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Did “Peacce Through
Strength” End the
Cold Wwar?

Lessons from INF

War seems 1o b - Now that the Cold

ems to be over, with the collapse of the Warsaw Pact and the transition
of the Central Eastern European countries toward democracies and market
economies, two important debales are taking place among scholars, policy-
makers, and the public at large. The first concerns the future of European
security and the question of whether the post-Cold War world will be a safer
or a more dangerous place.! TWebnte focuses on the reasons for
the recent changes. An emerging conventional wisdom seems to hold that
the end of the Cold War represents a victory for Western strategies of “peace
thrgugh steength” or at least “containment.” Standing tough against the
Sovtgts seems to have paid off, leading to a complete turnaround in Soviet
fore}gn policy, revolutionary arms reduction treaties, and the collapse of the
SF)VICK empire in Eastern Europe. Therefore, the lesson to be learned, in this
view, is that resolve and “bargaining from strength,” rather than st;ntegies
of feassur.?nce, are likely to produce cooperative gulcomes, particular in Hires-
of increasing uncertainty aboul the future of the Soviet Union.?

This paper builds upon and expands anar igi i
> gument originally developed in Thom, Risse-
Scrmdure and Process in Superpower Arms Control: Lessons from INF, {Vurking ;a;:r (llf(s): i:r:glc:;.
0;r\el:rrrfor lnlgrnalm{n::l and Strategic Affairs, UCLA, 1989). I am very grateful for cumr%wnlé
ier versions of the paper by Matthew Evangelista, Ann Florini, G i
Lebow, Robert Nurick, William Potter, Richard R . o Siatiord: Janice
. Re " f , Leon Sigal, Michael Stafiord i
Gross Stein, and James Thomson. For a m fetorical o Fon e omas
1 . and > . ore historical account of the INF st
Risse-Kappen, The Zero Option: INF, West Germany, and Arms Coutrol (Wcstvieworl),‘;ssﬁc)e Thomas
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L.OISQ; {Dh: fx:mglu,_ Jack Snyder, “Averting Anarchy in the New Curope,” Internalional Sccurity,
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2. "What made the start of {arms] reductions i il

hat £ possible was the willingness of the dem i
:?Ilrlrl\r'::l\‘tétl; ‘annemiequa';e :iclerrencel posture. What will sustain the prgcess of reduclionosczgcll::

TTVCS nsure tha at every level of reductions, deterrence is maintained J
::;el:g[:hlengd. '}/a‘lcry Giscard d’Estaing, Yasuhiro Nakasone, and Henry A. ;(uas‘:i:er:[c?gly-
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One of the first events that led many to believe in the wisdom of “F
through strength” was the 1987 Inlermediate-range Nuclear Forces (
Treaty, which eliminated all U.S. and Soviet land-based medium range
siles, and also systems of shorter ranges above 500 km. (See chronolog
pages 164-165.) The treaty contains intrusive verification procedures
precedented in nuclear arms control, including on-site inspections at de
ment and maintenance facilities. The agreement was concluded only
\he West had deployed new Pershing il and cruise missiles in Euroy
response to the Sovict 65-20 buildup. While earlier attempts to re:
negotiated outcome failed, the INF Treaty became possible when the £
jeadership finally accepted the 1981 Western proposal of a “zero of
eliminating all U.5. and Soviet land-based INF missiles world-wide.
Thus, the treaty is widely reg the _result of effective <o
diplomacy. As George Bush argued,
I was in Europe trying to convince European public opinion that we «
to go forward with the deployment of the INF weapons, and thank Gt
freeze people were not heard—they were wrong—and the result is w
ployed, and the Soviets kept deploying, and then we negotiated
strength, and now we have the first arms control agreement in the n
age to ban weapons. You just don’t make unilateral cuts in the hope th
Soviets are going to behave themselves.”

1 will argue in this paper that this evaluation is flawed. A closer I
tive Tistory of the INF treaty reveals that tough bargaining strategies
adopted by the West throughout the process, but they failed prior tc
The INF treaty was only achievable after the leadership change in the
Union. This means, first, tha%em}m‘m’gﬁmmmgimm
account for the final outcome. Second, 1 will argue that crucial events It

}. Einhorn, Negotinting frome Strength: Leverage in 11.S.-Soviet Arms Contrel Negotiahions (N
Praeger, 1985); John Lewis Gaddis, “Tlanging Toug Paid OAF," Bulletin o the Atomic &
Vol. 45, No. 1 anuarxlgs‘)), Pg,ﬁlil__—l_‘i; Richar&_[‘_ip_(_‘s, “Can the Goviet Union Retorm?
Affairs, 63, No. 11 34), pp. 47-61. For an eicellent overview oOf the debate on th
in Soviet security pnlicy sce Matthew Evangelista, ~Gaurces of Moderation in Soviet
Policy,” in Phili E. Tetiock, et al., eds., Behavior, Society, and Nuclear War, Vol. 2 (Nc
Oxford University L'ress, L pp. 2o1-301.

3. Then Vice-president Ceorge Dush in The second Presidential Debate, transcript, T
Times, October 15, 1988, p. 11. For a similar assessment, see David T. Jones, "How to N
with Gurbachev’s Team,” Orbis, Vol. 33, No. 3 (Gummer 1989}, pp- 357-374. For an
describing, the INF episode as d batthe between the forces of liberal democracy and totalit
sce Jjeffrey Heri, War by Otier Means: Soviet Power, Wesl Germnn Reststaiee, and te Bal
Euromissiles (New York: Free Press, 1991). For a more batanced evaluation sec 1ynn 1
] essons of the INF Trealy,” Foreign Affairs, Vol 60, No. 4 (Spring 1988), pp- 730734




From “Dual Track” to “Double Zero:” A Chronclogy of the INF Treaty

Early 1970s

Apri-l 1875

Early 1977

October 11-12, 1977
October 28, 1977
March 1978

April 7, 1978

Summer 1978

Januvary 5-6, 1979

Qctober 6, 1979

December 3-7, 1979

December 12, 1979

December 27, 1979
July 1, 1980

January 20, 1981
February 23, 1981
May 4-6, 1981
October, 1981
November 18, 1981
November 23, 1981

Navember 30, 1981
February 4, 1982

June 1982

NATO’s Nuclear Planning Group starts evaluating U.3, short-
and medium-range nuclear arsenals in Europe.

U.S. Secretary of Defense demands modernization of U.S. nu-
clear forces deployed in Europe.

USSR begins deploying 2 new medium-range missite with three
warheads, the 55-20.

_NATO appoints a High Level Group {HLG) to advise on modern-
ization of U.S, INF in Europe,

West German Chancellor Schmidt, in a speech in London, points
to increasing nuclear imbalances in Europe.

The HLG demands “evolutionary upward adjustment” of
NATO's INF posture.

President Carter cancels development of the “neutron bomb,”
preempting a NATO decision in support of the weapon and its
inclusion in arms control. The neutron bomb controversy has
repercussions for public opinion, transatlantic relations, and
U.S. palicies in the INF case.

The Carter administration decides to support the emerging
NATO consensus; the European governments urge the U.S. 1o
compl_ement a NATO modernization decision with an offgr to
negotiate.

The heads of the U.S., British, French, and West German gov- .

ernments decide to combine INF modernization with an arms
control offer (the “dual-track” approach).

Soviet General Secretary Brezhnev announces unilateral with-
drawal of some troops and tanks from East Germany. The pro-
posal offers too little too’late to affect NATO's decision-making
process.

The German Social Democrats decide to tolerate the NATO dual
track decision, if the West is prepared to forgo deployment in
exchange for substantia! reductions of Soviet INF.

NAT('s fareign and defense ministers make the INF "dualtrack”
decision to deploy 572 U.S. Pershing Il and cruise missiles in
Western Europe, and at the same time to offer INF negotiations
to the Soviet Union. The decision document contains a vague
reference to a “zero option.”

The USSR intervenes in Afghanistan,

During Schmidt's visit to Mascow, the Soviet leadership an-
nounces it will embark upon INF arms contro! tatks.

President Ronald Reagan takes office.

Brezhnev proposes @ moratorium on INF deployment while ne-
gotiations take place; NATO rejects it on the grounds that it
would freeze the existing imbalance.

Under increasing European pressure, the Reagan administra-
tion is prepared to enter INF negotiations.

Hundreds of thousands demonstrate in Western Europe against
proposed deployment of Pershing lf and cruise missiles.
President Reagan proposes global alimination of all U.S. and
Soviet land-based INF missiles {the “zero option”).

Visiting Bonn, Brezhnev rejects the zero option.

INF talks start in Geneva.

The Soviets propose reduction of existing INF missiles and
aircraft to 300 systems each {including French and British forces
on the U.S, side), with deployment of no new systems.

The chief INF negotiators, Pau! Nitze and Yuli Kvitsinsky, work
out a compromise proposal during a “walk in the woods” in
Geneva. U.S. and Soviet INF launchers in Europe would be
considerably reduced, and the U.S. would forgo deployment of
the Pershing Il missiles. The compromise is rejected both in
Washington and in Moscow.

December 21, 1982

September 22, 1983
November 22, 1983
September 24, 1984
January 7-8, 1985
Summer 1985

January 15, 1586

September 19, 1986

October 10-12, 1986

February 28, 1987
March 12, 1987

April 13-14, 1987

Juby 21, 1987

December 7-10, 1987

May 29-31, 1988

Soviet General Secretary Andropav proposes ta redu
55.20 force in Eurape to the same level as British and
forces, if the U.S. forgoes deployment of new missiles.
The U.S. proposes an INF “interim solution” which woul
the USSR with extra $5-20 missiles in Asia.
The U.S. staris deploying Pershing U missiles in West Ge
One day later, the USSR leaves the INF negotiating 1
Genova.

President Reagan proposes to resume nuclear arms talk
Secretary of State Shultz and Foreign Minister Gromyk:
to resume nuclear arms negotiations.
The Soviet Politburo apparently re-evaluates the S5-2011
and concludes that it was militarily irrelevant.
Gorbachev proposes to eliminate all nuclear weapons
wide by the year 2000. Part of his propoesat is an iN
option” confined to Europe.

The Soviet Union gives up its demand to count Brit
French nuclear farces in an INF agreement.

At the Reykjavik summit, Reagan and Garbachev agree
inate all U.S. and Soviet INF missiles from Europe and tc
5§5-20 arsenals deployed in Asia. But the Soviets link
1reaty to agreement on SDI. Many European governme
icize these resuits; Bonn and Washington finally conv
other allies to endorse zero INF in Europe.

Garbachev drops the linkage between an INF treaty an
ment on SDE The issue of constraining shorter-range
forces {SNF) now becomes the major block to an INF t
The U.S. proposes intrusive verification arrangements
ing on-site inspections, to supervise compliance will
treaty. The Soviets later accept them, in substance.
Gorbachev suggests a "double zero” agreement, to &
in Europe Soviet $5-20 and U.S. Pershing il and cruise
and also shorter-range (500-1000 km) missifes. After ¢
versial debate, particularly in Bonn, the Alliance acc
proposat.

Gorbachev accepts global elimination of alt Jand-based
ranges between 500 and 5,500 km, in essence NAT(
“zero option.”

The INF treaty is signed at the Washington summit. It el
more than 3400 land-based U.5.-Soviet missiles with r
500-5500 km, and provides for unprecedented destrt
modern weapons systems and intrusive verification m
including on-site verification at missile deployment ai
tenance facilities.

93 U.5. senators approve the INF treaty; ratification do
are exchanged at the U.S.-Soviet summit in Moscow !
later, and the INF treaty enters into force.

NOTES: This chronology was compiled from various sources cited in the notes to th:
The following give especially useful background: Jonathan Hastam, T._he Soviet U
the Politics of Nuclear Weapons in Europe, 1969~1987 {London: Macmillan, 1989});
Risse-Kappen, The Zero Uption: INF, West Germany, and Arms Controi {Boutde
Westview, 1988); Strobe Talbott, Deadly Gambits (New York: Knopf, 1984);
Thomson, “The LRTNF Decision: Evolution of U.S, Theatre Nuclear Policy, 1975-
national Affairs, Vol. 60, No. 4 (1984), pp. 601-614. Note that the official US. |
nology is not always correct. It erroneously assumes, for example, }hat NATO's th
Group was established after Schmidt's 11SS speech, that the "walk‘m the vgoods
was only rejected in Moscow without mentioning the objections in Was_hlngmn,
NATO's INF deployment began with cruise missiles rather than Pershing Il. Se
States Information Agency, Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Chronclogy (Wa:
D.C.: USIA, December 1987).
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‘t;etsl:zrlni\lgut:zgg ?:nucl):lgu!:’?;xgli::i;g tl:e colnlext L@liW\ of reciprocity are more likely to succeed than coercive diplomacy.® The
States. These incidents are NATO's 1979/ ”Cc’i:al.etsrﬁf-'ll'(fxéel .tr.m Tted for Tat” strategy, f?r example,‘ calls for one opfrning cooperative gesture; ¢
Pershing T and cruise missiles in Western Euro ac y ECIISIOI’\ to qeploy fsubsequzem move lslcooperatlvc f)r con.fronlatlonaAl, matching the other si.
offer INF negotiations to the Soviet Union, (i P']f%a]ﬂ Uili the same time to . immediately prece.dmg move.® The efficacy of “Tit for Tat” was identifie.
“zero option” of no U.S. INF deployment i;: ]eh fAS. ﬁdgpthn of the small group exp.e.nment‘s, and it is questionable whether it is at all applic.
Soviet $5-20s; and the turnaround 0); Soviet exchange |'0r e'hmmahon of all to the Cf)mpl?x1t1es olf mtem-ational affairs, because it ignores the poli
Itis essential not to misread the histors of Secilqul;y po lC)f in 198'6—87. contex-t in which the mteracuon‘ takes place. The strategy also assumes
from the end of the Cold War. An anal Y flle ; treaty in se'okmg lessons both sides are Fapable of determining precisely whether an action was tmu
to eliminate an entice cate ‘0- " m( i)/)515 0 ;e irst U.S.-Soviet agreement to be cuoperatlve‘ or_confrontational. “Tit for Tat” is, therefore, particul
derscore or to modif gory odern nuclear force§ a]s'o serves to un- vulnerable to thelerror of attribution} “When the other state makes a co:
ey o ;no 1‘y c.crlnm n.ssumptl.ons in_the theoretical literature on the iatory gesture, policymakers conclude that the other side is attemptin:
-;;egtsi If(())[:se:;;pclzn?;\l:t‘z:z;f;::::;g:mﬂm'l‘ The NF case sug- deceive or lull them into lowering their guard; when they themselves n
Homesti i - . . -must e pal. o0 the international and a concession, it is [thought to be] a response to international tensions
11 environment in which s?cunty cooperation among conflict oppo- the need lo prevent war.””?

Z;?(:i t(‘:f ‘:l?el::;:'-:tgi‘il’?;i}’bil:f‘illf)n Shtould,' tlu-')refore, focus on the inter- Some game theorists have proposed a more “forgiving” diplomatic stra:
Ative oo argaining strategies in order to explain cooper- of reciprocity in order to overcome this probler'{} of at.tribl.ition."'lt is sin
In this article, [ will first discuss whether the INF . to Charles ngood'.s proposal of Grfld(faffd RC‘.CIPYDL‘MIL?H'i{l Tenstqn—redm
with regard to 1,he bargaining straienios ofe; ”:2 N treal)f can be explained (GRIT), which requ!res repeated unilateral "frlem.ily” ntutmnves in orde
i factors in the internaronn] fnd d(,:,;,esﬁc oth si eei. I will then look'at' the reassure the (_)lher side about one’s own peaceful intentions.’ .
! that might account for the outcomn | coni;:l\:;;o:mcgts I?f Fhe ne‘gotxallons Coer'cwe diplomacy 'forms the ther end of the spectrum of b.argau
external developments but in ways t'hat e ot \at‘ 0; sides did .react t_o str.ategles.“’ It comn‘mnllcates tl.mt failure tlo coo}?cra.tc would resultin a w

: Gon-building poceses T c(her)words ti ehle ermined by domestic_coali- ening 91’ the other side’s security: “You elfh.er give in and accept coopera
}H_—————g_ﬂ__.__nm support the co;wlu-sid‘nj:ﬁ-lt — Tﬁ e :;lory of thf INF treaty does according to my terms or your own position will become worse.” Thu

| War g M&_ﬂﬂ@d “cooperative” outcome essentially means that the opponent backs off.

Conditional reciprocity is a more benign strategy. Similarly to coer

diplomacy, it communicates that the security position of the opponent we

Strategies of Cooperation and Coercion

5. For cxcellent reviews of this Werature, see Alexander George, “Strategies for Facilit
. Cooperation,” in George, Farley, and Dallin, U.5.-Soviet Security Cooperation, pp. 692-711; Lt
Explainin cooperation and Stein, “Beyond Deterrence.”

amon ate > ; 3 - PEYS -
tional rel_i. PI ) .g states has PJLC(JnTe a major focus of interna- 6. Sece Axelrod, Evolution of Cooperation. For a critical discussions see Deborah Larson, “(
e ations theory. The literature dealing with bargaining strategies in- I'revention and the Austrian State Treaty,” hiternational Oryanization, Vol, 31, No. 1 (1
en ili i . . 27-60; Stein, “He rrrence,” pp. 41-46.
ed to facilitate cooperation seems to suggest that reassuring strategies ;"",jfsjﬂ' LE‘;::‘:‘; ?,r:,g‘,?:f;i';‘n P:’yosr}‘_j Deterrence,” pp. 41-16
8. See, for example, George W. Downs, et al., "Arms Races and Cooperatior,” World o
Vol. 38, No. 1 (October 1985), pp. 118-146; also George W. Downs and David M. Rocke,

4. See, for o 3 . . :
Alocandor é’;’:‘g}:epﬁgf";? f;’:fllét:d;Zgrtﬁlv‘olu.‘mu of Coqpcml:un (Ncy York: Basic Books, 1984); Bargaining and Arms Control,” World Politics, Vol. 35, No. 3 (April 1987), pp. 297-325.
{New York: Oxfunj Univ'er%ily‘l’rc)s; 1988); ;i\:s;::h; r\[l)“'ll'l",beds., L(’{-?.ﬁuwg Security Cooperation 9. See Charles Osgood, An Alterstative to War aied Surrender (Urbana: University of IHinois T’
Deterrence,” e ' 3 ard Ned Lebow and Janice Gross Stein, “Beyond 1962).

Tournal of Social Issues, Vol. 43, No, 4 (1987), pp. 5~71; Kenneth Oye, ed., Cooperation 1. See Glenn Snyder and Pawl Diesing, Couflict Among Nations (Princeton, N.J.: Prine

Under Anarchy (Princet - Pri iversiiv Press
v (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1986). University Press, 1977), pp. 44-45, 118-122.
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be worsened if the opponent does not compromise. Unlike sheer coercion,
though, the strategy does consist of some concessions if the target shows

restraint. In the arms controf literature, the “bargaining chip approach” rep-
resents conditional reciprocity."! For example, a weapon is produced and

deployed in order to give it away for substantial concessions at the negoti-
ating table. However, there is an inherent dilemma with the bargaining chip
strategy. If the bargaining chip has no military vajue at all, it is unlikely that
the opponent will make significant concessions. But if the weapon is indeed
valuable enough to induce cooperation, the domestic constituency which
supported the weapon in the first place might create serious obstacles for
trading it away later. More important, a bargaining-chip strategy faces a
communication problem. The more the punishment side is emphasized (i.e.
the closer the strategy comes to coercive diplomacy), the less likely it is tha;
the negotiating partner will perceive the cooperalive intention.

1975-85: The Failure of "Bargaining from Strength”

NATO's 1979 “dual track” approach combined the modernization and de-
ployment of new U.S. medium-range missiles in Europe with an offer to
_negotiate reductions. This represented a stralegy of strictly conditional reci-
prf)cily. Western INF were “bargaining chips”; the Pershing II and cruise
fmssiies were “loaded” with military value, to counter the $5-20 build-up, to
implement NATO's military doctrine of “flexible response,” and to visibly
couple the United States to West European security in an era of strategic
parity.”? There is plenty of evidence that the weapons were indeed perceived
as a new threat by the Soviet Union."® The dual-track approach offered
Western constraints only if the Sovicts made drastic reductions in their INT.

11. See George Rathjens, “Unilateral Initiatives for Limiti i

X C E ns, 2 5 Limiting and Reducing Arms,” in Willi
Epstein and Bernard 1. Feld, eds., New Directions in Disarmminent (New t;’nrk: l"mL:;er Il;s?;
1]:15) ;74“‘; Gearge, “Strategies for Facilitating Cooperation.” ’

- For critical discussions of the mifitary rationale for the INF d

eployment , [

i]usgfme Peters_, The Germans and the INF Missiles (Baden-Baden, Nsmzs, 11199(5))0;123:1 e\,;.agjig:
Ut‘"T,:\?lt g("’(:[‘:.i in gur(;pc (Washinglon, D.C.; Brookings, 1984); and James A, Thomson, “Thc;

R ecision: Evolution of NATO Theatre Nuclvar Policy 1975-9.” Internati s
4[3)’ No.  (Orter 1589, o 601614, cly olicy 5-9,” International Affairs, Vol.
13. See Raymond L. Garthoff, Déteute and Confrontation: Ameri z 1 i

i . Ga - L A + American-Soviet Relations from Nixon to

Rt‘t;g:;u ([\;Vashmgmn, D.C.: Bmukmgs, 1985), pp. 1018-1019; Jonathan Haslam, TIrc/Sum'e! Linion
III:J)II the Politics of Nuclear Weapous in Extrope, 1969-87 (Londan: Macmiitan, 1989), pp. 109-110;
,av1d Holloway, :‘Th\e INF Palicy of the Soviet Union,” in H. H. Holm and N. Peterson, eds .
The European Afissile Crisis (New York: St. Martin's, 1983), pp. 92-114. ‘ -
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Thus, the strategy begun in 1979 resembled one of “bargaining
strength.”

How is it that the strategy failed to achieve an arms control agre
prior to the change in the Soviet leadership? It has been argued tl
arms control track of the 1979 decision was a waste of time, bec
prevented both sides from entering into serious talks before the deplc
took place in 1983. The 1981-83 Geneva negotiations on medium-rany
siles were doomed to fail, it is said, because NATO had to engage in
diplomacy to appease nervous public opinion in Western Europe.
time, peace movements emerged in most deployment countries, parti
in West Germany, and launched vigorous campaigns against the Pers
and cruise missiles." Thus, it is argued, the Soviet Union could ju
and see whether the West was able to carry out its deployment dc
given the domestic opposition.’

This argument incorrectly blames NATO's bargaining strategy for
sence of conditions conducive to its success. If the Soviet Union had
whether the West would be able to carry out its deployment decisic
dual track approach of deployment-plus-negotiations was not, as su
sponsible. It was precisely worded and clearly defined as a strategy
ditional reciprocity.'® Moreover, if the approach was not always w:
cuted, then that was so not on the coercive, but on the cooperative -

14. See Thomas Rochon, The Politics of Hie Peace Movenients in Western Europe (Princet
Princeton University ress, 1988); Josef Janning, et al., eds., Friedensbeacegungen: Entwich
Folgen in der Bundesrepublik Deutscilland, Europa und den USA (Koln: Wissenschaft anc
1987). On West European public opinion at the time see Richard Eichenberg, Public Op
National Security in Western Europe (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 19589). On t
German peace debate, see Thomas Risse-Kappen, Die Krise der Sicherheitspotitik. Newericn
und Entscheidungsprozesse im politischen System der Bundesrepublik Dentscldand 1977-1954
Miinchen: Griinewald-Kaiser, 1988).

15. Sce Lothar Ruehl, Mittelstreckentwaffer in Ewrapa (Baden-Baden: Nomos, 1987), p. 3
than Haslam argues that the Soviet leadership had learned the wrong lessons from th
ently successful European protests against the neutron bomb in 1977-78, and hoped
peace movements in Western Europe would be able to stop NATO's INF depioym
Haslam, Tire Soviet Union and the Politics of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 96-105, 115-118. Valeni
former Soviet Ambassador to West Germany, particularly argued that domestic pre
Europe would prevent NATO from carrying out the deployment. Sce his artictes in

February 25, 1983; March 17, 1983; September 11, 1983. 1 thank Ted Hopf for alertir
Falin's predictions.

16. The 1979 communiqué stated that “NATO’s TNF [Theater Nuclear Forces] requirem
be examined in light of concrete resulis reached through negotiations” {(emphasis ade
thus made it abundantly clear that only a formal agreement could prevent NATO fron:
the deployment.
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the Soviets had doubts about the seriousness of Western intentions they
must have been about arms control, not deployment, ’

Many U.S. and NATO officials, for example, saw the arms control offer as
mere rhetoric lo cover the intent to carry out the deployment despite domestic
pressures. The 1981 “zero option” was deemed to be unacceptable to the
Soviets by most Western diplomats, including U.S. Secretary of State Alex-
ander Haig. U.S. arms control opponents such as Assistant Secretary of
Defense Richard Perle supported the zero option on a take-it-or-leave-it basis
precisely because they hoped it would block an agreement. The NATO
military tolerated it, because they regarded it as a way to appease a pacil'is!
mood in Western Europe, while assuring timely deployment in 1983.17 It
became obvious that leading U.S. decision-makers were not interested in a
compromise at the time, when the only serious attempt to compromise was
repudiated in Washington. In the summer of 1982, during the famous “walk
in the woods,” U.5. chief negotiator Paul Nitze and his Soviet counterpart
Yuli Kvitsinsky, had worked out a formula that would have severely reduceci
the Soviet 55-20 force and, in exchange, prevented the United States from
deploying the Pershing I missile. The compromise was rejected in both
capitals, and the first INF talks ended in a complete stalemate. ¥

Are there any indications that a more conciliatory approach on part of the
West would have produced a more successful outcome prior to 19837 What
would have happened, for example, if NATO had initiated a “Tit for Tat”
strategy and announced a unilateral deployment moratorium in 1979 instead
of the “dual track” decision?
_ There are very few indications that the Soviets would have acted differently
if the West had adopted a more cooperative strategy. Jonathan Haslam argues
that the Soviet decision to deploy the 55-20 was primarily made in response
to the U.S. refusal to accept constraints on its forward-based medium-range
aircraft during the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) in the early 1970s.19
Other scholars argue that “the Soviets had considered the 55-20 a routine, if
rather belated, replacement for the obsoclescent $5-4 and 55-5.7? [f 50, a U'.S.

17. See Strobe Talbott, Deadly Gantbits (New York: Knopf, 1984), part 1; Alexander Haig, Caveat:

Realism, Reagan, and Foreign Policy (New York: Macmillan, 1984), p. 229

18 On the “walk in the woods,” see Talbott, Deadly Gumbits, p’p. 116-151.

13 }hlilFi‘llﬂnl, The S‘ow_rl Union and tie Politics of Nuclcar Weapons, pp. 58-69.

;qé;v ic \.u;l MecGawire, Military Objectives in Soviet Foreign Policy (Washington, 1.C.: Brookings
"IINF)'PPF. ..’-'89—250. See also Garthoff, Détente and Confrontation, pp. 870-879; and Hollnway:
o p;)eljgépsﬂ]\:sés-m represented, howevet, a three-fold increase in warheads as compared
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moratorium on deployment in 1979 would not have given Moscow a |
to forgo deployment.

More important, the Soviet Union under Brezhnev’s leadership d
show much readiness to accept constraints on its 55-20 build-up. M
must have been well aware that its behavior was perceived as threa
by the West, since there was no lack of communication between W
Europe and the USSR during the late 1970s. The 197% NATO de«cisic
prepared in an environment of détente in Eurcpe, with diplomatic ch
between East and West intact. While misperception because of comm
tion failures is often responsible for unsuccessful conciliatory moves,
probably be excluded in this case. There was no indication that Bre
distrusted West European leaders like Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, Jam.
laghan, or Helmut Schmidt. These decision-makers made it clear th.
regarded the 55-20 build-up as intolerable and that the West would |
take action in the absence of Soviet restraint. From 1978 on, for examy
INF issue was at the top of the agenda in Soviet-West German relat
Indeed, a major conciliatory move by the USSR in summer 1979
probably have prevented NATO from taking the “dual-track” decisi
cause of domestic oppasition in those countries where the new NAT-
siles were to be deployed.?

Instead, General Secretary Brezhnev and Foreign Minister Gromy
whatever reasons, played what game theorists call “deadlock.”? Th
ferred continued INF competition instead of mutual cooperation. W
the Politburo was preoccupied with the strategic relationship with the
States, or whether it hoped that NATO would not be able to carry
deployment because of domestic opposition, remain open questions.

21. See, for example, Helmut Schmidt’s account of his talks to the Soviet leadership, b
in 1977: Menschen und Michte (Berlin: Siedler, 19587), pp. $0-106. S¢e also Thomas Risse-
The Zero Option: INT, West Germany, and Ariis Confral (Boulder, Cola.: Westview, 1988).
44.

22, At least some Soviet officials were aware of this possilility. The Soviet deputy
minister at the time, Georgi Kornienko, now concedes that it was indeed the “main
of the Brezhnev leadership not o have announced an $5-20 deployment noratoriu
summer of 1979. See Georgi M. Kornienko, “I’ravda i domysly o raketakh 55-20,” 5Sh
(1989), pp. 46-48. For an analysis of the Kornienko arlicle sce Cynthia Roberts, -
Adversaries, Limited Arms Control: Changing Soviel Interests and Prospects for I
Security Cooperation,” in Michacl Mandelbaum, ed., The Other Shde of the Tabie: 1
Approach to Armrs Conirol (New York: Council on Foreign Relations Press, 1990}, pp.
142,

23, See Downs, “Arms Races and Cooperation.”
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‘In. any case, Soviet behavior up to 1983 did not indicate that Brezhnev or
his ?mmedmte successors were interested in an arms control compromise
During the first INF talks, the Soviet bargaining position did not chai e ve ,
much. Throughout the negotiations, the Soviets insisted that any U S%SO 'r);
agrleement had to take the British and French nuclear forces inlo. a-cco:::
ThlS-WaS unacceptable for the United States and NATO and was so com;
municated to the USSR.2 The issue subscquently became the major obstacle
to agreement prior to 1983. The Soviet leadership also rejected the "w11;< in
the woods” formula in the summer of 1982, which would have s ared‘it the
deployment of the Pershing II missiles capable of hitting hardeneg command
and controt facilities in the Western USSR, Moscow's only major concessirt:n
between 1981 and 1983 consisted of accepling constraints on 55-20 missile
based in the Asian part of the Soviet Union. e

.Thus, prior to Gorbachev coming inlo power, the dual track approach
failed to achieve an agreement, but not because it was either too dgfish(
too hawkish, It just did not meet the circumstances. The Soviet leadersh?r
had defined the situation in a way that a mutually acceptable agreement A
not possible. There are, thercfore, two important lessons to beg}earne;l‘ f::)as
the unsuccessful part of the INF history. First, the Western INF bar 1ininm
strategy was based on conditional reciprocmmm%berg-
ave diplomacy than to strategies of reassurance. it neverlhaless Tailod t
achieve z D_gggg_emﬂnjﬂjh&peﬁod_pxmum]ﬂ%—%;smce;’bmgamin fron?

Stren sth” cannot explain the failure to achieve an agreement during tl%e-ﬂﬁrst
ten years of the INF episode, the strategy alone cannot be held responsib]

for the successful conclusion ofthe treaty in 1987, either. Second ng matt .
how_w.elf-deﬁned or well-exccuted bargaining strategies are the, are l]‘;( 'fr
lo fail if they do not meet international and domestic condi’tionsyc:)ndl:cicv)e,

to arms control. This 15 precs ]y
s L4 the d fference belWC 1 the a 2
€1 situation before

24. Th isi imitati
m“u“:‘L\izcslsl::h:o‘(slo‘ achepk limitations on third-country forces in bilateral U.S.-Saviet nego-
s was me—-{) ;;‘lri)v\.‘;s’aijnnuary 1974 at lhe_(f'uade[uupc sumemit of the United States
hroughont “,m SALT’n“If ; est Germany. The _dcclsmn was also consistent with U.S. pn]iciE-;
INE gt e SALT cgotiations. Flad the Soviet Union insisted on the inclusion of Alnerifﬂl:l
ot et bxc.un ;I-I,, :m;m&lhe l-urw:‘ud-ancd Systems (FBS)—the West Germans, at legst
i have be sympat 1e‘t1c4 For the Soviet negotiating, position during the first lt\fF ne, rpi':
am, The Sowiet Lhirion aud the Politics of Nuclcar Weapans, pp- 106-149; and Am;’;t)‘\:v

C. Goldberg, "M 2 IXperk i 1
o, 8 oscow’s INF Experience,” in Mandelbaum, The Other Side of the Table, pp. 89-
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1985-87: Was “Bargaining from Strength” Responsible for Succ

The “peace through strength” explanation holds that it was the W
resolve to carryo/ut)he._wli_(_ieployment decision that four years
brought aboug-ttie “double-zero” agrepment eliminating U.S. and Sovit
and shorler- MNA’FO and the United States p
that they would not'give in to either Soviet or domestic (peace move
pressures. In the absence of the “concrete negotiating results” called

"the 1979 decision, deployment of Pershing [l and cruise missiles proc

on schedule and worsened the Soviet security position with regard to
ern Europe. Now the Soviet Union had a strong incentive to coopera
to pay a high price in order to get the Western INF removed. Other:
argued, in a variant of the “bargaining-from-strength” argument, that
the threat of the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) that convinced the ¢
to make concessions on INF.%

Indeed, NATO's INF deployment in 1983 did probably contribute
change in Soviet INF policy. Given the history of Soviet INF policy p
1985, Moscow would probably have viewed Western non-deploym
precisely the same way as the “double-zero” agreement is now percei
many in the West: as the result of “peace through strength.” Unde
circumstances, supporters of perestroika would have had a hard tim
vincing the Politburo and the military that Brezhnev's security poli
been a disaster for the Soviet Union and that the 55-20 had lo be giw

While NATO’s INF deployment might, therefore, have been a factor
turnaround in Soviet security policy, it was neither sufficient nor e
There are three reasons for this evaluation. First, despite the domestict
the deployment created in Western Europe, there was nothing spec
about the deployment in light of the history of the East-West arm
Stationing Pershing I and cruise missiles on NATO territory add
another step to an ongoing competition. In the past, the Soviet Uni
usually reacted to what it perceived as a threatening move by the We

25. See the sources quoted in note 3.

6. Haslam, The Soviet Union and Nuclar Weapons, p. 173. This argument is unco
thaugh. It does not explain why the Soviets shifled their position regarding the linkage
SDI and INF twice during 1985 and 1987, Soviet concern about S cannot account bo:

insistence that an INE agreement should only be concluded if progress were mad
prohibition of ballistic missile de
February 1987,

fenses, and the subsequent decision to drop this finks
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balancing rather than cooperative behavior. The 55-20 itself was viewed by
the Soviets in this way. As a result, Moscow could simply have continued
the INF arms competition. This is precisely what the Soviets did in 1984-85
(after the first Pershing and cruise missile deployment, but before Gor-
bachev). They left the bargaining table in Geneva, accelerated the deployment
of new shorter-range missiles in Eastern Europe, and in 1985 tested a suc-
cessor model for the 55-20 that was 10 meet what some Western analysts
saw as a "very demanding requirement.”” Had the Soviets continued on
this path, the Pershing I deployment would have been just another episode
in an ongoing arms race, rather than a turning point.

Second, the “bargaining fram strength” argument cannot explain the scope
of the change in Soviet INF policy. The 1987 INE treaty is ;m}1er
armsTontrol compromise to which both sides contributed by making conces-
sions. Step by step, Mikhail Gorbachev turned Moscow’s INF policy around
completely. The USSR no longer insisted on including British and French
nuclear forces in a U.5.-Soviet agreement. As it had in SALT I, Moscow gave
up again on placing constraints on the American Forward Based Systems.
Finally and most important, Gorbachev accepted NATO's 1981 “zero option,”
to eliminate the entire 55-20 force, and he also offered to eliminate short-
range missiles with ranges above 500 km, that is, the modern SS-'3 and S5-
12 missiles (the second zero of the “double zero” agreement).? The Western
INF deployment in 1983 cannot explain any of these moves.

Finally, the ”bargaining from strength” explanation would be stronger, if
learning had occurred among the Soviet decision-makers, that is, if the same
leaders who were responsible for Moscow’s intransigence during the early
1980s had initiated the policy change in the mid-1980s. However, Soviet INF
policy turned around following a leadership change that brought in new
people whose outlook on Soviet foreign policy was different from that of the
Brezhnev coalition. As I argue below, many “new thinkers” in Gorbachev’s
circle had never accepted the original deployment rationale for the 55-20

missiles and had considered Brezhnev's foreign policy legacy a disaster all
along.

In conclusion, Western “bargaining from strength” did not cause the dou-
ble zero agreement, but it was not totally irrelevant, either. The failure of

27. MecGavire, Military Oljectives, p. 515.
28. On the significance of these missiles see Dennis Gormley, Double Zero and Soviet Military
Stralegy: Implications for Western Secuerity (Guildford, U.K.: Jane’s, 1988).
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the earlier Soviet INF policy, symbolized by. the Weste'rnf de)?}oyn:;;
1983, might have contributed to the ch.ang(,t in Moscow’s zr{c}:innfw ‘
serving as an additional argument for Mikhail Gorbachev an e nev
ers that the Soviet Union desperately needed a new approacg (t )
However, without the change in the Sovie-l leadership, the U. .dscx;at
“peace through strength” would have failed alter 1985 as— :t Cl)ne
Reference to negotiating behavior does not‘ solve the INF puzz e.t‘ ne
160K at the international and domestic environments of the nepotiating

ners to explain the double zero agreement.

The Balance of Military Power: Linited hnpact

As argued above, the success and the appropriateness of enh:?tr lhl;a:
or “dovish” bargaining strategies depend on w‘.t?\ether the‘?'dmec;l "
circumstances of the situation.? If at least qng side plays‘ e_al o]cl ’,n“
the case throughout much of the INF negotmhons, the:e is v:tr ?fauze :
for compromise, and bargaining slrategies bemfnc .ll'l’L e;/an .d nde:
“prisoner’s dilemma,” in which mutual co‘operatlon is pre er;c ’u der
conditions, bargaining {rom strength is Illke]y lo‘ prqduce a v;rio co(‘
by escalating mutual suspicion. Finally, if ez‘xc.h side is p'repar:: Lo <o

no matter what the other side does, spegﬁc nego'tlatmg strateg i
irrelevant as in the case of “deadlock.” M_mcwlphy_]eQadeﬁfiﬁ

the_EEferences of decision-makers wluch. howgveL arge vt Tlh =

international and domestic environment 1_:}_!vl1lcl1 they act. es

have to be understood in order to determine whether or npt the ai!
prepared lo cooperate, and therefore which strategies are likely to b

tive. y ' -
The arms control literature has identified several factors in the intern

success or fai
environment which are thought to be crucial to the success ¢ o
securily cooperation.® Among those determinants, the balance o

nt period, see Matthew Evangelista, “Con

29. For a similar argument applied to a differe S e e o 4 ()

Theory and Disarmament Negotiations in the 1950s,” W

gg 55_(,’028—55?{ example, George, Farley, and Dallin, U.S.—Suz;ml Scm‘riryRC«w;;c;:il'::_tj”/’\(lgg
| ' 1 y ] : Lty the Recors i

i aass, cds., Superpewer Arins Control: Selting bl .

i:}[LL;:"téﬁ;l(!?;‘:’f ‘ﬁ)b;;?z‘fcsrii(mil, ”l;zmblcms and Achievements of Arms Control,” A

Vol. 2, No. 3 (1981}, pp. 247-283; Joscph Kruu-l, “From Ruih:’l;?gol to START: The L
Arnl\s ’Contmi," Orbrs, Vol. 30, No, 1 (_5pr|n'g 1986), pp. 193-216;
Learning and 1.6.-Soviet Security Regimes,
1987}, pp. 370-402.

Joseph S, Nye, fr.,
* Intermational Qrganization, Vol. 41, No. 3
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power figures prominently. Most analysts assume that arms control is more
likely to succeed under conditions of a stable military situation. When the
military balance favors one side, they suggest, the weaker side will refuse
cooperation as long as it can restore parity unilaterally.

At first glance, the INF history seems to support the notion that security
cooperation is more likely to succeed in an environment in which both sides
perceive the military balance as settled. Prior to 1983, the nuclear balance in
Europe largely favored the Soviet Union because of the massive 55-20 build-
up. In 1983, with the Western INF deployment, Euro-strategic parity was
restored. From now on, goes this line of thought, both sides had incentives
to cooperate because the military situation was balanced and predictable.3?

There are, however, some problems with this explanation. To begin with,.
it is not self-evident that the 55-20 upset the military balance.* After all, the

‘Soviet Union had enjoyed INF superiority in Europe since the 1960s. The SS-
20 buildup constituted a new threat to West European security only if one
assumes in addition that the emergence of strategic parity in the early 1970s
neutralized both sides’ strategic nuclear arsenals and thus weakened U.S.
extended nuclear deterrence for Europe. Moreover, many of the arguments
in support of the Pershing 11 and cruise missiles had nothing to do with
Soviet INF, but dealt instead with requirements of the NATQ strategy of
flexible response and of extended deterrence.™ In sum, the military balance
in Europe as such was indeterminate with regard to the issue of who enjoyed

3L This results from the predominance of the realist paradigm in the international refations
literature, See, for example, Kenneth Waltz, Theory of brternational Politics {Reading, Mass.:
Addison-Wesley, 1979). For a clarification of the classic realist argument, see Stephen M. Walt,
The Origins of Alliances (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1987).

32. For such an argument, see Ruehl, MiHelslrcch'mmf/m.

33. Much of the European debate on the wisdom of NATO's “dual track” decision centered on
this issue. On the INF balance of power, see Gert Krell, “Zshlkriterien fiir die Mittelstrecken-
waffen (INF),” in Erhard Forndran and Gert Krell, eds., Kermwaffen im Ost-West Vergleich (Baden-
Baden: Nomos, 1984), pp. 175-226.

3. Flexible response and the requirements for extended deterre
of the INF decision-making process within NATO’s milit
the alliance needed the ability to strike nuclear targets in the Western part of the Soviet Union
from European bases in order to secure a “continuous spectrum of nuclear escalation,” and
make the U.S. commitment for the defense of Europe more credible, See John M. Legge, Thenter
Nuclear Weapons and the NATO Strategy of Fiexible Response (Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND, 1983);
Ernst-Christoph Meier, Dentsch-amertkanische Sicherhicitsbezichungen und der NATO-Doppelbeschluss,
{Rheinfelden: Schiuble Verlag, 1986); Peters, The Germans and the INF Misstles; Ruchl, Mittel-
streckenicaffen: David N. Schwartz, NATO's Nnuclear Dilennnas (Washington, D.C.: Brookings,
1983); Sigal, Nuclear Forces in Eurape; Thomson, "The LRTNF decision,”

nce were actually at the center
ary organization. It was argued that
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superiority. The various assertions about the nuclealr balancebm{ f,l:lr.ip]
‘ iti i i tem, but perce
i "objective” realities of the international system,
not constitute “objective” rea : ‘ ; ereel
categories depending on one's view of deterrence in general and the
i ip i icular.
Turopean relationship in particu ) ' ) ed €
Eu’lih}c Soviet INF buildup had a very different 1mpnct_m the Umtuile
than it did in Western Europe. The Carter administration, for exa;nP
i €
n:)t regard the §5-20 as a new threat. Its INF policy was T::tt tlr]n:]
- ic balance, but by the notion tha
cerns about the Euro-strategic . e ]
C(f)era‘t‘lcs had to be accommodated in order to preserve alliance cotl;eslgli
.Er\sure the ratification of SALT 11 The same holds trueFfor 01&]“0
administration. Most actors in Washington regarde?ﬂ l:l:e lNl-tl;:;imPOl
i “alli t,” and discounted the mili
vestion of “alliance management, ' _ AN
?)fqb()lh the §5-20 and the Western Pershing Il and cruise mlsi;leie .
the INF .policy of the United States cannot be explained with reg
i i tlitary balance.
onsiderations about the mi : » ' ) )
) Nevertheless, the $5-20 was important in shaping West EutroiJ]L 12;:);
’ [ issue onto the age
itic i Europe pushed the IN >
Political leaders in Western : e
the-alliance only after the Soviet Union had begun to‘dcploy 1?5 :f "
in early 1977. West German Chancellor Helimut Schm}:{dt pe;cl?nlvu e
‘ . icly a
ich the West had to respond. He pu _
as a new threat to which t . Lo Uil e
i i fter Washington had been
.S. reaction to the buildup, a E Lol
E\IF in the SALT II negotiations.” Thus, the percept;:oln of tht;?oyvnfoo
a new threat gave political momentum to a demsxovn-ma mbl pt
as‘d underway in NATO. It was also the only rahm_\ale‘abc o .
e nt domestic support for NATO's dual track decision in Europ:

A at th v S5- b 2 1 a W
i 20 should not be left without
nt was that the Soviet S .

sufficie
argume : e b
response because efforts to convince l\..loscow to shg e
and it ultimately persuaded leading Social Democrats in Ve .
Britain, and the Netherlands whose backing was crucial. e e
Hovx;evcr the same decision-makers in Western Europe w
.

i - vere alsc
concerned about the Euro-strategic balance and the 55-20 wer

35. See, in particular, Thums_on, “The LRTNF decision.

6. See Talbott, Deadly Gambits. . i

37, S:l:midt gave his famous spcuch‘ in Lf)ndn‘)‘n at ltiu_.
(II.SS) in October 1977; see Helmut Schmidt, “Alastair
20, No. 1 {1978), pp. 2-14. )

38, Scee Risse-Kappen, Zero Option, pp. 37-48.

International Institute for Strategic
. Gy
Buchan Memorial Lecture,” Surin
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gg:il:]u];;o brinf; about an arms control solution. Helmut Schmidt and his
mocratic colleagues in Bonn, Lond
‘ , on, and The Hague were i
> ! e Instru-
bn?:g?l mbptuhs}‘:mgsthrough the arms control track in NATO's 1979 decision
ng both the Soviet Union and the United § .
! tates to the negotiati
in 1981, and encouragi e b
, ging the West to accept the “zero option” as i i
i a . ) ption” as its bargain-
mog Eousmon. This behavior, however, is inconsistent with the "balanfe of
i .
tp;ry pr T.sumptlon] that those who perceive themselves in an inferior mili
osition are unlikely to accept a coo i i -
) @ perative solution prior to th
ration of the balance. West Eur i ? o san the
. opean leaders, in a weaker iti
tion bal - Wes pe: ‘ L, ina position, saw the
begarf:)n asl Alpnsomr s dilemma” in which cooperation could bring mutual
efits, while it was the Soviet Union, i ‘
, in the stronger iti
“deadlock” and would n. e e appesite of e
E ot seek mutual gains. This is th i
e ! . e opposite o
th;3 balance of power” argument would suggest. . et
osztblwhat about the proposition that security cooperation on INF became
fruisle r«;31‘0r\_f<e NATO hag restored parity by deploying the Pershing Il and
o ]:551 es in 19837 First, the “balance of power” argument suggests that
e . . .
haVivr\\r;a er fli]e- \lwllichange its preferences toward cooperation as a result of
reestablished the military balance. As ar
! . As argued above, ho
in the West, who indeed s e, e e
, aw themselves on the weak i
\ : er side, wanted
cooperative solution all alon ’ )
¢ g. and would have favored
solution prior to the Pershin i i ment. Moreowen
g Il and cruise missile depl
the West did not change i iati P re comrone
ge its negoliating position toward a isi
the 1 : more compromisin
Sovi:: I.:;fte‘rl‘the d;p[oyment had begun in 1983. Second, with regard to thg
osition, the implications of the “b.
2 alance of power” argument
run counter to those of the “bargaini i Aceording
argaining from strength” ar, i
to the latter, the Soviet  ecse e o
atter, s returned to the bargaining tabl
themselves in a consid o Stenton, 2l i W
b erably worsened security situati
e lerably ; y situation, after the Western
> eployment. If this implies perceived inferiority, the “balance of power”
iu;nflnt suggests that such cooperative behavior was unlikely.
ronm(gn?\gz that 1fe.ferelnce to systemic conditions in the international envi
es not explain the “double zero” a i ¢
n : ‘ greement, either. “Balance of
i , . ance o
Enwtr::'u co'r;mdm;anons work through the perceptions of actors. Those actors
W sides, however, who actually wer » '
el g how . y € concerned about the military
, ave according to this argument. M
ce ' ccordir . Moreover, concern about
.lhe“r’mhlaryll:)a]ance was intrinsically linked to the domestic balance of pow:r
e Western Europe. Thus, if the INF i
: . ,  puzzle is to be solved, one has to
at the domestic environment of the decision-makers involved ook
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Dowestic and Alliance Politics: Crucial Factors

While most studies of the conditions for security cooperation focus «
systemic level of international relations, the domestic environment o
control is more often than not neglected. Little attention is paid to its
side, such as public opinion, public interest groups, political partie
partiamentary processes.” The literature on_arms control and secwn
operalion ust ines the analysis of the “domestic environment’
stWiﬂmM:hm ability to -
their bureaucracics or the domestic scene in genera t—ifroted at .
domestic environment or the involvement of the allies are mostly con:
as “constraints” on U.S. policies. Some have concluded that “the put
the allies have been positively disposed toward every negotiated
ment.”® If domeslic and allied influence on security cooperation is
negligible, strong leadership on the top level ol national decision-i
would be sufficient to carry cut a consistent arms control policy.
However, 1 argue in the following that three crucial steps toward the
zero agreement—NATO's 1979 dual track decision, the Western dec:
Topose a "Zero oplion” in 1981, and, last not least, the turnaround it

INF policy—cannot be explained without reference to domestic and
ous countries. In particular, domestic coalition-t

i:!olitics in the vari
processes are essential to an understanding of the internal dyna

decision-making, and how external influences affect policy oulcome:

39. Two recent U.S, collaborative efforts to analyze the lessons of U.S.-Soviet securi
ation, for example, do not systematically evaluate the impact of domestic politics. Se
Farley, and Dallin, U.5.-Soviet Secuirity Cooperation; Carnesale and Haass, Supcrpoiver Art
Compare the following studies: Gert Krell, Riistungsdynaniik und Riistungskontrofic:

schaftliclen Auseinanderselzungen um Salt i den LISA 1969-1975 (Frankfurt am Main:

Herchen, 1976); Bernd W. Kubbig, Amerikanische Ruslnngsk(u:lmenlaHk; Die innicrgesel:
Krifteverhiflinisse in der erslen Antiszeit Reagans (1981-1985) (Frankfurt am Main: Camyp
Steven E. Miller, "Puolitics over Promise: Domestic Impediments to Arms Control,” Ir;
Security, Vol. 8, No. 4 (Spring 1984), pp. 67-90.

10. Albert Carnesale and Richard N. Haass, “Condlusions: Weighing the Evidence,” in
and Haass, Superpower -Arars Control, pp. 329-355, 352.

41. For coalition-building approaches, see Peter Gourevitch, “The Secon
International Sources of Doanestic Politics,” Iuternational Organization,

d Image Rev
Voul. 34, No

pp. 881-911; Gourevitch, Politics in Hard Tines: Comparative Respouses to hifernalion
Crises (Ithaca, N.Y.: Comell University Press, 1986). For applications to the Soviet
Jack Snyder, “The Gorbachev Revolution: A Waning of Soviet Expansionism?” I
Security, Vol. 12, No. 3 (Winler 1987/88), pp. 93-131; Snyder, “[nternational Leverag
Domestic Change,” World Politics, Vol. 42, No.

1 (1989), pp. 1=30. For the following ints
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Coalition-building among_foreign and security policy elites in_Western
Europe and the United States largely accounts for NATO's 1979 dual-track
decision. The modernization of Western INF was pushed forward by a trans-
“national coalition of: NATO military and civilian strategists who demanded
what was euphemistically called an "evolutionary upward adjustment” of
NATO’s INF posture te carry out the “flexible response” strategy; center-
right politicians in Western Europe and the United States who were con-
cerned that the strategic parity achieved at SALT would weaken U.5. ex-
tended nuclear deterrence for Europe;* and mainstream and center-left de-
cision-makers in Western Europe, like then German Chancellor Helmut
Schmidt, who became deeply disturbed about the Soviet 55-20 buildup.*

The arms control track of the INF decision resulted from pressures by these
mainstream and center-left politicians and by Social Democratic and Labor
parties in Weslern Europe. Beginning in 1977, this group demanded arms
control efforts to deal with the emerging buildup of medium-range weapons.
Without an arms control component, NATO'’s 1979 decision would not have
found majority support in the West German governing coalition that was
crucial for the Alliance, since the Federal Republic was the most important
deployment country.*

In other words, what looked like a well-designed and integrated strategy
of conditional reciprocity was in fact the outcome of various transatlantic and
domestic coalition-building processes which tried to reconcile at least partially
incompatible policy goals. The U.S. role in all of this was one of “managing
the alliance” and working out the details of the Jecisions, while the main
objectives of NAT('s INF policy were determined by domestic politics in
Europe.

The controversial nature of the NATO dual-track decision in Europe, and
the deterioration of the U.S.-Soviet relationship in the aftermath of the Af-

of the INF history, see also Richard Eichenberg, “Dual Track and Double Trouble: The Two-
Level Palitics of INF," paper prepared for the Ford Foundation Project on Domestic-International
Interactions directed by Peter Fvans, Harold Jacobson, and Robert Putnam, June 1990

42. For evidence regarding these two groups see the sources quoted in note 34,

43. For details sve Risse-Kappen, Zero Option, pp. 20-26.

44. In November 1977, three weeks after Flelmut Schmidt’s HSS speech, the West German Social
Democratic Party (SP'D) Congress in Hamburg adopted a resolution which, among others,
demanded INF arms control. In December 1979, Chancellor Schmidt had te threaten Lo resign
inorder to enlist SPD support for the dual track decision. Risse-Kappen, Krise der Sicherheitspolitik,
pp- 261-276; Jeffrey Boutwell, The German Nuclear Dilennna (lthaca, N.Y.: Cornell University
Press, 1990), pp. 83-127. Fur the situation in Great Britain and in the Netherlands, see John
Cartwright and Julian Critchley, Cruise, Pershing, and §5-20: A North Atlantic Assembly Report
(London: Brassey’s, 1985).
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ghanistan crisis, led West European decision-makers to pressure both su
powers into resuming arms control negotiations. They were instrument.
convincing the Soviet Union to enter talks in 1980 and, in early 1931
overcoming the Reagan administration’s initial resistance to INF arms con
Again, INF became a matter of “alliance management” for the United Stat:

More irrmortant, however, the 1981 U.S. zero oplion proposal, w’
would be accepted six years later by Mikhail Gorbachev, was NATO"
sponse to domestic pressures in Western Europe. The origins of the prof
can be traced to the summer of 1979, when West German and Dutch S
Democrats suggested that NATO should not deploy the new INF missil
the Soviets substantially reduced their $5-20 force. From: that time on,
West European center-left insisted that a U.S. negotiating proposal for
should contain a “zero_option,” The possibility that under ideal circ
stances, the West might forgo deployment of medium-range missiles
first mentioned in NATO's still classified Integrated Decision Document
taining the dual track decision.*

Two years later, the emerging European peace movements were in:
mental in inducing NATO and the United States to adopt the zero oplic
the formal Western INF negotiating position. As mentioned above, the he
U.S.-Soviet relationship and Reagan’s early rhetoric on fighting or .
winning nuclear wars had triggered mass protests against the deployr
of Pershing Il and cruise missiles. To reassure a nervous public in Eu:
and, at the same time, to confront the Soviets with a tough opening prop:
an attractive negotiating objective was needed. The global zero option se:
both purposes. It came about through an unlikely transatlantic coal
comprising European supporters of détente and arms control like Schn
and American opponents of East-West security cooperatmn “such as Ricl
Perle The former group endorsed the proposal as a starting position t
abandoned later in favor of a more compromising stance,¥ while the 1.
supported it precisely because it was considered non-negotiable at the t

45. Talbott, Deadly Gambits, p.62.

46. Chancellor Helmut Schimidt convinced President Carter to include the “zero option™ )
NATO decision document, ‘according to senior officials who served in the U.S. administi
at the time (author's interviews).

47, This is how Helmut Schmidt éxplained his original endorsement of the global “zero opt
despite the widespread conviction among arms controllers that the proposal was non-negol
Author's interview with Helmut Schiidt, June 1985, The U.S, decision-making process e,
to the zeto option is described in detail by Talbott, Deadly Gambits.
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However, the uncompromising anti-détente group in the Pentagon was The new thinkers in charge of Soviet foreign policy brought with then
able to dominate the U.S. decision-making process during Reagan’s first different approach to international security centered around the concept
term. It blocked various attempts by State Department officials and particu- “common security” and the notion of “reasonable sufficiency.” The conit
larly by U.S. chief negotiator Paul Nitze (for example, the “walk in the of the new Soviet approach lo foreign affairs has been widely evaluated
woods”) to move the U.S. negotiating position toward concessions in order the literature.® However, it is important to note that its intellectual orig
to reassure the allies. Soviet intransigence during the first phase of the INF combined lessons learned from the Khrushchev era with insights gait
negoliations also played right in the hands of Defense Secretary Caspar from transnational contacts with West European center-left politicians 2
Weinberger and Richard Perle. As a result, the European peace movements peace researchers during the 1970s and early 1980s. At the time, “commn
lost the “battle of the Euro-missiles” when deployment began in 1983.%® On ) security,” the notion that security in the nuclear age cannct be achie
the other hand, they ultimately won the peace, due primarily to the turna- unilaterally and by military means, had become conventional wisdom am«
round in Soviet foreign policy. these Europeans.® The same reasoning process had led them to demand
The “Gorbachev revolution” in Soviet foreign policy was indeed the deci- zero option as the guiding principle for the Westein approach to INF a:
sive factor which brought about the double-zero agreement in 1986-87. With- . control during the early 1980s, as argued above.
out the domesl@c changes in the USSR, one might perhaps have expected a In other words, it was not just coincidence that the Soviet new thinks
more congciliatory Soviet INF policy in reaction to Western coercive diplomacy, as it centered around comumon securily, finally accepted the zero option
but certainly not the acceptance of the zero option. This turnaround can only INF. While the new concept of security did not determine a specific 50
be understood in the context of perestroika in general and a broad change in INF policy, the mutual elimination of weapons perceived as threatening
Soviet foreign policy in particular. : both sides was clearly in line with it. In sum, there were indeed exte:
“The crucial event was the change in the Soviet leadership, as a consequence influences on the turnaround in Soviet foreign policy, but they turned
of which a new coalition became responsible for Soviet foreign policy. Mikhail to be different from what the “bargaining from strength” argument assur
Gorbachev accelerated a trend which had already begun during the late They were European, not American, and cooperation-minded rather 1
Brezhnev years, and which loosened military influence on Moscow's foreign coercive in approach.
and- security policy. First, the Foreign Ministry assumed full control over The complete shift in Soviet INF policy was one of the first example
Soviet arms control policy. Second, “new thinkers” such as Foreign Minister perestroika in security policy. When Gorbachev came to power in early 1
Eduard Shevardnadze and Gorbachev’s personal foreign policy adviser, Alek- the Politburo began re-evaluating the securrity policy of the Brezhnev er:
sandr Yakoviev, moved into key decision-making positions as the Gorbachev this process, the 55-20 decision was also reviewed and it was finally dec
coa'lilion consolidated its power in the Politburo. Third, civilian experts from that its military importance was not worth its political price. As a result,
various institutes of the Academy of Science—-the “institutchiks”—assumed ‘
advisory roles and served as a counterweight to the military expertise in the
E::;;yr;rlljf;:cl:g.grocess. The “old guard” in the military leadership was grad- 50. See, for example, Evangelista, "Sources (Jf‘Moderalion"; !zaymg_nd L. Gm!mﬂ. Dete
and lite Revolution tn Soviet Military Doctrine (Washington, D.C.: Brookings, 1990); Bruce Pa
“Soviet National Security undet Gorbachev,” PmML'm:‘i of Cammunism, November-December
:g ?f)f Sl;r:’i,l:\:lr‘ I;i:):lwer irlmns‘ ) ) _ ) ) EF !l‘;\?(’ciejtaatl:(:?gcdltr;nu-la?:v ([g(\:;z‘:;ce]:its‘:a',{f:?;::l:Egiixrt\a! Alliances and Saviet Demilitarizat
Holloway, “State, Socicly, and the Miliary srder Gorbothon ! eyl Semtes ot 14, Moy Baper e for U o e ewessern Heace Rescarch and Soviut M
3 (Winter 1989/90), PP 5—'24; F. Stephen Larrabee, "Gu;bachév and the Mi!it::m'l"%um? ;1 l;:':::]ro' %lconmlmc"l ni‘:“{':.l's'losmber ]?)c", tS‘g\FPm‘YKLl‘(x‘Avx;’ls!.’tﬂml‘)gg'c;(in:;tc‘:;c ]I\:.:\rll; (BZ\;“kl "15‘
Val. 66, No. 5 (Summer 1988), pp. 1002-1026; Pat Litherland, Gorbwchev and Anx; Canlrfl: Cift{il'insr; A;::i]?n‘\ti,r ":'ll:elr:ielss :)ﬂn Il::cl:ﬁ::(l)?\z;l C'.t;:ﬂigtr n’ndINc oiiaiiun‘: A Rcseirch Nlotc v l.m”
Experts and Sowvict Policy, University af Bradford Peace Research Report No. 12, November 1986; Conflict RL’sululiuu, Vol. 34, No. 4 (December 1990}, pp. %784:‘)3. On “cummon setu;ily" se
Allen Lynch, Gorbachev’s hiternational Ontiook: Intellectual Origins and Political Consequences, Insti- te, Independent Commission on Disarmament and Sceurity Issues (“Palme Commiss)
tute for East-West Security Studies Occasional Papers (Bnuht}cr, Colo.: Westview, 19;9).5 e ECXEImp e'sn L};Q sw York: Sim ] 7). y
Y ommion Security (Ne ork: Simon and Schuster, 1982)
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complete turnaround in Soviet INF policy began with Gorbachev’s proposal
in January 1986 to eliminate all INF from the European zone.

Many of those responsible for the new Soviet foreign policy seem to have
considered the Soviet INF buildup as a political mistake from the very begin-
ning. The Western counter-reaction only confirmed their assessment that a
whole new approach to the issue was warranted. Evidence for this can be
found in a debate in various Soviet journals which took place in 1987-88.5
Three groups raised their voices. First, military officials, while endorsing the
INF treaty on political grounds, stuck to the original deployment raticnale
for the 55-20 as a replacement for outmoded INF missiles. While they re-
frained from openly attacking the double zero agreement, they clearly felt
uncomfortable with it. Second, officials involved in the earlier decisions
continued to argue that the $5-20 buildup was justified, but that serious
political mistakes had been made during the late Brezhrev years which then
provoked the Western dual track decision. (It was this group, if any, which
seems to have changed its mind as a result of NATO's policies.) Third, new
thinkers, among them Eduard Shevardnadze, Aleksandr Yakovlev, Alexandr
Bessmertnykh, and the prominent journalist Aleksandr Bovin argued that
there was no compelling reason for the 55-20 buildup in the first place. They
viewed it as another example of ill-conceived Brezhnev-era policy following
a narrow military logic without taking the political consequences into ac-
count. This latter group argued from an explicit common security point of
view; some of their claims looked very much like what European peace
researchers would call the Eigendynamik view of the arms race, focusing on
the domestic causes of an arms buildup.

In sum, the transformation of Sovict INF policy was the first indication of
a broader reform process in Moscow’s foreign policy outlook brought about

52. This debate took place after the event, i.c., after Gorbachev had accepted the zero option.
1t is, therefore, problematic to infer inlernal controversies that would have occurred before the
important decisions were taken. However, even in an era of glasnost, this is about as close as
ane can get to an analysis of Soviet decision-making processes. See, for example, with regard
to the military point of view, Yurii Lebedev, “Why the 55-20 Missile Appeared,” Moscow News,
No. 11. For the view of former government officials see Kornienko, “Pravdai domysly o raketakh
$5-20,” and Roberts, “Limited Adversaries, Limiled Arms Control.” For the new thinkers sce,
for example, Alcksandr Bovin, “A Breakthrough,” Moscow News, No. 10 (March 8, 1987); inter-
views with Georgi Arbatov and Aleksandr Yakovlev in Stephen Cohen and Katrina Vanden
Heuvel, Vaices of Glasnost: Intervicws with Gorbacherr's Reformers {New York: Narlon, 1989), partic-
ularly pp. 71, 317-318. The Soviet debate on INF was brought to my attention by ReBecca J.
Dzmura, “INF and the New Thinking: Soviet Arms Control Decision-Making Under Gorbachev,”
unpublished Senior Honors Thesis, Cornell University, April 1990,
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by the change in the ruling Soviet coalition.® The new Soviet leader !
bachev relied on new thinkers whose foreign policy beliefs led th?m to ac
a turnaround in Mascow’s security policy. The subsequent decision to ac
the zero option was a logical consequence of the new belief system cent
around the ideas of common security.

Conclusions

I have argued in this article that the successful conclusio.n’o[ the doubic
INF treaty was not simply the result of Western bargal.nmg fs:orn stre
as many have argued. Instead, its content as.wcll as nls‘ timing _has ‘
explained in terms of domestic coalilion—buildmg_ dynamics, particula
Western Europe and in the Soviet Union.® The first effort to solve the
issue cooperatively failed, not because the Western dual tmcl.< approacl
too dovish or too hawkish, but because the Soviet leadfarshlp fva-s un
ested in cooperation. Furthermore, during the first INF nigohah(n'ms,
the United States and the Soviet Union played “deadlock. Hard~?ll1(
both sides were able to prevail and to prevent security _cooperahon
geltling started. Thus, in the absence of domesli'c‘ COl’ldith!\S cqnduo
arms control, the dual track approach of conditional reciprocity h
chance. .
However, the Western bargaining strategy may have contributed
successful outcome, albeit to a limited extent. By carrying out its deplo:
decision in 1983, NATO made it clear to the Soviet Union that the
buildup was a complele political failure. This time, the message w.

viously heard.

3. Most recently, Gorbachev secins to have ;ealigm:d hims_el[ wilh.cun;erval\ln;clsﬁefi‘;t l‘\
time many of the new thinkers among his fom'lg:n po!ngy gdv1sers resngnte ar do;rsmndi;r)‘
This only underlines the importance of coalnln{)n»?usldlng prﬂoce'sscsrg :\;\1 erstands O)
foreign poiicy. See Snyder, “Gorbachev Revolution”; Snyder, “International L ge o
ic Change.” . . »

g;(?mlj.sél.cd((.)mcsgﬁc politics also played a role in American INF pohcn:s:. p?glc;:t‘;:.{allr; ,]
After the Reykjavik summit, President Reagan was considerably wea an: | ol nestcal K)i7
of the Iran-contra affair. Hence, he was eager to _c'on_cludg an arms constm re}:\‘);} i o
Union once the opportunity arose, The dolfm_:shc sm_chnon m_lhe u.s. mt% ,:a : el
administration te slick to its original bargaining position against Ih;):‘sie who rq’ccl:m
option on military grounds. However, lhg- main concessions that bc” to e:r:is,:u“c
made by the Soviets. As a result, the INF agmemcnl might have been achie
absence of domestic pressures in the United States.
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The leadership change in Moscow that brought in a new ruling coalition
was the decisive event that accounts for the conclusion of the treaty. The
Western reaction to the Soviet 55-20 buildup may have served as an addi-
tional argument for the new thinkers: Gorbachev and his advisers might have
referred to NATO's Pershing Il and cruise missile deployments to convince
a majority in the Politburo that Brezhnev’'s INF policy was a disaster for
Soviet security interests. But there is ample evidence that the new thinkers
themselves were already convinced of the wisdom of common security, and
thus of the failure of Brezhnev's security policy. Moreover, their foreign
policy attitudes seem to have been influenced more by Western supporters
of arms control and détente than by “peace through strength” advocates.

Thus, domestic politics in the Soviet Union accounts for the timing of the
INF treaty. Its content, the 1981 zero option, is also explicable in terms of
domestic politics, in this case of Western Europe and the United States.
While the European center-left had advocated zero INF in Europe all along,
NATO had to appease a concerned public in Western Europe and to fight a
growing crisis of legitimacy regarding nuclear deterrence during the early
1980s. The Western negotiating proposal of a global zero optien then resulted
from a strange coalition of détente supporters in Europe and arms control
opponents in the United States.

There are at least three important lessons to be learned from the INF case,
Two concern theories of cooperation, the third the end of the Cold War.
First, the importance of a favorable environment for the conclusion of an
agreement should not be underestimated.> In other words, a “good” bar-
gaining strategy cannot make up for a “bad” environment that is not con-
ducive to cooperation. Bargaining strategies alone are rarely able to induce
cooperative behavior uniess the target is perceptive to external influences
and already prepared to respond positively.® The INF case shows that such
a predisposition in favor of cooperation does not come about as a result of
specific bargaining strategies, but rather as a consequence of broader condi-
tions in the international environment, the domestic context, or the mindsets
of the actors involved.

This does not mean, however, that bargaining strategies are irrelevant.
Strategies of reassurance, especially, are most needed and most likely to

;:‘ For 2 similar conclusion with regard to the carly 1950s, see Evangelista, “Cooperation
cory.”

56. For a similar point see George, “Strategies for Facilitating Cooperation,” p. 705,
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succeed in cases in which the circumstances on the target's side are an
uous in the sense that they neither favor nor exclude cooperation. Ii
example, a group of actors in the target’s policy-making structure is al
convinced that arms control is better for the country’s security, but is w
to overcome internal opposition, actions to increase the incentives for «
eration might help to produce a “winning coalition” in favor of coopers
This may have been the contribution of NATO’s INF deployment t
outcome of the INF treaty.

However, even if one ascribed the cooperative outcome of the IN!
entirely to Western bargaining from sirength, such an evaluation woul
allow for far-reaching conclusions. It would only show that it pays t
tough, if the target of the strategy behaves in a stubborn way. t, how
the target is prepared to cooperate, bargaining from strength is nol
useless, but is Lkely to backfire. The target might conclude that any
nation it has to cooperate will not pay off, because the other side |
interested in compromises.

The second lesson to be learned from the INF case concerns the signif:
of domestic politics for the analysis of security cooperation. The do
context of security policy is still a neglectedmf interna
politics, particularly among U.S. scholars.” [ have tried to show in this
that the cooperative outcome of the INF case cannot be explained wi
reference to the domestic changes in the Soviet Union and the pr
excrted on Western policy-maKers by public opinion, peace movement:
Center-left parties in Western Europe. International influences did not
policy outcomes directly, but interacted with the domestic political pro
in the various countries involved.® Further research on the domestic .
tions of international cooperation should, therefore, examine the pro
of coalition-building among ruling elites within given domestic politic.
societal structures. The impact of social forces such as public opinio
public interest groups in liberal democratic systems deserves further
tion.>?

57. Joseph 5. Nye, Jr., and Sean M. Lynn-Jones, “International Security Studies: A Rej
Conference on the State of the Field,” Tiernational Security, Vol. 12, No. 4 (Spring 1988)
27, at 25-26.

58. For a general argument see Robert D. Putnam, “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: Tl
of Two-level Games,” International Orgimization, Voi. 42, No. 3 (1988), pp. 427-460. Rc
INF, see Eichenberg, “Dual Track and Double Trouble.”

59. For a discussion, sec Thomas Risse-Kappen, “Public Opinion, Domestic Structu
Foreign Policy in Liberal Democracies,” World Politics, Vol. 43, No. 4 (July 1991); Bruce |
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The third lesson to be learned from the INF case concerns how the Cold
War came to an end. Despite the difficulty of generalizing from one particular
case to the broader issue of the profound changes in world politics since the
late 1980s, the findings presented in this case study are consistent with those
of other studies. They concern, for example, the impact of the U.S. defense
buildup during the 1980s on the Soviet defense burden, as well as the reasons
for the Soviet retreat from Third World conflicts.® These analyses corroborate
the view that domestic politics in the Soviet Union are crucial to explanations
of the fundamental changes in world politics. While Western behavior was
not irrelevant, it did not determine the outcome.

Finally, the INF case clarifies the contribution of Western societal and

political actors outside the policy-making elite to ending the Cold War. Sup-
porters of arms control and détenle in Western Europe and the United States
continuously challenged the conventional wisdom of policy-miakers, and
confronted them with a vision of how to deal differently with the East-West
relationship. They achieved some success in Europe, where détente survived
the renewed U.S.-Soviet confrontation of the early 1980s. Most importantly,
though, their visions of common security were embraced by the new thinkers
in the East, and the result was profound. Contrary to what George Bush
said, the “freeze people” were indeed heard, albeit by an audience of which

they may never have dreamed.
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Mobilization and Inadvertence in the | Marc Trachte
July Crisis

To the Editors:

Mare Trachtenberg's recent article makes an important contribution bott
derstanding of the origins of World War I and to some larger theoretical
which the July 1914 crisis is a particularly important case.! By arguing !
and military leaders fully understood the implications of the military :
plans in 1914, that the politicians did not capitulate to the generals, and th
for war resulted from the deliberate calculations of political leaders rathe
their loss of control over events, Trachtenberg poses a serious chall
commonly-held view of World War ] as an inadvertent war.? Trachtenber:
s to rethink our understanding of the widely-acknowledged German pc
the evening of July 29-30, when German Chancellor Bethmann Hollweg
his long-standing pressure on Austria to invade Serbia, and demanded
accept great power mediation and a favorable negotiated settlement in or
war. Trachtenberg argues that Bethmann reversed his policy in respons:
the imminent Russian partial mobilization rather than to a warning !
Foreign Secretary Grey that Britain would not stand aside in a contine
correct, this argument, in conjunction with Trachtenberg's assertion tha
had never been confident of British neutrality, would undermine the hyj
if Britain had made an earlicr commitment to intervene on the side of
Russia, this would have induced German leaders to restrain their Austn
a world war cou!d have been avoided, at least for a while. These historic
important for theoretical debates regarding the spiral model, the deten
and inadvertent war.
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