and submarines baseq
Soviet Union, as well as the nuclear forces of Great Britain and Brapee
countries refused to add their systems to the equation, but Kosygin, pog
several other Politburo hard-liners, and the entire military leadership jpg;
this principle. Though Brezhnev felt exasperated by Western intransjge,
also believed his colleagues did not fully share his commitment to neg .r‘
In a one-on-one conversation with Brezhnev in October 1974, Kissinger
gested the idea of comprehensive and roughly equal levels for the strategic f
of both sides. The secretary of state, mindful of the waning support for déte
his country, asked Brezhnev to keep this idea secret. Otherwise, he warned_
tor Jackson “would get tipped off.” The general secretary immediately _;‘;
use it as the basis for negotiations with Ford. His only condition was tha
further American amendments would not be “in the nature of fundamenta]
proposals or anything new in principle.”®* '
When Brezhnev and Ford met in Vladivostok on November zé and 24, 1g
the general secretary was antsy and uncertain. Reenacting his first meeting
Nixon in Moscow, the Soviet leader invited Ford and Kissinger to his comp;
ment on a special train to build a human relationship. To break the ice, he offe;
them tea with cognac. Brezhnev recalled the personal agreement he had had wj
Nixon “on one thing—not to interfere in each other’s internal affairs.” Wh
Ford wondered how they should continue to negotiate, in a smaller or larg
group, the general secretary interjected vividly: “This depends on the two of us
is clear that the world is looking at us, and that the world public opinion is mo;
interested in how to ensure that there will be no nuclear war.” In the next fe
minutes, Brezhnev laid out his own view on the nuclear arms race: “We have no
achieved any real limitation, and in fact we have been spurring the arms rac
further and further. This is wrong. Tomorrow science can present us with inven
tions we cannot even imagine today, and I just don’t know how much farther we
can go in building up so-called security. Who knows, maybe the day after tomor:
row the arms race will reach even outer space. The people don’t know all this,
otherwise they would really have given us hell. We are spending billions on
all these things, billions that would be much better spent for the benefit of
the people.”®
In 1985 and 1986, similar views in Moscow came to be known as “new think-
ing.” Incidentally, Georgy Kornienko and Sergei Akhromeyev, two members 0 n"
the arms control panel of experts that prepared the Soviet negotiating positions
for Vladivostok, later became coauthors of Gorbachev’s first comprehensive pro-
posal on nuclear disarmament. At the moment, however, Ford’s response was
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nd formulaic, revealing his lack of vision. He became president with-
wional elections, and his pardon of Nixon made him more enemies than
s, Besides, Kissinger warned him that the only thing on Brezhnev’s mind
ve idea of joint Soviet-American actions in the event that China behaved
ively. Later Kissinger expressed regret that he and Ford “did not explore”
nev’s insight further.
Ger the first talk on the train, Brezhnev suffered a seizure, and, although his
isians managed to control it, they recommended that he delay the talks. He
The talks were arduous and extremely intense. The American position
Jened because of slipping domestic support for détente and growing skepti-
;§ about SALT in Congress and also due to the hard-line stand of Secretary of
nse James Schlesinger and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In the end, Kissinger’s
'er idea remained the last-resort option. If the Soviets agreed to exclude the
;’i o forward-based systems from the agreement, then the Americans would
ree to waive limitations on the “Satan” missiles and the number of their
{{ heads. Unfortunately, this was not part of the approved Politburo position.®”
" From Vladivostok, Brezhnev called his Moscow colleagues, who, eight time
ones away, were still in bed. Andropov, Ustinov, and Kosygin took Brezhnev’s
ide. But Minister of Defense Grechko, backed by Podgorny, refused to make
oncessions. Brezhnev yelled at Grechko, his wartime friend, so loudly that his
ssistants could hear it through the office walls. When no arguments helped, he
suggested that he would break off the negotiations and come to Moscow for an
emergency Politburo meeting. The deeply shaken Grechko gave up. The road
to the SALT agreement seemed open after two years of deadlock. To return
Brezhnev’s favor, Ford softened the American stance and indicated to European
allies that he would remove last objections to the creation of the Organization of
Security and Cooperation in Europe—a coveted goal of the general secretary.®®
Both leaders made hard choices, and it seemed that an affinity was about to
blossom. But Ford and Kissinger came home to vocal ideological opposition to
the Vladivostok agreements. Soviet “heavy” missiles allowed critics in the United
States to attack détente by arguing that the Soviet leaders were preparing for
nuclear war, putting themselves in a position “to strike first if it appears immi-
nent.”* The Democratic majority in Congress elected in the wake of Watergate
wanted to assert its supremacy over the White House. Senators and representa-
tives reproached Ford and Kissinger for secret diplomacy and indifference to
human rights. Ford’s refusal to invite Solzhenitsyn to the White House caused a
public uproar. In December 1974, the two-year-long debate about the U.S.-Soviet
trade bill ended in victory for Jackson and his supporters. This was a slap in the
face for the Soviets; now Soviet-American trade was subject to worse terms in the
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Trade Act than before it had been passed. The Soviets could pg | hip did not see that the unique combination of political and personal

American credits for building oil and gas pipelines and had to turp m ':,, at had led to détente up to 1974 was gone.

ern Buropeans. Moscow abrogated the trade agreements signed in 197: ccess of détente from 1969 to 1973 reflected long-term trends in West-

e SU

humiliating setback ruined the détente expectations among Soviet litics during the 1960s, including great social and cultural turmoil and the

industry and economic managers. 1 of American isolationism and European antimilitarism. Fragmentation of
After the Vladivostok talks, Brezhnev collapsed in his train compa - ome front and the domestic impact of the Berlin Wall and the Vietnam War
recovered after a few weeks but now could read only with difficulty, ang ., new generation of statesmen in West Germany and the United States will-
in an enlarged font typed with a special typewriter. During his trip to pg o negotiate with the Soviets from the position of equality. In contrast, the
the very end of the year, he grabbed a baton from the orchestra’s cong ors in the Kremlin imagined détente in a completely different way. They be-
during the ceremonial farewell and began to wave it to the music of the « d that it was the reward for years of the costly military-strategic buildup that
national.” At the Helsinki summit, Brezhnev was in a semi-coma and ;J': anged the global correlation of forces in favor of the Soviets. This under-
managed to affix his signature to the Final Act. He did not appear at the Poljt 1dable misperception was a fatal flaw. Soon it became amply demonstrated
for weeks, even months.” In October 1975, Chernyaev noted in his diary 'again on the fields of proxy battles between the superpowers in Africa.
“Brezhnev exhausted himselfin the struggle for peace.””?
Brezhnev never again showed such passion and commitment to talks with

. Lo . SCRAMBLE FOR AFRICA
Americans as he did in Vladivostok. However, the fall of détente must ng
related only to his loss of energy and initiative. From 1972 to 1975, the g‘ or all its fateful consequences, the escalation of Soviet intervention in Africa
secretary’s increasing malaise did not prevent him from being a forceful s a bizarre sideshow to the Kremlin’s international agenda. Africa remained
energetic negotiator. Perhaps active statesmanship remained the last thing ainly on the periphery of Soviet foreign policy. Soviet experts later claimed that
stand between Brezhnev and his addiction. In the close circle of his advis wiet leaders had no specific doctrine or long-term plans for Africa.” Yuri
and speechwriters in December 1975, preparing for the next Party Congres ndropov once confided that the Soviets “were dragged into Africa” against their
Brezhnev complained: “Even after Helsinki, Ford and Kissinger and all kinds est interests.” How did it happen?
senators demand to arm America even more. They want to make it the stro The Politburo “discovered” Africa at the same time it began its support for the
power. I am against an arms race, but when the Americans declare they wou adical Arab nationalists. From the beginning, the Soviets acted on the ideologi-
build up, then the Ministry of Defense reports to me that in this case they cann al premise that decolonization of the continent would be a major blow to world
guarantee security. And what should I, as chairman of the Defense Council, d apitalism and a great victory for Communism. Ivan Maisky wrote to Khrushchev
and Bulganin in December 1955 that “the next act of the struggle for global

domination of socialism will unfold through the liberation of colonial and semi-

Should I give them 140 billions or 156 billions? And I do give them money, aga
and again—money that disappears into the funnel.””® 1

Brezhnev had not wanted to meet Ford without a guarantee that they woul onial people from imperialist exploitation.” He added: “At the same time, the
sign the SALT Treaty. Alexandrov-Agentov recalled that Brezhnev’s guiding prir loss of colonies and semi-colonies by the imperialist powers must accelerate the
ciple was to invest his political capital only when he saw “a promise of success. victory of socialism in Burope, and eventually in the USA.””
And Ambassador Dobrynin and KGB analysts wrote from Washington that th Khrushchev himself dreamed of transforming selected African countries into
“windows of socialism” and bulwarks of the expanding socialist camp. Crucial
for him and other true believers in the party was that many in Africa looked

to recognize that American politics entered a new phase after Watergate. Th with hope and even enthusiasm at the Soviet model of industrialization and so-

Kremlin should wait until the next presidential election to continue negotia-
tions.” Not only Brezhnev, but Andropov, Gromyko, and all other advisers, failec
Kremlin leaders perceived Nixon “as some kind of American General Secretaryi ~ cial modernization. African anticolonial leaders of the late IQ50s saw the Soviet
They could not understand why Ford could not reassert his power over Congress Union not as a totalitarian state but as a beacon of progress, an alternative to the

and why he kowtowed to various lobbies and public groups. Moreover, the Soviet much-hated former colonial powers and their capitalist ways.”
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little-advertised but plentiful new possibilities for the “little deal.” It opa
of thousands of highly paid positions for the Soviet military and many mer

 c1A covert operations in Angola, “to restore the balance” in this country

of the Americans.’?

the Soviet nomenklatura. Embassies in African countries became fayopig :¢ involvement in Angola in 1975, like the previous large-scale Soviet
of semi-exile for the members of the high party elite who had lost Bre
favor. Sociologist Georgy Derluguian, who served as an interpreter for h
embassy in Moputu, Mozambique, in the early 198os, received a salary i'

“foreign currency checks”; purchasing value of this salary was fifteen tg |

- in Africa, lacked any clear strategic plan or goal. This time, however, it
fered from a dangerous drift in the decision-making process. Brezhnev
ory little interest in African events and delegated daily affairs there to the
atus in general and nobody in particular. In the absence of a dynamic leader,
times higher than an average Soviet salary at the time. After a few years of
internationalist duty” in Africa, Soviet citizens could buy apartments in Mg
cars, country houses (dachas), and Western-made consumer goods thm »
special chain of state stores, the Beryozka, where only foreign currencie
rubles, were éccepted. As a result, concludes Derluguian, these motives

o and security policy was in the hands of the troika of Foreign Minister
L the KGB’s Andropov, and Minister of Defense Grechko (after his death
oril 1976 this post went to Ustinov). Yet the troika did not act as a cohesive
put rather as an uneasy alliance of aging functionaries, involved in mutual
ing and back scratching. They all owed their positions to Brezhnev; at the

Soviet ministries and agencies lobby for “international assistance” to yar qe time (as Khrushchev’s fall demonstrated), together they represented a

African regimes with an allegedly “socialist orientation.” “As in many emg itical threat to the general secretary. Even the hint of a partnership among

elemental bureaucratic intrigues and the desire to create new lucrative posif m beyond the official boundaries could make them suspect in the eyes of

stood behind the expansion of spheres of influence.”*’ .zhnev and mean the end to their careers. For that reason, the troika took great

The sparring between the superpowers in Africa helped to camouflage | L
profit seeking. The U.S.-Soviet scramble for Africa began to intensify at the sa
time as détente reached its peak. Intelligence services eyed each other in
remotest corners of the African continent. A senior American diplomat trave
on an inspection mission around Africa in 1974 and found that “the United Sta
wanted to have a full presence everywhere, as befitting the leader of the West
world, and also in particular to keep an eye on Soviet representatives. The Soy

Union, for prestige and penetration, also then had resident embassies alme
everywhere in Africa.”® Pride and the logic of bilateral rivalry, not strategic
economic interests, put the two sides on a collision course.

Two events accelerated this course: the “carnation revolution” in Portugal

April 1974 and the fall of South Vietnam in April 1975. Chernyaev, in the Intern:
tional Department, enthusiastically compared the coup in Portugal to the end ¢
the Romanov dynasty in Russia. “A huge event,” he wrote in his journal. Anothe
official in the same department suggested that Soviet involvement in Angola an Angola’s Agostino Neto and Ethiopia’s Mengistu Haile Mariam, but especially
the Horn of Africa and later the invasion of Afghanistan were the result of “ Fidel Castro and his revolutionary colleagues in Cuba.** Contrary to U.S. belief,
wrong conclusion from the American defeat in Vietnam.”** Ford and Kissinget the Cuban leaders were not mere puppets or surrogates of Moscow. Since the

1960s, Fidel and Raul Castro, Che Guevara (until his death in 1967), and other

Cuban revolutionaries had supported revolutionary guerrilla operations in Al-

geria, Zaire, Congo (Brazzaville), and Guinea-Bissau. The flight of the United

States from Vietnam in 1975 wa