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Attached at Tab A is a memorandum from 
Art Hartman's meeting with Gromyko Mar 

Shultz reporting on 

Gromyko followed a very tough approa · meeting, and 
charged that we had not yet offered nything to move us forward 
in a constructive way. This is no encouraging, but we probably 
should expect this approach from ·' omyko, who seems intent on 
seeing how much he can squeeze o of us before offering some
thing in return. 

I believe that we n from drawing pessimistic con-
clusions from this conversat n, however. It will be more 
important to see how Cherne ·o responds to your letter , and 
whether the Soviets pick u -~p on some of the suggestions you 
made in your recent lette to him. As you are aware, some of the 
private signals we are g are somewhat more encouraging than 
Gromyko's hard-line app 
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Tab A - Memorandum Shultz of March 14, 1984 

Prepared by: 
Jack Matlock 

cc: Vice President 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 
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THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

WASHINGTON 

THE PRESIDENT 

George P. Shultz 

March 14, 1984 

Art Hartman's Meeting with Gromyko March 11 

Art Hartman tells me that he met with Gromyko for two and a O 
half hours Sunday to discuss your letter and my talk with ~ 
Dobrynin March 7. Gromyko was careful to say his response was 
"preliminary" and that we will get an early formal reply to your 
letter, which has been passed to Chernenko. Art feels Gromyko 
may not yet have .fully familiarized himself with what we have 
presented. That said, however, he was also very tough. 

After Art had begun by stressing your sincerity and the very 
specific character of our message, Gromyko spent an hour and a 
half complaining that we had killed off a whole series of agree
ments and had not yet offered anything to move us forward in a 
constructive way. The chief items were: 

-- START and INF, where the policy of the Administration 
makes talks impossible after the U.S. had "paralyzed" SALT II; 

-- other arms control items -- TTBT, outer space, CW, 
nuclear non-first-use, non-use of force -- where the U.S. had 
refused to ratify, was ignoring soviet proposals or was making 
promises of a kind it had not delivered on in the past; and 

-- bilateral cooperation agreements (environment, health, 
etc.) which the U.S. had "cast aside." 

In rebuttal, Art told Gromyko that he was defining negotia
tions in a one-sided way, that we need a give-and-take process 
and adjustments on each side, and that we should add deeds that 
address real problems to international life, rather than just 
words. He stressed that Gromyko was misunderstanding your 
intentions if he thought we are just repeating the importance of 
dialogue: you had made substantive decisions and are ready to 
move forward. Gromyko concluded that he was not convinced. 

Art thinks that part of Gromyko's point was to prove that we 
cannot go around him; the fact that TASS immediately announced 
the meeting had made no progress suggests that he also continues 
to fear we will exploit any dialogue between us to prove we are 
in business-as-usual. It was not an encouraging meeting, but it 
is hard to draw conclusions from it, and both Art and I agree we 
should wait for the formal reply to your letter that Gromyko 
promised. In the meantime, we should do what we need to do here 
to be ready to move on the issues you identified in your letter. 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 19, 1984 

INFORJv'J.ATION 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 

SUBJECT : 

ROBERT C. McFARLANE~ 7 

Article by Richard Pipes 

At Tab A is a recent article by Richard Pipes on dealing with the 
Soviets. It is an outstanding brief analysis. 

Attachment: 

Tab A Article by Richard Pipes, "U.S. Policy Opportunities," 
Naval War College Review, November-December 1983. 

cc Vice President 
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US Po!i cy Opportunities* 

by 

Richard Pipes 

'"T'1he year 1983 marks two-thirds of a century from the time when the 
..l. Bolsheviks seized power in Russia. In the decades that have elapsed, 

US attitudes and policies tow ard the Soviet regime have undergone frequent 
changes. There were the initial fifteen years when Washington simply 
ignored the Communist state , as if expecting it to go away. There were the 
periods of rapprochement which on occasion (as during World War II and 
the early 1970s) bore all the marks of an alliance. There were also periods of 
aggressive containment of Soviet expansion that now and then came 
perilously close to the outbreak of hostilities. And yet, notwithstanding such 
seemingly extreme oscillations , there runs through the record of US policies 
toward the USSR one common thread: the virtually exclusive concentrati,on 
of American policy-makers on Moscow's external behavior, or, as Ernest 
May has recently put it, on " events." US policies toward the Soviet Union 
have been and continue to be determined by Washington's evaluation of that 
country's behavior outside its own domain as being either "aggressive" or 
"restrained." When the USSR exercises "restraint" in its foreign policy, we 
respond with friendship and rewards. When it behaves "aggressively," we 
resort to punishments . In this calculating manner we seem to.,ex9ect to tame 
the Soviet challenge. 

As someone interested in intellectual history, I have often wondered about 
the philosophical underpinnings of such a foreign policy, and concluded that 
it is rooted in Watsonian "behaviorist" psychology, a theory particularly 
suited to America's predominantly commercial culture. For it was John B. 
Watson who introduced earlier in this century the princii:le that human 
conduct can be explained almost exclusively in terms of stimuli and respoiises 
and has nothing to do with "states of mind" which, in international relations, 
would consist of a country's political traditions, culture, and ideology. In the 
;-iew of the behaviorist school , one simply adds or subtracts stimuli until the 
desired response is attained. 

In one sense, such a behaviorist approach to the conduct of foreign 
relations is understandable. The only threat we face from the Soviet Union 

•Lecture given a t the Naval War C ollege annual Current Strategy Forum. 
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and its dependencie s deri \·es fr oIT; rl·,ti r e:x,e rnal ;ic riom . namely , inrirnida
tion and ove rt aggression directe d at us, our allies , and neutral oowers. Much 
!s Americans may dislike the in te rnal policies of Communist,regimes~ 
are not prepared to try to change them; indeed, we accorded the Soviet 
Union diplomatic recognition at the ve ry time w hen it was se ttin g in motion 
a most appalling internal bloodbath. We may condemn undemocratic 
regimes , whether of the so-called left or r igh t variety, but w e act against 
them only when they try to impose their systems on other s. And then we seek 
to manipulate them with "stimuli " in the form of rew ards and punishments. 

It may be understandable , but is it sensible? Is human behavior, whether of 
an individual ot of a overnment , really determined onl b external stimuli 
and hence at the mercy of outsi e manipulators? Not only is this proposition 
questionable on its own merits but, as experience has shown in international 
';elations, it does not serve well in practice either. One cannot divorce 
behavior from the nature of the behaving object, nor can one reasonabl)'. 
expect to secure the desired response merely by adding or withholding 
stimuli. 

I do not · propose to provide here an analysis of the causes of Soviet 
aggressiveness. But surely, before we can ask ourselves what policies are 
most likely to attenuate our problems with the USSR, we must be clear in our 
own mind where the problems lie. Let me, for my part, state emphatically 
that I do not believe-as many do-that the state of US-Soviet relations is 
primarily a function of US intentions and initiatives. We sometimes act as if 
US-Soviet relations were the by-product of controversies between "hawks" 
and "doves" in this country, with the Soviet Union relegated to the role of a 
concerned but passive party. As far as I can ascertain, the United States and 
~e Soviet Union have no genuine conflicts of interest: neither territorial 
claims against each other, nor competition for markets nor-given the small 
role assigned to ideology in the American political culture-ideological 
differences that matter. The tensions between the two countries bear no 
resemblance to the ones that dominate Sino-Soviet relations or cause Arab
Israeli enmity. Ours is a purely artificial conflict initiated by Stalin as soon as 
the tide of World War II had turned in his favor for reasons imbedded in 
Soviet requirements and aspirations. Strictly speaking, there is nothing the 
United States can do (short of outright capitulation) to avert this enmity. As 
George Kennan once well expressed it, they hate us not for what we do but 
for what we are . Ever since it had become certain that the expectations of 
spontaneous world revolution which the Bolsheviks had entertained until 
1920 or so would not be realized, the elite that lords it over Communist 
countries has had to find an external enemy to furnish it with internal 
legitimacy-to safeg~ard the privileges that it had monopolized, and to 
justify the disproportionate expenditures on the military establishment, 
whose essential function it is to protect this elite from its own people. For the 
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real enemy of every C0mmuni st regime resides with in its own bordtr s. To 
defle ct thi s dome stic hos ti lity they reguire sur rogate enemies elsewhe re. In 
the inrerwar period they were the "Fascists" and since 1945 it has been the 
United Sta tes. If this assum ption is co rrect , then the fundamental problem 
that we face in our dealings w ith the Soviet Union lies inside that country, 
i.e. , in the " sys tem " of which its external conduct is but a manifestation. To 
concentrate attention on and respond to conduct alone is to deal w it.h, 
symptoms instead of causes. 

The practical difficulty here is that while our ability to influence internal 
conditions in the Soviet Union and other Communist countries is obviously 
extremely limited, it is not entirely absent. What I would like to plead for is a 
closer coordination of our policies vis-a-vis the USSR so as to take into 
account the effect our actions have not only on Russia's international conduct 
but also on her internal development2; 

As concerns the Soviet mil itary threat, there is wide consensus in this 
country that it must be matched and neutralized, even if considerable 
disagreement exists as to the precise extent of the threat and the best ways of 
coping with it. Controversy over such issues is legitimate and proper. 
However, it is disconcerting to see responsible public figures approach the 
problem not in terms of the need, but of fiscal affordability. It is as if the 
competitor of our armed forces was Medicaid rather than the Red army. On 
the subject of the military threat, one only needs to stress that , given the 
uniquely advantageous geopolitical situation of Russia-which enables it to 
shift forces rapidly within its own confines from the frontiers of Western 
Europe to those of the Middle East and from there to East Asia-we are wise 
in not contesting Soviet superiority in land forces . But this forfeiture places 
on us the obligation of maintaining a comfortable margin of superiority on 
the sea and in the air , not to speak of credible deterrence in strategic forces. 
Credible, that is , to the Soviet High Command even if not necessarily to the 
American Association of Atomic Scientists. 

The military threat is readily understood by most people, which is 
probably why governments that feel externally threatened tend to reduce the 
threat to military terms . But it would be a delusion to believe that by 
Eeutralizing the danger posed by Soviet armed might we would eliminate the 
&,viet threat altogether. One needs only to recall that in the immediate 
post-World War II years, when the United States enjoyed nuclear 
monopoly, the Soviet Union was in an exceptionally truculent mood. 

To cope effectively with the Soviet threat, one has to understand its 
~ m12..rehensive character. Leninism-Stalinism, which continues to dominate 
Soviet thinking and behavior, is a doctrine that calls for the militarization of 
all aspects of life. It has been rightly observed that Lenin put Clausewitz on 
his head by treating politics as the pursuit of war by other means. This 
conception is a historic novelty to which the non-Communist world has had 
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great difficulty adjusting. In th e Com: •l-
1:·:. , t-,,l in (fo r which 

the re exists, prope rly speaking, no Mar xiq tl r) 1 , , th· ex tension of class 
conflict onto the international arena. In the bh••; t vcord~ o( D .B . Riazanov, a 
leading Russian Marxist .of the 1920s, "tht w,.1 of the Fole tarian state is a 
continuation of the revolution by other means .'' In thi s vie w, struggles between 
nations represent the internationalization of struggles among classes; and since 
the class struggle must rage until it is finall y resolved by the triumph of 
"classless" society, international conflic t is equally unavoidable until the 
ultimate triumph of "socialism" around the globe. In this conflict, all 
instrumentalities must be employed because all of them are expressions of 
under! in roductive relations: ideas as well as economic resources and 
political levers, not to speak o military force. Failure to grasp this essential 
feature of communism and exclusive concentration on the militar threat has 
~n t e cause o t e ai ure o numberless attempts to stem Communist 

. aggres§ion. from the Russian Civil War to the war in Vietnam. To act as if the 
~hallenge were exclusively military is to leave one's flanks open to devastating 

nonmilitary assaults. 
Adam Michnik, a leading theorist of Solidarity, opens one of his books with 

the startling statement: "The government under which I live has as its objective 
the establishment of dominion over human minds." This is the view from the 
inside; but because in the Communist outlook the line separating internal from 
external policy is far less sharp than it is in our thinking, it applies in some 
measure to Soviet foreign policy as well. Inside their own realm, the 

Communist authorities seek to establish dominion over minds by controlling 
the flow of information; outside of it, where they lack this power, they do so by 
semantic manipulation and by settin the rules of international discourse in a 
manner that exclusively avors their cause. Let me illustrate what I mean. 

The majority of Americans would probably define the cause they espouse 
and defend as that of freedom, broadly interpreted. But since in any contest 
over freedom the Soviets would obviously lose, Moscow has consciously 
striven-and to an astonishing degree succeeded-to define the East-West 
conflict as one pitting the forces of peace against those of war, or "nuclear 
holocaust." Indeed, so successful has this campaign been that there is a certain 
embarrassment in the very mention of freedom as a national objective, as if it 
were a cause detrimental to peace. 

Once this principle has been established as a frame of reference, several 
consequences follow: 
-. Peace can only be preserved by "detente," defined as the antithesis of 
"cold war" and interpreted to mean the acceptance, among other things, of 
Communist-sponsored ."wars of national liberation" in the Third World. · 
Under such rules of the game, to raise the issue of the Soviet occupation of 
Afghanistan, for example, is tantamount to undercutting detente and risking 
nuclear holocaust, detente's allegedly sole alternative . . 

0 \ 
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iwlocaus: . b mmt, therefore, be ent irely decoupled fwm am· other issue 
;,ave rse ly affccrmg US- Soviet relations. Acting on this pri nciple, the Soviet 
Union endeavors, and in no small measure succeeds, in maki ng arms control 
negotiati on s the nearly ex clusiv,' topic of bilateral relations between our two 
countr ies . 

• T he prese rvation of peace_ reguires that Sovie t and Soviet-dominated 
frontie rs be recognized as permanent and inviolate, w hile the sta tus of 
territo ries lying outside them is fluid and subject to change of ow nership. 

To counter this very dangerous psychological game, w hich has had 
profound effec ts on Western ublic opinion, two thin s are re uired: lucid 
thinking an the courage of one's convictions . Moscow is extremely sensitive 
to any attempts by the West to turn the ideological-psychological table~ on 
it . This w as demonstrated by its near hysterical reaction to President 
Reagan's statement in his London speech that Marxian laws of economic and 
political contradiction apply not to free market economies but to the 
Communist ones . We must refuse to adopt the one-sided rules of the game of 
international relations which Moscow seeks to impose, and if we are unable 
to change them, then we must at least insist that they apply with egual force 
to all parties. Peace, of course, is an overwhelmingly important objective, 
but it does no t preclude other objectives and it is not an alternative to 
freedom. It must be made clear that we do not accept the Soviet definition of 
detente and that nuclear arms negotiations, essential as they are, do not 
~quire us to ignore Soviet outrages inside and outside Communist borders. 
The Brezhnev doctrine must be rejected without qualification. If the Soviet 
Union is free to seek a change in the status quo outside its domain, then its own 
domain is not secure either. It is inconsistent that the United States-which 
after World War II had urged with such persistence friendly West European 
countries to give their colonies freedom-should treat with solemn respect 
the Soviet Empire, a relic of Tsarist imperialism, and fail to recognize the 

• national aspirations of its non-Russian inhabitants as a fundamental human 
right. 

Our political leverage in dealings with a country which has no free 
opinion, is necessarily weak. To the extent that we may be said to have it, this 
leverage is negative in nature. It consists in doing nothing that might enhance 
the legi timacy of the Soviet dictatorshi£ and its transient management, the 
kind oflegitimacy that the regime has a difficult time securing from its own 
subjects . We should not sign accords that recognize as legitimate Soviet 
conquests in return for promises of liberalization that the regime cannot 
realize without undermining its authority. We should not engage in frenetic 
'3ialogues" which allow Soviet diplomats to exploit natural differences of 
opinion that exist in free societies without fear of reciprocity. We should not 
seek "summits" for the sake of public relations because they project a false 
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se nse of ident ity be tw een dictato rs and duly eien ed officia ls , both of whom 
are deceptively called " Presiden ts." Accords, di alogues , and summits make-

1ense onl y when they are conducted with good will on both sides and result in 
fa ir and implementable agreements . Under any other conditions , they serve 
~ainly as instruments in Soviet psychological-ideological warfare. -
- The second opportunity we have to influence the Soviets stem is through 
the exercise of pru ence in East-West economic relations. It is sai t at the 
Soviet economy is in large measure self-sufficient. This proposition is correct 
but not entirely relevant . The importance of Western technology for the 
Soviet Union must be measured not in the share of imports in the overall 
economy but the role such imports play in certain of its critical sectors. 
Computers, semiconductors, or fiber optics may amount to relatively little in 
terms of the Soviet GNP, but they are essential to some industries, including 
those which produce directly for the military. As Anthony Sutton has shown 
in his exhaustive study, Western Technology and Soviet Economic Development, 
Western technology has played an important part in Soviet industrial 
development all along, from the early 1920s on, even in periods when the 
USSR pursued a policy of ostensible autarky. Importation of advanced 
technology permits the Soviet regime to avoid false starts, thus saving it both 
costs and time in the design of equipment. 

But the importance of imports of technology and capital transcends for the 
Soviet Union such calculable advantages. The Soviet economy-essentially 
Stalinist in its design-is in deep systemic trouble, in part because of 
excessive centralization and in part because of the absence of adequate 
incentives for the work force. The consequence is an unremitting decline in 
the rate of growth of the GNP. The system stands in need of thoroughgoing 
reform. The Communist elite, however, fears it because reform will 
inevitably enhance the economic independence of the citizenry, thereby 
undermining the monopoly of economic resources on which the political 
power of the regime in the ultimate analysis rests. Assistance rendered to the 
Soviet Union to overcome its economic difficulties under the existing 
arrangement, inherited from Stalin, helps the Soviet elite out of its dilemma 
and shores up the very system which is the main source of Soviet 
aggressiveness. Thus, while on one hand we spend billions to match the 
Soviet military buildup in order to thwart Soviet expansion which the system 
generates, with the other-for the sake of relatively piddling commercial 
profits-we help keep the same system intact. The Soviet penchant for 
1970s-style detente derives from the fact that it allows the Soviet leadership 
to eat its cake and have it too: to arm itself at a frenetic pace and instigate 
anti-Western movements in the Third World and, at the same time, using 
Western credits and technology, to keep Stalinism intact. 

Self-imposed restraint in commercial and fiscal dealings with the Soviet 
Union will not bring that country to its knees; nor will it cause it to withdraw 
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from Afghanistan or to allow the re,toration of Solidarity. But ir wi li . 
compel Moscow to face the consequences of its political and m.l i 

priorities. It will make it harder fo r the Soviet elite to main tain 2:·, 

increasingly less productive economic regime while enhancing its milita r : 
establishment as well as engaging in costly adventures abroad . Somethi q 
eventually will have to give: either the Soviet leadership will have to 
abandon Stalinism or it will have to curtail its imperialism. It is decidedly no r 
in the interest of the Western powers to postpone the inevitable day whe£ 
such a choice will have to be made. 

A policy which combines external containment with what, for lack of a 
better word, may be called psychological and economic containment, cannot 
be expected to bring quick results . It is certain that, confronted with such a 
strategy, the Soviet regime will balk, and probably seek to exasperate the 
West by doing the very opposite of what is expected of it. But, in contrast to 
military action which can be swift and decisive, any peaceful foreign policy 
strategy designed to encourage basic change, calls for patience. Years, 
perhaps decades, will be required before it bears fruit. But this is not a heavy 
price to pay when one considers the alternatives. 

Richard Pipes is professor of history at Harvard University, Cambridge, 
Mass. 
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