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INTRODUCTION
The failure of negotiated agreements between the
. Super Powers to reverse the race for nuclear weapons has
posed . anew the apocalyptic dangers of a poséible thermo=-
nuclear war. The processes of detente and international
cooperation have ground to a halt in the 1980s, and the
structure of mtemational security and confidence building
measures built in the mid-sixties and 1970s has come
crumbling down. The Cuban migsile orisis posed an wunthinkable
| disaater for mankind end was a reminder of the grave impli~
cations oi‘ the Cold War., The prospects of detente improved
in the following period. On thé global level by the
seventies the United States and the Soviet Union shared a
xiarity with regard to strategic nuclear weapons. The
fundamental shifts in Soviet and United States foreign
policies in ‘éhe early 1980s led to the révival of mistrust
and military-political stereotypes of controntation and thus
catalysed the Second Cold War. A serious problem at the
theoretical level is that designations like the First Cold War
and the Second Cold War may mislead us into dogmatically
leying down prescriptions based upon obsolete dimensions of
the East-West problems. ' The demands of conceptualisation of



9

the Second Cold Wer cannot be .met wiless we understand the
speciﬁ.c nature of the rivalry which characterises
intemational political and military relations 1n the 19803
and also underline the new forms of conrlict-—renol.ution
which can make a fresh detente pracess both contitmous and
comprehensive. It is helptul to know the symptoms of change
1n the global regime between the Firat and ‘the Second Cold
War (Ghapter I).

. This study is primarily concerned with the attitudes
of the Soviet Union and the United States to political and
security problems but this is not to suggest that contexts
and perceptions between the 'Super Powers can ever exclude
the ecohamic, tec}mologicél and ideological stakes a_nd
mtereatsg Both the Super Powers tend tov display interest
m_ atabilisativon and security and also pr_'qm'c_atg their
respective socio-historical roles with s.péciﬁc forns of
political offensives. The interaction between the Big Two
after the Second World War has led to en acéumulationl of
evidence on security interests end comnitments _which'c_an
help decision niakérs and negotiators to perceive Super Powers
negotiations as a management process between the Warsav Pact
end NATO, The probability is that en examination or political
and security problems in the 1980s will help to think in new
ways about the limits on muitax"y power (Chapter II).



~ The chenging perceptions of Detente showa
characteristic pattern, 8ince detente diplomacy :r,imainﬁ
a tool for the preservation and -'pu:suit; of Jnapional values ’
the miluenceé which play upon diplomatic policy corrnpond
to the .paradoxical realities of the two political gx#t’e_nu.-;
?he mom«antﬁm tcwards detente can hé méintained o_n}.y it
appropriate integrating forces cen obtain further extension
of the negotiations proéess. This process can, howaver, be
sevérely limited if on account of scientific and technblogical
developments, military and political qécision mekers start
thinking in terms of preemptive nuclear weaponry - "rfht"
pre-conditions of detente policy must, theretqru be ba_sed
on the creation, evolution and progress of consensual
actions which prdvide a rationale for the c¢continuation and
widening_ of 'both-‘disa;mament end datente.-(Chapter I11),
The instébility‘in United States - Soviet Relations
effects the direction of eny major etfort to relate : |
‘performence in achieving political detente to eonsmaual
‘views and approaches in the area of military relationsd
Both ‘the-sﬁper Powersv continue to build up their arsenals
In their con‘tri_hﬁtion to world order, the Saviets_ and the
Americans -been 'gu.tded; by their overriding desire fo |
- preserve their narrowly defined and exclusive interventionism.



The instability in the Super Power relationship has
encouraged policies disruptive of conﬂdénc.e building
and peaceful settlemé;t of disputes (Chapter IV),

Our enquiry into. the avents end pol.icies of the
Second Cold War poses the iai'éer question of task requirements
in terms of the Super Powers' resources and relationships.
The prospects for revival of detente can :mly be decided by
taking into account the relevant aspects of elite ‘values
and decisional processes in Washington and Moscow, The
éxperience of the 19808 suggests that doubts about the
praéticébility of confrontationist policies héve' continﬁec}
to grow. The Europeans have sought to preserve the
' advantages of detente in the face of serious dt‘tarioration of
United States = Soviet relations., It would be misleading to
suggest that there are definitive emswers to the question
 whettier the dynemics.of Super Power srmament policies cen
be influenced gi: all. The pr‘e."sen‘t study underlines the
importance of direct talks between the Super Powers particularly
to avéid first strike postures.  In the final analysis, |
- Super Power diplomacy must be broadened and 1dibsnycratic
positions should be accosmodated in larger negotiating frame-
works. ,ﬂ.?hé military instruments of diplomacy have to be |
transcended 1f the conflict pattern is to be modified in
favour of a general reduction of tension in the international

systemg!



ONCEPTUA ATION OF THE FIRSI

The SovieteAmerican competition has effected the
texture of international politics. Even where there have
been marked asymmetries between the interests of the
‘Super Powers in a particular region, the siggals snd sanctions
emanatmg from Washington and Moscow hav; triggered of |
political reactions which suggntv to the rest of the world
a pa:allaiisn of interests. The Super Power globalism with
vhich the world is familiar is not merely the posture of United-
States or Soviet national interest. The antegonistic paradigms
of two Super Powers which improve or worsen the climate of
detente are extensive sfruct‘ures which éncmpan balances
of power, balances of terror, «éonvantionfal and nuclear arms
races, and symbolic expressions of the paradoxes end limits
of power in shaping divergent conceptions of international
order, Pciitical and économie developments within the Soviet
Union and the United States affect the future of Soviet-
American conflict and cocperation within the context of
global interdependence, Much snalysis and speculation has
been directed to an exsmination of the factors that brought -
to an end the promise of detente in fhe early 1970s, It is



widely believed that the temptation to exploit regionealism

as a cold war weapon has more then often initiated a downturn
in Soviet~ Americen relations, Soviet and American behaviour
in the Third World had often been marked by & failure of
either to respond to the real economic and security needs of
the developing countries. The destablising sequence of svents
in the Third World has often been the result of policy-makers
in Washington and Moscow overestimating the appeal of thé |
rival Super Power end thus failing to insulate local snd
regional crises from the Super Power competition,’

Ideology was a major factor in the Super Powers,
postwar fores.gn policy. In fact apart from the military and
economic strengths, it was the ideologies that made each of
them *Super®, From 1945 to 1965 in the protracted confuct
the Soviet Union had the image of being centre of world |
revolution snd enti-imperislism end the United States hed the
image of the Centre ‘p_ffru world.2 The conflict of the two
Super Powers was also a conxucf between two aygtma - ﬁxa
Socialist system ah}d;_the capitalist systems These broad
aeneralizationai”_&oiqmi', will have to be modified from place

1. E.P. mio on Bevond_the Cold War, (New York,1982)
- pfglh ugb ! ' ’ ' ’

2. K.P. Karunskaran, "Ware-motivess Ideelo ¥y versus
: Geopoljticsy World Focug (New elhi), 01, 1, No. 3
Marclyfl?aﬂs P.9,



to place and from time to time ~ in some cases modified so
completely as to conclude that ideologies were not factors in
' the making of foreign policies at all.’ | |
First to note these sreas where thc ideologies made
themselves felt. The estabushment in various East European |
countries was simultaneously the extension of the Soviet
State's influence and powsr and the @amion of communism,
The spiitting of Germany ‘and Korea into two states had also
en 1deological flavours,” In 1950, after the establishment of
the Communist-State in China, one also saw the extension of
Soviet influence in the region. This was followed by the
emergence of a powerful communist mwemént in Vietnem = a
movament supported by both the Soviet Union and Cbhms
~ In Europe, the Aaarican tbmat nncclpanicd by the Trumen
doctrine. the narahan plan and the North Atl.antic pact wers
powerful factors in favour of the retention of the liberal
democratic system and in preventing the Capture of power by
the commmists. It seemed that the lines were drawn on an
1deologtca1 basia.s | N
The present naturd of United Statea and Soviet relations
c¢learly indicates that gaopnlitws has memed@d ideology as
a factor in then. The Bbvief action in Aghanisten is viewed

3.  Ibid.
4L, Ibidt Py )70 O

5, William, T.R, Fox; "The Super Power then and now",
(N“ Yark)' Vol, 35, No. 3
Summer, 41980, pPp. 8417,

6, Ihidn s Po l&36.



in that 1ight by a large number of comntries, including
China which has a long bor_der‘kith the Soviet Ummn and’
which does not want the Soviet Unid‘n to expand its territorial
power near its borders,’ The United States and United Kingdom
do not want to the Soviet Union to thrust its power to the
warm waters and to west-Asia where there is a reservoir of
oil, In Iran, the Unites States is already weskened snd
in Pekisten its is losing its vay, It is under these
circumstances that the Soviet occupétion of Atshmintm becomes
a threat to the United States.® |

One of the significant features of traditional deplomacy
was that it never ruled out war at one stage or the other,
The most significent feature of new diplomacy is that var
between the Super Powers is completely ruled out, The rivalry
botween the Soviet Union and the United States in the post war
period was not less intense than that between Germany and France
during the period betwsen thé two world vers.® World Wer II
followed World Wer I after 20 years, Thirty five yesrs have
pasged since then but no world war 11X 4is on the horizon.
This is not due to my paciﬁc trmds in the United States and

e 'Ibido
8. » Karunakaran. onﬂitn’ pPs 10,
e . Ibid.. Pe M.



in the Soviet Union,' but due to the fact that there is &
widespread realisatién of the destructive nature of nuclear
weapons, 10 Japan, Germeny and Italy did meke unconditional
man&ér; neithe;r Super Power will do so in the future. The
entire political manauring will, thgretare. haye to be made
by both the Super Powers within thﬁ framewark?- the framework
in which total war is ruled out.)!

This brings up a series of challenges to both the powers.
No big power in an earlier period had to make its foreign
policy in the basis that there are limits to its strength.
In one senge, the Super Powers, but are nc more mupsr not
only in bilaterial relations but in relation to the rest of
the internationsl commmnity,’? The United Stetes would not
use nuclear weapons in Vietnem, It was powerless to intervene
in Iren when its diplomat were made hastages, The Soviet
Union had also its diplomatic defeets in Indonesis Egypt,
Srilanka and in a concealed manner than in India in relation
to Afgtxanistaﬁ.13 _ | , ‘

The kind of military superiority that the United States
once enjoyed over the Soviet Union ig gone. The Russian, by -
squeezing their civiliens wars have the capacity to match

- 10, Ipid,

41, Ibid.
: 1ZQ Ibiﬂc

13, Ib’.d"
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United States missile for missile, They also haﬁ the will
to do 20. United States is playing from it"g weekest suit by
choosing to engage them on that level alone. Uuited_,ﬁtatu
comperative advantage lies not in building weaspons but in the
strength of Unites States diplomscy and to maintsin sllisnces
with thbse who share.'® A militery fix, although tem-ting is
a delusion, | |
~ The attempt to schieve it could alzo de economically
disasterous, This 'pmzapa is 'the greatest danger of Reagan's
armsbuild up. 12 Laster Thurow points out that it was the |
enoyrmous economic surplus of the United States which allowed
a suceassion of post wer Americen Presidents to pursue a policy
of global engagement and military activism, That surplus has
evaporated, partly as a result of the massive outflow of
funds to pay for imported 0il, lut even more dbecauss of a loss
of productivity end of competitiveness on world mamlmtzu16
Moscow mimwatood almost competing the rhetorical -
and political ébligation of parity; The Soviet Union cannot
expert the United States, without resistence, to grant it the
benefits of recognized Super Power states if nheérn on or -
promatés disruptive change in the international aystem, For

14, Ronald Steel, "Cold War" Weok,(New York), Vol. 4184
No, 5, April'#1, 1981, p. wf; P ’ ’
15,  Ibid, |

16, Ivid,
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such a position requires zo&na reépeet for the advantages of
ata'bi.u'éy in a system that accords tha Super Powers certain
special benefits = detence from alli@s._ a decisive voicn in
crit:!.éal world issues and greater protection »than ‘other enjoy of
key economic and security interests, 7 The Soviet Union
completely misjudged Western sensibility surrounding the
world's Bupply of oil by undertsking or supporting agressive
actions in Ethiopla. South Yeman and Afghsnisten all geo~
graphically close to the Wests vitai eil life time.w |

In both the Soviet Union end the United States technology
in the form of eveni more asccurate missiles seems to be driving
both sides, fearful of a surpriu first strike by the other,
to consider a highly dangerous launch-on=warning stratgy.
One miscaiau).at&on, in other words, could lead the two sides to
use their full nuclear arsenals and plunge the Northem
Hemisphere into its finel wer,'?

Some Soviet obgervers, privately state that such a
use them or losé them stratigy cen be the only logical soviet
response to United States plans to: deploy a bmhmatien of
highly accurate pershing I1, MX and Trident II missiles., For
together the new missiles could theoratically wipe out 7% of

17«  Charles William naynes, #01d Errors in New Cold War",
Eoreipgn Policy (New York), No. &6, Spring 1982, p. 88.

18,  Ibid.

19, O, Edmund Clubb., "0f£f limits for Super Powers",
(N“ YO!'I() VOla 230; N°¢ 21' May. 31l 980'

De »
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the Soviet nuclear deterent, lesving the Soviet Union totally
dependent on its tectmologically inferior nuclear submarine
f1eet,20 Americen officlials express fears that Swiet Union
wui socn have the capability to clsminatn the entire lam_l—- |
baged leg of the United States, Triad which is *he most
accurate position of the Americen ziuclear deterent although 1t
reprosents only 29% of the United States nuclear force. The
prméry denger for both sides is increesingly becoming less
one of planned sggression than of a catastrophic war escatating
almost by ascident from an initielly confined encounters2!
Today the long trends in the United States Soviet
relationghip are almost uniformly bad. Suspension is now 80 srcat
the pattern of arms acquisition is 80 threatening, the level
of understanding is so low and the respective states are so
high that no bresk through in the relationship will come
easily more likely than success 1s en event such as Cuban
missile ¢risis « a nonfrontatim that comes ¢close enough to the
ultimate catastrophe that 1t shocks the two sldes into
alternative pattern of behaviour.?‘z -
The future menasgement of relations between the ‘quted
States and the Soviet Union remains ane of the most important
problem of contemperary mtematiénal politics, Based on the

20, Ibids
21, Ibid., pe 647.
22, Ibid.; D. 648,
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events of 1979 and 1980 there aée_reasonable grounds to be
pessimistic regarding the ismediate futures The cptimism of
the early 1970s has disappeinted and a return to the Cold War
of the 1950 and 1960s is s distinct possidbllity. The Soviet |
invasion of Atghanistan ended fi:he ‘era, of cooperative detente
but other factors such as the steadily growth of Soviet
nilitary power and interventionist behaviour during the
mid to late 19708 also contributed to the deterioration in
Super-Power relations. From one perspective, therefore. 1980
may constitute & turning point in the conduct of super power
dipimacy 23

Soviet attitudes to the outside world are likely to
remain cautious in the 1980s. The Russians are militarily
stronger then they were in 1970, btut the world beyond their
borders is no more favourable to them than it was a decade ago.'
The United States is still ecomoemically technologically and
militarily their superior. Only in the awesome power to wreask
unacceptable nuclear distinction in the other side is the
Soviet Union equal to the United States. Neither side can
win a nuclear war or even a nuclear arms race, That at least
the Russiens know. They remain coamitted to dctmteqza

23, Leon Gordenker "The Perils of Super Powers daplmacnyx
detente, defence, and arms control®,
(New York), Vol. 35, No, 3, Summer 1980. Pe 520,

24, Ibid.-
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The efforts of the Super Powars to vcpntro’l end msnage
the political militery snd economic factors which produce
crisia situations, The ¢oa£~bancﬁt calculus in every such
situation determines whether the Super«Power ¢oncernsd will
edopt a rigid or flexible stand., The Korean cgisis, the
Congo crisis ond Suez ¢risis produced favourably ocutcomes when
coercive techniques yielded to incregsingly sophisticated
tacit understandings to reduce the risk of war batween the
two Super Pwemaf‘s Despite severai serious crisis since
‘the end of the second world war, no test of arms has occuned
between the major cold war competitors whenever one of the
ermed mamoths was 80 committed that the intervention of the
second would have produced a world war, but the second abstained.
This describes the position in Turkey and Greece in 1546 and
1947, the Berlin Blockede and air 1ift in 1948 and 1949, the
Koreen wer from 1950- to 1953, the Hungarian revolution in
1956 and the Letnon<iddle Bast Affairs in 1958. In Kores,
for instance, the United States was too deeply involved to
desist, Russia, therefore abstained. In Hundary, Russia
seemed to0 deaply involved, The United States failed to act.
The restraint désplayed by both camps suggest that the mighty

~ instinct of self preservation was Operatmgczs

25,  Louis Fisher & Harper Brot'her'- -, 7 o ..
Yorid (New York, 1961), pp. A—W. L

26, Ibid,
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The Soviet backdown in Cuba was widely regarded &s
signaling @ protrected set back to Soviet global ambitions.
Americen predominsnce was taken for granted and Americen
strategic superiority was dlessfully portrayed as mha.uenge«-
able. 27 However, the new phase did not involve a return to
the Mutual hostility of the fifties, Indeed, Anericen global
assertive was initially accompanied by a stspped up search for
accommodation with the Soviet Union, The test ban sgreement
of 1063 and the estsblishment of the Washington-oscow
"hot time' represented major breskthrough, signaling the
growing recognition on the part of doth povers of their stake
in somehow atobilizing the arms racc.’za Ultimately the Cuban
missile crisis had an importent effect on the political
interaciions between Moascow and Washington and created a
tangible interest in the overall reduction of tensions,2?

The problems of glcbal politics after the aye-ball to eye-ball
confrontetion over Cuba were perceived with a willingneas

to redefine the intemational agenda snd to place detente as
avc'enu'al ftem, It 'rollowad that the Super Powers would

check the ascendancy of their ideological rivalry end

develop relations in economic, politicel end cultural fields,>°

27,  Ibid,

28,  Even Luard, Cold War (London} 1963), pp. 67,
29 Ibid, '

30. Ibid,
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The global dimension of the Afgheniskan crisis
cannot be accounted for by an ideological resurgence. At the
end of 1979 NATO decided to deploy American « made cruise
missiles and the advanced Medium~ renge Preshing II missile
in Western Europe from 1983. The decision was described as
the West's answer to Soviet deployment of a powerful new
medium renge missile, the SS=20 targeted on Western Europe,
The Russians argue that the new missile is only a modernized
versions of premiers SS4, and 58-3, which wore their answer
to the British submerine | bésad polaris missiles, French nuclear
wegpons, Americen F III K aircraft based in British end other ‘
American planes with a nuclear capability based in the
mediterrancan. The targeting of Soviet missiles on Western
Burope or the installation of pershing and cruise missiles by
the NATO have resuited in a vigorous bargaining process which
in turn hes spillover effects which work against detente,>'

The Soviet Union and the United States will develop
g series of gpecific understanding to koép their strategic
relationship steble and to attempt to restrain confiict in
areas where they cmot cscapu &mltment. notably Europe
end Middle Eest,3?

3. J onathen Stuln, "The Soviet Uniont What happened ¢
Detggtc ?"in Super Powers in Collision (New York, '3982%
Pe 25

324 ﬂig;air Bucken, Change without Wap, (Londen, 1974),
P
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¥ashington and Moscow can recognize that their own
control over key areas such as Eastern Europs or Central
Americe will inevitsdly continue to decline precisely
becouse the intermational system has witnessed a diffusion of
power generally. But this loss of control is not only a
question of power. Both the United States and perticularly,
the Soviet Union with their mounting economic end social .

s

- problems, have become less attractive uodéis for other
countries, even close allies. Both super powers cen expect
and must allow more political deviation within .areas sensitive
to their interests. Otherwise, the international system can
expect to enter a rising cycle of Super Power tension that
through accident or miscalculation could bring on the ultimate
catastrophes Today, with their assertions that the |
machinations of the other Super Powers are primarily responsie
ble for political unrest in Poland or Central America, .
Afghanistan. The Soviet Union and United States are moving
in a direction that can become only more dangercus with each
erupting ctisu.”

At the seme time, the super powers can agree not to
exploit political deviation in smitive‘ arsas when it occura,
Eastern Europe is of special concern to the Soviet Union

33. George H, G\iestar, "Super Powers and the Aﬂmtic
Alliance” Daelajus (Brooklin), Vol., 110, No, 1.
Winter, 1981, rp. 2 "25’; o ,
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comparable areas of sensitivity are to avoid dangerocus
miscalculation. Today Soviet Foreign Policy axperts will
acknowledge tinmidly in private that Eastern Europs is
entering a period of change, Bilateral discussions and
understendings must celm fears that these changes will be
destabilizing.>®

One by product of Atghanistan is that it has f'cmtorc:ed
the Americen resolve to semilate the basis of Super Powers
diplomacy, This is essential becsuse it 1s probably true that
the Soviet Union has benefited more from detente that has the
United States and this has contributed to the disillusenment
within American circles. Navertheless it should be remembered
that during the 1970s the Soviet Unicn was also subjected
to a serigs of diplomatic and political rwer.sea.”

President Sedat expelled the Russians from Egypt in
1972 and that country is currently firmly aligned with the
United States. His successor President Hosni Mubarsk has
re-established Ambassador- level répresentation in Moscow.
In general Soviet influence in the Middle East has been
circumgeribed during the last decade. Somalia is another
nation vhere events have not favoured the s:uw'riet Unin. Sinoe
Sovigt relations have remained in a state of tension end the

3%, Ibid.
35 Joseph W, Kastto "Detente and an adequate Amri.can

Detonce® AW (Washington DC) Vol. 30,
No. 61’ Sept.-October, 1979, pp. 21=21.
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current Chinese leadership has werned the world of the
dengers of Soviet hegemoney. Japan has bacome Aincreasingly
concerned over Soviet military cspebilities and intensions in
the Far Eaut, and the Sino Jepanese treaty of August,1978
was signed, Over the objection of the Kremlm.gs Thers have
been major chenges in the world environment during the 1970Cs
which have adversely affected the influence of the Soviet
Union= not all changee were directed ageinst the United States.
The realignment which have occurred will have important
implications for the 15808 including the normalization of
Sino American relations in 1979. The task now is to shape
political environment in a menner which will avoid a return to
the cold war. 7

Both sides agree today that theirrelationship at its
lowest point in decades, Both sgem to feel that Afghanisten
crisis while an important even in itself, did not came as a
totel surpprise but rather confirmed their worst fears about
each other's motives and intensions, The scnse of common
inteorests that underlay them was limited to the avoidance of

36. Ibid,
37. Hedley Buu6 “The Great Responsibless the United Statu

he Soviet Union & Vorld Ordert, Internatical,
(New York), Vol, 33, No, 3, Sumer, 1980, pp. 35§36,




nuclear wars Projects for s more comprehensive detente - a
general relaxation of the Soviet Amgricen atmggle._ leading
to progress from coux&ateﬁcc to positive cooperation, as
distinet fyrom a mere mdqra:tanding that the struggle would be
conducted within _cmm limits - did not come to fruihion.’_g
It 15 true that sense of common intersst in avoiding

nuclear war was sometimes gccompanied by a :enia of common
interast in resisting challenges to super power predominance,
as from nuclear proliferation in France, China and (as a
theoritical, but are with which the Soviet Union in 1ta approach
%o the Non=proliferation Treaty displayed en ::. |
abressive concern) West Germany,”? It is true that the
agreements about srms control atid.c’riais avoidence were in
fact followed up by the series of egreements normalizing
relations end legitimizing boundaries in Burope initiated by
West German ostpolitik but embracing the Super Power and
others through the 1971 Berlin agreement end the 1975 Helsinki
_ Pindl Act, It 4s trus that Nixon Kissinger progremme for an
era of negotiation, a structure of peace embracing meny sided
cooperation between the Super Powers asroused in the Americen
public hopes of a comprehensive relaxation of tension end end
of the cold 'ver."o

38, Ibit;o -
39 Ibid.

40 Rode Brojevic, "India and Super Powers" B.ﬁém%
’ %n:s:nﬁ:iqnm}u {Belgrade) , Vol, 33, No., 784,
ecember 5, 1%2, Pe 14+15,
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The conduct of Super Power diplmacy virtually damandl
that a hierarchy oz'prioritiea be established. Fortunately
both Super Powers have agreed that some form of cooperation
in the militaryestrategic policy areu is praferable to cone
froritat:ion, and this goal should be allocated a pre-sminent
position in any hierarchy. The consequenices of military
cmmhmnmﬁamnzmm'uuemumcttuo:urﬂmvu:uﬁﬂdlnzmﬂmwummnuh
This is readily understood in Uaahingtm md%aacw. yct the
possibility of opting for peace through strength rather than
peace through moderation becomes mors likely if mutusl
satisfactory erms control regimes are attainable, This
priority is too importsnt to be Jettisoned in the hope
that pressure can be averted either by United States or
Soviet Union for behaviour modification in the politicsl
3phere'.m |

The rising stekes in the new forms of Soviet Amsrican
competitimn'have crented new patterns of insecurity the
world over. Analysts and decision makers are not eble to
decide the form of crisis diplomacy which cen cope with
issues such as Afghenistan and centrgl America and lead to
easing of Soviet~ American tensions inspite of irreconcilable
adds, the situation calls for the revival of detente diplomacy
to accommodate the conflicting perceptions of Super Powers

policy options.*2
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In the light of the hist:oriéai record, Anor'c realistic
attitudes hava prevaued wvhen military experts and strategic
thinkers hav& not succeeded in igolating the stutegie
relationship from the overall political and economic relations
ship, The avoidanco of nuclear brinkmmahip ultimately
depends upon mutually scceptadble compromises all along the
line wmch not only defuse explosive situations dut also
create confidence for cop_ ing with futurs ccntingenciu.

The high technology military cepsbility which is a
characteristic of the new competition between the two
Buper Powers vmst’xlts not only in s new spiral of armaments
but also has a negative impact on the civilian eeanomus."’
As Soviet troops fanneidl out relentless by across
Afghenistan, Jimoy Carter treated harsh words with Moscow
and ordered a tough new set of economic end political reprisal
against the Soviet Union, including a stiff cutback on grain
sales.“ This was the most seriocus threat to world peace during
the Administration, it was #&ven more serious than Hungary or
Czechoslovakia® Neither the United States nor the Soviet Union

43, © P Mathew "Chill of a New Cold War®, Hewn Waek
(New rm&), Vol., 95, No. 2, Jan, by 1980, Pe 24
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was eager to return to brinkemanship politics or to the
hair ralsing eunfrmtations of the Truman Eilsenhower -
Kemedy era. But ﬁamg tensions were snuffing out what was
left of detente threatening another arms race and posting
the two countries into a new cold war,"’ |

The proposed United States sotion on grain snd high
tecinology was even harsher. Hurt by a bad harvest, the
Soviet Union was trying to purchase 25 million moteric tones
of grain from the United States. United Statez feduced to
8 nillion tones to which it was entitled under the existing .
contracts. The adninistration also let it be known that
it had rei:eivéd assurances from Cmada and Australia, two
other grain supplies, not to mske up the ghortfa,llg The
President also ordered a ¢lose review of licences for high
tectmalog;i;:al goods which now coumprise an esﬁaatwd 20 to %0
per cent of the $ 700 nillicn in nonesgricultural exports from
the United States to the Soviet Union, 04l drill bits and
computers, electric equipment end mechine tools all vital
Soviet imports, are likely to come under the embargo quiakly‘.'
Licences for § 155 million in high technology equipment had
been turned down,*® that wes to be used in the construction
of gas pips lines from Siberia to Western Buropes

7 . ¢
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The hard currency debt of the Polend, Hungary,
Czechoslovakia East Germany, Romania and Bulgaria had risen
from a combined total of 5.8 billion dollars in 1970 to a-
curpont level of about, 4.8 billion dollars. Much of it
went for rapid industrialization programmes received during
the high growth years of the early 1970s and besed oen the
idea of setting machinery and heavy industris) squipment to
the West;.‘é"? .

Now in Second Cold Wer with their national growth
rates dropping sherply, wost cast Eurcpean sconomistbelieve that
a heavy dose of Western technology and experties is needed
to boost productivity, improve the quality of goods and
provide the basis for self sustaining _grwth.he

Eagt Eprope will also need continued access to Western
money merket. Polend which borrowed 550 million dollars
from a consortium of Western Banks last year will broadly seek
a similar loan.hg )

Whatever the eventual impact of the embargo on the
Russiens, the immediate effect on the United States form
economy has been painfuly The United States administration was

,11715 Wi Febt““”_g 1980,
43,  Ibid, : |
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being criticised by consumer interests for the inflationary
impect on domestic prices of its decision 1o sell 25 million
tommes of grain to the Soviet Unien, The dscision to stop
deliveries beyond 8 million tonnes is now oriticised for
opposite reason. It has meent not only a loss of $ 5 billion
in foreign aid but also an estimated cost of § 2,53 billion
to the United States exchequer for purchaseal excess grain
to pravent a price collapse. The political cost of such
a fall could have been disastroug to Mr, Cartsr dut the
promised price stabilization programme has sssuaged sentiment
sufficiently for him to wiz,o®

As for the bap on export of tecimology the denial in -
dollar terms is insignificant both for the United States and
Soviet Union, Such Export emounted to 200 million dollars
out of a total non-agricultural export of $ 700 million in 1979,
vhich is itself a small fraction of the total United States
exports to the Soviet Union. But a reversal in the trend of
the seventies of increasing United States technologically
involvement in the Soviet Union way, if continued for a long
time and it the EEC and Japan play, have serious repercussions
on Soviet techmological ambition end the commercial hopes
- of United States buainess, 1

50. M.S.Jaganathen, "Economic Boycott®, M&%l
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The Americen measures tsken in retaliation to the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan hurted Soviet Union economi=
cally (curtailment of grain exports and technoldgy transfers)
peychologically (withdrawal from Moscow of Olympic gomes) |
particularly (titing more towards China end militardly
- (United States arms build up) Americe's allies seems so far
not to be undercutting her retaliatory measures. And although,
Frence and West Germany and Japen seem unlikely to treak with
the United States on the issue. Morecver the Soviet Union
has lost greatly in the Islamic world snd in the third world
in general on the Afghenistan issue and 20 has her ally
Cuba_ﬁz

Economic forces are thus working to soften the hard
time poliicies and cooperative economic errangements
established during the earlier period of elements carmot
be dismantlded without opposition. The approaches end
| themes of aconomic cooperation provide a major stimalus
for the revivadal of detente diplomacy.>>

52, Williem G; Griffith, "Super Powers safter
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The flows end consequences of the Soviet American
Cold Wars have provided the backdrop for the examination
of counterestrategies in terms of non-alignment, Non-
aligned diplomacy makes a sharp bresk with coercive diplemacy.
In this view detente does not mean cnly the status o but
an setive international effort for disarmeament, both
conventional and nucleam?"_'

Nonealignment is the negationof "bipolar® and
*maltipolar? detente, pointing out to the world that the
greatést part of mankind is cut off from the process of
hun.ding peace, Nonealignment is therefors the expression
and vehicle of"universal" detente, Nmau.gmd are involved
in conflicts, part of the contredictions smong them are
national and of an objective nature, while others are the
consequence of the transplantation of bipoler and multipblar
concepts into the soul of nonalignment which, naturally
enough, prompts the movement to defend and certain other
countries are clamouring for their place and noice thus
upsetting the bipolauty%”

R
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The struggle for peace, for international detente
for halting the arms race, eapeciany the miclear arms
race, and for halting the process of disarmament, is a most
urgent task and one decisive for the future of nark!.nd.%

: The concept of the struggle for pesce which has
developed in the nonaligned movement in perticularly
noteworthy, This is en integral concept for atmins from
the knowledge that in order to presmrve peace it is essential
to remove the roots of crisis and tensions in the world,
end that international security cannot become a reality
without changing overall international rulationa;”

In ¢pposing the nuclear war, military intervention
and bloc politics, nonalighed countries brought up their
demend for democratization of international relations and
the elimination of eny kind of solution based on dloc
domination end hegemoney.~° |

Nonalignment has already provided the basic concept
of a new system of internationsl political and economic
relations and opened a process of political struggle for its
realization, As & world concept has been embaraced not cnlyv

56,  Ibtd,
57,  Ibid,
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by state and political structure of nonaligned countries
but also ﬁhy their peoples. Thereby nonalignment is geining
new vital force and is becoming even mora effective. |
This renders even more neéegsary a comprehensive elaboration
of the policy of nonaligned and of its role as a force.
. inspiring countries and psoples to action for pesca,.
independence end development,>® | |

The activity of the nonaligned countries has bdrought
sbout favourable conditions for the United Netions action
in solving global problems such as decolonization, intere
national economic relations, dissrmament, settlement of
ériais and face of crisis etcs They have also shown a
continuous reaistence to the attempts to draw the crucial
problems awey from the United Nations and to deal with them
within the fremework of bloc relations."C |

Nonwaligned movement hag lived through a variety of
crisis situations in the pest and in fact, cronically enough,
it 1is 'the; environment of créuis from time to time that hag
been responsible for its survival over the past 21 yesrs,
Even the origin of Nonealigned movement cannot be traced

59. Jomip Vrhovel; "Nonalignment in Eightees®, Ry ”
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to en environment of critical concern for anticolonialismy
preservation of MQpandmca and sovareimty of states,

dengers of militery dominance of one or the other Super Pmurn.
The sntiscolonialise movement began with the Bandung Conference
of 1955 led to the formation of Nomaligned movement as &
positiva institution for fostering the common .i.ntwest;

of the nevly independent states of the world cmmmity.

Most of the non-aligned are associated ¢losely or
remotely, in one way or the other, with one Super Power or
the other, 1In other words proximity of the s0 called none
aligned countries to one of the two Super Powers has besn
of a degree and nature that it cennot unegquivoscally be said
that they are nonaligned in the real sense of the words.

Cen it than de said that most of the nations of the
third world have not been allowed willingly or otherwise
to act as independently in the constent adjustument and _'
readjustment of power politics as pursued by the Super Powers 7
The capacity to manosuvre and manipulate on the part of the
nonaligned countries is so limited that the concept of the
nonaligned movement ends up to as a doubtful proposition,
However the picture is not altogether so dia_nal;’@‘& o

6.  V.R. Panchmukhi, “A Tu Point for NAMW,
(Rew Delnt), Vol, 27, No. 7, April 16, 1985}%% J
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On issues like Afghanisten snd Kampuchea, there sre
sherp differences, This in turn leads to hush hush K
conversations at sumnits reflexive of rigid national T
interestss In stil) other ceases, a search for sctive
military support in order to preserve their national viebility
is no less a point of dismay. The slliances involving |
group interests among member nations are also s disturbing
and en uneasy dimension of the nonalignment mwemmt.63

Next comes the economic difficulties, The economic
verisbles and the structural models conditioned by their
different geographies, natural resources, gross national
products or per capita incomes and their differing demo~
grephic output meke the nonaligned nations somewhat problem
oriented in the a_pherc.ﬁ“ |

The Third World Countries feel they have a role to
fulfil in the instituionalising of detente, at both the
global and region_ai levels, The key technique used by the
None=aligned countries is to reject the Sﬁper Powsr arms race '
and bringing economic questions of Third World Development
into sharp focus, The articulation of third world demands
creatés a general political impact by _mphasiam the m;cd | .
for a peaceful international environment in which the

63. Michae Menley, "Why Nonaligned is not Neutral®,
Nation,(New York), Vols 35, oy 54, April 30, 1983/
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developing c¢ountries can pursue their aims apaﬂ: from the
Third World countries, there are European Countries which
£ind the increasing military dburdens counter productive and

these cmtries' also wish to deny the two Super Powers the
65

role of global .po_l.i.ce men.

The Soviet invasion of Afghenistan signified the end of
the United States - Soviet relationship. Both sides talk
about Afghanistan as a watershed and as representing a
qualitative change in each other's policies. Both pledge
toughmess and proclaim that they are not going to dbe pushed
around, Their respective pronouncenents are more of an effort
to influence the West-Europeans and the %m.m world 'than an
exercise in bilateral dipzoaacy;“

Moscow is trying as in the late 603 to develop
selective detente with Western Europe in order to widen the
gap between the United States and its allies., In this respect,
the recently announced second stage of Soviet troops withdrawal
promised by Brezhnev in East Berlin in October and a softening

65, Ibia,
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of the Soviet position on the conditions of INF negotiations
announced by Gromyko are example of Moscow advances in
Western Europeana.57 S

The allies cl.ue.rly are not buying the administrative
rationale, They share neither its assumption about Soviet
behaviour nor its prescriptions for how to deal with ite
They are dragging their feet, doing mly what they must be to
keep the Americans from beconing smgry. The Americens
public supports the policies for moment because it has been
disillusioned by the events, It naturalily believes in a
strong defence, and it wants to believe that this will
reverse wvhat it sees as the decline of the past few yeara.ﬁa
Some national assumptions have been badly buffeted lately,
First came the oil shocks that drmaﬂzid the nation's
vulnergbility. Then came the daily humillations of the _
hostage drema in Irem, And immediately following the Tehran
gpisode came the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, raising new
anxieties about the ground rules of the Cold wansg

Soviet repression in Eastern and Central Europe and.
Soviet domination of the warsaw pact have created seriocus
economic and military problems for Moscow, Western experts

67, 1Ibid., P 25.
68, Ronald Steel, "Cold War", W (New York),
Vol. 189, No. 15, April 115 1981, P 17,
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exerts that significent portion of Red Army forces stationed
in Warsaw pect countries is not directly avallable for
strategic téskg_ because they are nseded to control snd
diseipline, the population and troops of the hoat cmtriaa.?o
Most of Moscow' s Comecon partners have accumulated nearly
debilitating debts, owing nearly $ 70 billion to the West
in 1981 and having received almost amother $§ 70 billion in
indirect trade subsidies form the Soviet Union during the
19608 and 1970s. About 90K of the Sovict financial subsidies
accumulated after 1974, A feeling among East and Central
Europeans that political and economic dependence upon the
Soviet Union offends their national self esteen exscerbates
Moscow’ s problem. Such resentment can only help dsmage
Soviet security interests,’ | ,

United States « Soviet relations were to revert to
a Cold War foétingg sast Buropesns fesr it could mean that a
country like Hungary which is experimenting with libersl
economic reforms similar to those tried out in Czechoslovakia
before the Soviet led invasion of 1-968, might have to abandon
them in favour of the more orthodox Soviet model of centralised

p:lanni,ng-?z
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Poland, which had dought relati.v& autonomy in its
domestic affairs by fas.thfuny. adhersnce to Soviet zord.gn
policy, had ultimately to crackdown on its own dissident
. movenent. ,The government was loath to do so0 fer fear that .
a creack down could boomering in popular discontent, >

Relations between the West and the Soviet Union's
six Buropean allis « Polan, Hungary, Czechoslovakia East |
Germany, Rumenia and Bulgaria have chenged dramaticslly since
1969, when negotiations from the two Super Powers sat down
for talke on limiting gtrategic arms end East West-thaw
began., Trade has risen with special concession agreements,
Joint equity ventures end losns to Eastern Countries from
Vestern benks. By 1977, the aix countries obtained almost
one=third of all thefr imports from the industrisl democracies.
By the end of 1976 more than 2,3000 east west industrial
cooperation agreement had baén siamd.7 “

With the other national growth rates dropping sharply,
most emst Eurcpean economists believe that a heavy dose of
Western tecimology and expertise is needed to ihmasu
productivity, improve the quality of goods and provide the
basis for self sustaining growth, >

73 Adan Brchkc, "Detente or Cold ﬂar m East-ﬁest
Relations after Afghenistan", B
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A sharpening split in relations among Europeen
Commmist parties reflects expectations that the Soviet
Union i3 returning to Cold War with the West and that Moscow
is trying to reassert its dominion over the whole. |
Europesn Communists movement at & time of rising east-west
ténsionsy The interparty quarrel becenme pubué with the
refusal of the Italian,Spamish and Yogoslav Commmists to
attend a meeting of European Commmists parties, The decision
to hold the Paris meeting which is being sponsored by the
French and Polish parties - could tnly have been taken on
Moscow' 8 instructions, While the Italizm Covmunists were
trying to maintain their independence from Moscow by forging
wider alliance with other leftist parties, the French
Communist party had moved conspicuously closer to Moscow and
the unyielding Soviet une.?e

When French Commmists sent a delegation to Belgradu |
to amnounce the conference, the Italisn Communists promptly
sent a delegation of their own to persuade the Yogoslav to
reject the plan on the ground that it could undermine the
European communist parties Mdepénda_we in their relations
with the renewed solidarity of the Italian and Yogoslav
conmunist with support from the Spanish Communist Party was a
rebuff to Moscow Italian Commumnist aax.m - : ,
76.  ZheZimea of Indla,9 April, 1980,
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Economically, the Soviet 1s a buxden on the Soviet
Union, Militarily, the size of the Soviet Horces that in
cage of war would have to keep Eastern Europe subjugated is
probebly alrsedy larger than the size of the elite units of
the Western pact countries, which would be trusted to
participate, effectively and offensively in a Soviet strike
against Western Europe. Incidentally, one of the most important
and overlooked consequences of the Poligh events was the
cragtion, for the forceable futiure, of a power waccum in the
Central 1link of the Warsaw pact forces confronting NATO,
- Politically, the situation in Eastern Europe is more snd more
an embrassment to the Soviet Unicn, casting them much of
whatever influence they have left over Communist parties
abroad and potentislly endengering their detente with
Western Eurapo.78 |

In the 1980s, the economies of Eastern Europe will
undergo a harsh test, their growth will be drastically cut
" and they will require eusterity progremme Economic difficulties
in Bastern Europe have a way of being translated into socioe

political unrest,’’
78, Sgweryn Blaler, "The Soviet Union end the West in the
19808t Detente Containment end Confrontation®, O
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The East E&opam situation in the 19808 will therefore
be & stalemate in uhich the Soviets cannot and do not want
to add anything new to their policies and will primise only
more and more of the seme; the scomomic conditions under |
which such policies will be pursued be slmttieant worse
then in the 15708, As a result of East Europoén stalenate
will be full of dengers for the Soviet Union.50 |

The support froa Western Eurcpe for the strengthening
of United States resolve in the face of Soviet provocations
in both instructive and encouraging, Burcpean allies are
especinlly sensitive to America's leedership capacity. If
the United States itsel? seemsz phlegmatic under Buesien
pressure, if it vacillates on defense strategy, Washington
can hardly expect London, Bonn and Paris to behave otherwise.
Western Eurcpe also understands its stake in Eastern Eurcpe,
If the Soviets grip is secure there it aair seck to extend
its sway towerd the Atlantic.3! Vith Teto in the deep dusk of
his life, Yogoslavia soon will offer the Soviets en slmost .-
irresistible opportmnity to consolidate than power in the
Balkens, The independence of Yogoslavia has been a fostering
offence to Russians for a generation,- How todey' s confrontation

80, Ibid..

81.  "After Dente", (edt. ),ég_eumg (New York), Vol.: 182
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39

1s handled is likely to decide what happened and there snd
elsewhere in the future, Having put Yogoslavia outside
the perameter of our concerns when he was e candidate in
1976, Jimny Carter must be quite clear about reversing
course in 1980,52 |

The cohesiveness and internsl discipline of each
side' s alliances in Europe wers weskened as states in |
Eastern and Western Europe increased thefr contacts without
referring dack to, Moscow and vtahingtmd.as

West Germany has been resisting the United States
prassures to cut economic ties with the Soviet Union and
other Sfmialiét countries in Bast Eurcpe. The Soviet Union
in FRGS . major trade partner and this nation of a million |
unemployed galiuping inflation and unease over the prospects
of a zero growth in 1980-81 and some uncertainty sebout the
Arab 011, does not went to cut the ﬂoﬁm trade with the
Soviet Union, GIR and other socialists states and dlook
the proaect for greater supply of Soviet gas to West Europe
through a pipeline, 8

French was the first West European country to
confront the United States publicity on the issue of the

82, Inid,
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Siberian pipeline and breach the Reagen' s enbargo.85
Washington’é inebility to impose a ban on its own foodgrains
exports to the Soviet Union whil.c it attempts to force an
embargo on West European exporta of pipeline equipment to Russia
has eamad it sneers and devision here. The Siberiesn
pipenne is considered advantageous by the West Europesn
government in the long end short terms,®0 |
The reluctance ¢f Eagt European countries to see
their national situations to terms of Soviet global strategy '
is also evident although the operative goals providéd by
Moscow cennot be avoided if the issue is forced. Although
of most proéortiona mégpendeng initiatives by smaller ‘
powers who have a greater sense of intardependence cen
identify a wide variety of detente promoting entwpriaaa.m
Soveral comsequences flow from the decline of alliances |
and the revs.vall of independent decision meking, Even small
states have raised the question of the damaging congequences
of the political goal of Supsr Power hegémony. The
menifgstation of a Cold War has a corresive effect on the
efforts of emall and middle powers to despen economic end
diplomatic relations in the region to vhich they naturally belong.

83,  lhe Hindugtep Times, Nov. 28, 1983,
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Instead, ﬁhe decline of the mood of detente autiiat.tcauy'
leads to a ganeral temptation to apply oilitary .aaiuticn;
to pontie al problems. New tensiong and insecurities are
felt by states which are forced to relatn their national
security problems to the military and strategic balance
between the Super Powera; Regional interests when filtered
| through global Super Power mterceta and no longer seen in
terms of feasible and flexidle pou.ciea but become the
prerogative of Washington and Moscow end thus demonstrate
embiguities and contradictions which need not have arisen if
there had been wide-ranging consultation on an intra-

regional basis,

Having been in full swing in the first half of the
19708 which saw the atagms of the European security and
cooperation conference end the esdoption of a 'Charter to
govern relations emong Burcpean states -~ the Helsinki Act -
detente suffered serious seteback in the sécond half of the
dacade the stand still in the progress of detente has in
recent times assured the characteristics of a down sight
crisis that has affected the whole gemut of international

relats.ons.aa
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The big powers and advanced comtries in gemeral
have upto how shown no readiness to Iaée the numerous
problems and set ebout findings effective solutions for
them. They have been detente as s process of quantitative
growth of forms of mutual and interdloc cooperation based on
bloc dimensions rather than as a question of sudbstantial,
qualitative chenges in all fields of International relations
and in parts of the world, It is clear that a detente which
is universal neither geographically nor by contest which
did not provide a basis for solving the accumulated problems
of interna_fs.onal econonmic and political relations which did
not encourage the process of democratising international
relations}’ that such a detents could not but feil the test
of time,9 | |

The narrow conception of detente was based on the
mistsken belief of both sidas that it 1‘;""’possib1¢, even
desirable, to the process of detente %o Bast West relations
and even %o 1imit it further to bilsteral relations between
the two Super Powers and to the field of arms limitation, in
the first place, While no tim cen deny that without

- negotiation and egreement between the big powers and blocs,

There can be no detente, it is also true | that detente between

89, Ibid,!
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the dig powers camot evolve into a stable snd big lasting
process i1f the principles which under lie the policy of
detente,; and there are sbove all, the principles of iiona
interference and sovénim equality, are not respected in
relations among all states, irrespective of the size
socio=political system and scogéapmcal pes.‘..tion‘:."go

Many western countries have been dependent on the '
Russian aqus.pnent for the Siberisn pipeune On the other
side also eastern European needed western technology and
expertise to improve the quality of their goods and to make
themselves self-sufficient, East West technological relatione
ship is perforce bYringing them to interdependent economic
relations. ! ' |

In Europe the Soviet Union joined West Germany in a
treaty recognizing the inviolability of each other!s borders
and renouncing force. It ratified a four power agresment on
Berling and | sawlits eagerly desired pro.}eet for a European
security conference came to fruition with & meeting of tm.rty
five heads of government in Helsinki, 92

Detente seemed to offer the Kremlin political as well
as military reassursnces A new government in the Federal
Republic of Germany was pushing an Ostpplitik which openly

90. Ibids
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recognized the Soviet sphere of influgnce in Eastern Europe.
The Germen Democratic Republic « East Germany - was finally
recognized dy Western states after twenty ysars of isolation,
‘rha'brder Neisse tine was accepted 'as Polend' s western border.
The new Western attitude of formally sdmitting what the
Russians called the territoriel and political realities ? that
resulted from the second world war was enshrined on a
continent « wide i:aail 'at the European Security Conference

in Helsinki in 1975,

Detente also gave Russia the opportunity to step up
theip trade with the West obtain western credits and
imporf: technology. The Russian knew they wors behind in certain
fields and hoped to short cut their development by detente
was important to Moscow as a counter weight to the West's
opening to China., Faced with a hoatile China on its eastern
of flank Russia was anxious to have a relaxation of tension
in the West. They wanted to present themselves being further
isolated, get on an equal footing with the United States and
perhaps eventually push China back into a corner,>”

The Soviet Union and the United States may soon be
approaching a point vhere they will be over extending
themselves both militidry and economically, if they persist
with their rearmsment plans. Bogged down in Afghanisten stem

93,  Ibidy S o .
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and reduced 10 a pitiful giant on its owm door step, the
Soviet Union could itself? become ‘wulnereble to polish style |
domestic social tensions 3.1; in the quest for greater and
greater military security, it neglects the econcmic well being
of its citizens, The Resgen Administration in the United
States emerging from a tax cutting spree has now discovered
that it is unlikely to héve all the money it wants to spend
on a vast- new wer machine that will give it military
superiority over, not Just military parity with Moscow. The
coincides with sﬁ'mié signals from its allies in Western
Europe which are getting increasingly alarmed by its arms
build up and the ramltant domestic and foreign policies
neither Mascaw noy Washington may much attention to the

fall out their confrantation is causing in the third wurld.
but economic burden they impose on West Asis, South Asia, |
South Africa and éentral America ar¢ bound to come back, ??

The West BEuropean have a speclel responsibility in
seeing that this first exercise in negotiation: botwm
Moscow and the Reagen administration doss not snt side trached
into ifrrelevant rhetoric., There is some hope that 1t will

93. . 1bid

Pl
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not be because West Europe and mors especially Mr. Schaidt's
West Germany which will be bearing the burden of locating
the persuing end cruise missiles on its territory does not
went to become hostage to the Soviet S3 20, And if Mr, Resgen
who has untll now been busy talking at the Russiens talks,
time to reflect he will realise that this may be the last
good chance to talk to them with any hope of mcaas.ss

- The task of maintaining stability in East West .
relations cen only be schieved through new formg of detente
diplomacy. A global political order requires that freezing
of relations should bc overconas by a diplomacy which promotes
confidence tuilding measires end settlement of disputess’

| The éurrent and potential political roles of the
Soviet and the Americans do nmot provide much hope that they
could croate a new institutional framework for peace, The
acquisition of modern weapons system by the Third World
results increasingly in th'ese countries becoming pawns

- in the military strategles and doctrines of the Super Pawe:n.-gs_
9%, Ibid.
97. Ibid. «

98, . Ibia/
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Under Khrushensv there was the neive belief that
because the third world was moving away from poutiaal
dependence on the ﬁ'ut it voum move into the Soviet Cemp.
Very few cmtrigs have done s0, and Russisns who have
served in the third world often .fx_pran‘ méppnihtment
and gometime thekr amtudes bordcﬂng on recism sbout their
relstions with Africa. The Soviet elite opinion is also
bringing to question the value of aid, In many terms it
gives en mnmous amount to the developing countries in
waapmary and twtmlcal aasistame.”

It is concentrated heavily on key countrlu 1ike
Vietnam, Cube and Ethopia and is not ecross the board,

But it 1s a great deal of money from the point of view of the
Soviet man in the street, who has to tighten his belt for it.
Ald is resly wasted unless it soil to socialist governments
who have the development interest of their country at heatt,
One must wait socialism emerges in the third world before
expecting real development, Concerning his argument in ternms
of the ¢ffect of ajd upon the working class of West, the
another wrote that sacrifice is no way to resolve the complex
prq’blems of economic development, Any one who propounded
"suoh beat tightening austerity programmes would not meet with

- 99 Ivid.
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understending in the working class end could find himself
isolated. No doubt he was slso talking about the Soviet
working class who are not well informed about foreign polioy
and d!.splay' a degree of xmnphol;ia which includes grimbling
about aid not only to the third world dut to eastern Europe.
Super Powers dshavicny in the United Nations system
has always had mixed @a&ittes vhatever the cause of the
cold war, it intangified the latent behaviour of unevenness
of the Super Powers in the United. Nationa Spstems To begin
with it was generally underatood that the post war peace
settlenent would be sought ocutside the United Natlons gtructurc.
At the special urging of the Soviet Union, the Super Powers
reserved the right to sct against the reswrgence of former

enemies without suhmittnig themselves to the New Limits on
1M

100

the use of force.

If the Super Powers have not surrendered thean ul‘unato
autonomy neither have they used it generally and deliberately
to destroy the intemational mstimtions. Indeed tha United
Nations has contributed enormously to their growth, dcspitc
variations in its approach. At the very least, the Soviet
‘Union hes used international orgenisations to protect its
position and sometimes by extending its mfluence' has promoted
their tasa.'m“2

100, Ibid.

101 Lecn Gordenker, "Super Powers Organiaation', dnternational
Journal, Vol, 35, No, 3, Susmer 1980, Do 455,

102  Ibid.
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The growth of institutions has taken shapes
different from the original., Expectations of both the
Super Powsrs and the lesaer powers. Thelr sgtructures owe
a good deal to the necessity of adjusting to Super Power
positions whether compititive or alike, East of the Supér
Powers in its own way, has slso stabed out territory forbidden
for international erganization, 1% |
In one mpcrtant_aapect,, the Super Powers simply
- made cbvicus what camot help being a component of the
approach of every government to international organizations.
All member states seek some sort of benefits, In this respect
the Super Powers behave alike, They differ sherply, however,
on the degrae of institutionalizatiom and the range of
international administration, They will support. The depth
of thelr commitment to international organization as a |
political technique always remains a question, too partly
becsuse of their inherent ability to manage for themselves,
pertly because of their separate vision of satisfactory world
politica, 104 o :

The coercive diplomacy practised by the Super Powers
in turn sncourage Thidd World militrisation., The starting

103, Ibid,
104, Ibids



point for a new diplomaetic effort could therefore be

provided by a new institutional setting through which

third world countries are encouraged to implement selfe
reliant development strategies and the diversions to non=-
productive military spending is checked both at the Super Z
Power and third world level: Detente diplomacy could work
through realistic alternatives for transforming the
contemporary global system through integrated processes which
¢an gave mankind from immense economic and social costs of
the second Cold Warq"“o’

108, Ibid,
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The main aims of Soviet snd American foreign
policies are related in a most complex and contradictory
manner, It is not enough to speak of national survival
and national security in a context whers America'’s legal=-
moralistic approach bears hardly sny similar&ty to the
inexorable courss of Soviet foreign policy as it seeks to

work out the changing correlation of power between capitalliam

and socialism. In order to discern the totality of the
detente process the relevance and comprehensivengss of
Soviet and American political practices must be related

to specific historical events giving rise to acute problems
in East-West relations, A general review and evaluation of
the political and security dimensions of the Second ¢pid
Var in the 1980s must examine the conflictual cooperative
relationship between the Super Povers which emerged with
compelling force in the Cuban Missile Crisis. The enhance-
ment of the prospects of detente in 1960s must, therefore,
be seen against a complex background of power relationships
which were conditioned by historical and ideologicel
ingredients. The impact of the Helsinki Conference and the
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CSCE process and of the SALT proeass,homar. could not
sustain the optimistic belief that the arms race would be
halted, The 1973«7h OPEC oil embargo effected United States
and Western interest adversely and American policy-mskers'
attention was increasingly directed towards interventionary
diplomacy. The humiliation suffered by Americans by the
holding of their diplomats as hostages in the Americen
Embassy compound in Tehran during 1979-81 stimulated United
States enxiety about the pursuit of national political aimn.'
The linking of the Helsinki agresment to the obsgervance
of Human Rights ingide Soviet Union also circumscrided the
effect of the detente process, The deterioration of the
strategic nuclear environment produced vexing dilemmas,
Proposals for reducing straotegic wespons were not tsken
very sers.ous."
During the 1970s we were living in the Decade of
Detents and could stop worrying about the bomb while the
Super Powers coexisted in peaceful competition, Then we
approached the 1980s, the authoritative voices of politicien,
strategists and editorial writers begen to assume harsher
tone. Detente, sald one of President Carter!s men was

Te Bill Maynes, "New Cold War"
(Néﬂ_ YOﬂC) ’ Vol, 6-, No. 24
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'a foreign word which people confuse with entente' and
the President hed now decided that 'peace through strength'
was 8 better way of putting it. China invaded Vietnam}
the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistans the United States
refused to sign the SALT I1 agreement on limiting strategic
nuclear weapons and made new plans for tactical nuclear war
in Burope.? The Chairmen of the United States Joint Chiefs
of Staff warned that the chance of a United States - Soviet
military confrantation *will incresse significantly’ in the
Lirst half of the 1980', The Super Powers face of benevolent
dispotism, promising as global stability if we behave, weas
hideously distorted in the mirror of a new cold war and now
threatened a horrible fate. What had we done to deserve it?
Like an eclipse which the on-lockers can only observe in owe
a nev shadow has passed over the world., The Decade of
Detente has effortlessly given way to the dmgérous decadeaS
The new Cold War of the 1980s is much more threatening
then the Old Cold Wer of the 1960s. Not only has the size
ot the Nuclear arsenal held by the Super Powers vastly
increased, but nuclesr war has begun to be seen as fightable

24 John Gittings, "What the Super Powara say" in Super
Poweprs in Collision (New York, 1982), p. 9.

- 8 Idid,
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.and winnable by strategists on both sides, The sheer
quality ‘of nuclear devices, the eomplexity of their new
technology, and fallible sophistication of the aarly
warning mgthods of detection also increase the possibility
of exeritual use, by accident or deslgh“ These military
development reflect a much more si.guif.icént hightening in
those features of the international political scene which
raise tens;on and increase the risk of war,

The most mportant development has been the growth
in the power of the Soviet Union relative to that of the
United States. This is dangerous not because the Soviet
Union is inherently more aggressive then the United States,
but because = American leaders refuse to accept the Soviet
quest for parity between the two Super Powers, Particularly
under President Reagan, although the process had already
began under his predecessor Mr, Carter, the assumption that
Moscow and Washington could maintain a rough balance has
been repudiated. Another development has been the emergence
‘of China as a significant force on the East<West equation,
John Gitting says that the Chinﬁae leaders have reacted to
the Super Power threat in the only way they kmow how = by
playing off one against the other, A positive relationshjp

4, Brezezenski, "Outlook for Detente Alliance", gs_ﬂm
(washington BC), Vol. me; Os 5y

15 Aug. 1980, p. 2
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with both at the same time has s0 far been bayond their
reach. This has had a disastrous effest upon the already
freglle United States =« Sovliet relationship of the early
1970s and yet the basis for a real understanding between
Washington end Peking is still very shekey,” The Cold

War is not only a contest for power but a mechanism

through which each maintains control over the clients end
allies within lts own empire, Their tactical assessments
may very, and they may disagree on strategy, but the gosl
is never questionad and in the closed world of foreign policy
establishment. where they opa'réte there is never any gemiine

debate over yreal opti,ans.s

Russis and United States have been driven in the
direction of Detente by their growing recognition that
nuélear war should be tantamount to mutual suicide - and
that both share an over riding mterest in miniaizing that
dangers
| It was President Nixon in his maﬁgural address on
Jen, 26, 1969, who lsunched the latest phase of the search
for an accommodation between the Super Powers, "We are
entering an era of negotd.atim" .

Be John Gittlng "What the Super Powers say"
Bowers in Colidaion (New York, 1952), P io

6. "Back to Cold War (Edt,).
(washington). Vol, LXXX, N
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Nixon aﬁd Brezhnev are the two leaders signed the
first strategic Arms Limiteotion Agreement together with other
accords to promote economic cultural and scientific relations.

After Mr, Nixon's resignation in September 1974,

a quick mini summit was arranged between his succesgor
Gerold Ford and Mr, Brezhnev to demonstrate that Super
Power detente remained in course deppite the change of
leaderghip in Washington since that meeting in Viadivostok
detente has run into troubled mtersj

As the Soviet decision - makers see it expending military
power enables them to press for advantages unilaterally while
the continuation of detente enables the Kremlin to expand
its relative military strength as a national option while
preserving the highly centralised direction of Soviet
interest and Conmitments.®

In his address to aﬁth Party Congress (Feb, 1961)
President Brezhnov called for a Soviet « Americen summit
‘without prec¢onditions, But a Soviet interest in detente
which is based in technical considerations cen never work
its way téward realization., It has become too obvious that
Soviet! s objective for detente is to prevent the United
States = in particular « from significently increasing its

T Ibid.

8. Stiver William Winter, "Doves, Hawks and Detente",
: W (New York)’ No, “8. Winter 1%1, Ps27¢
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military astrength, to gain access to Western technology

and financiel resources, snd to meke use of the European

interest in detente to put indirect pressure on the United ‘

States to be more accommodations towards the Soviet Union.?
Soviet spokesman claim that detente with the United

States remains on the diplomatic agenda, it would be

strapnge if the Soviet leadership did not got through a

process of diailluaiomant and knowing of expectations

similer to the one developed in Washington. But it would

be equally out of character for Brezhnev and his assocliates

10 admit that detente with the United States in which they

invested to much effirt and personal prestige, has been

damaged beyond repair. Nor would further increases in

United States « Soviet confrontations ser#e Moscow's

interests. It would meke a dialogue with the Western

Eurcpeans more difficult, snd the danger of Super Powers

revalry in the third world getting out of hand would grow.

The Soviet's also seem to fear, as do some American observers,

'i:hat growing multipalarity can allow Moscow' s and Washington's

clients to manipulate their patrons into a nuclearhoiocaust.w
Detente has allowed Moséow to move closer to America’s

friends in Eurocpe and Japan. Since 1972, many of America's

G Socastro Hadl "The US and the USSR 4in the Second Cold
War and its implications for South East Asia"
Indoneaian Quarterly (Jekerta), Vol, 10, No. L, ps57.

10,  Dimitri K, Simes, "Death of Detente®, Lt
W (NW Yox'k)y Vol, 5.9 No. 1, Summer 1980,p. -
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industrial partners have developed strong trade links with
Russia. With cmméms.al ties have come more accommodating
political views. As a result Russia feels a day 'L:’s coming
when the United States no longer can count on leading a
bloc willing or eble to stand up to firm Soviet political
pressure,. | |
Moscow sees as a boon the anti-war movement sweeping
ascoross Weatern Eurcpe and emsrging in the United States.
The snti-nuclesr backlash, plus Resgan's cut in social
spending snd the harshing in congress over fhe 19683 budget,
aere vieved haere as catalyst for western compromises that
will work in Moscow tevounﬂ A
. Moscow is trying as in the late 19608 to develop
widen the gap between the United States and its allies, In
this respect, the recently announced record stage of Soviet
troops withdrawal provi.d_ed by Breme:{ in East Berlin in
October and softening of the Soviet position on the conditions
of INF negotietions ennounced by Gromyko are exemples of
Moscow! 8 advances to the Westem cnuntriemm Kremlin counter
strategy 1a to sow division among United States allies in
Western Burope and inJ gpen while keeping a light rein on
its sattelites and Eiient Statcs.ﬂ

M, Nicholas Deniloff, "Decade of Detente®, U
1" Morid Report (Vashington 5C). Vel ¥i1! Hay Sho-{ad,,

12, Thomas J+ Watson,"US«Soviet Relations" ’W
(New York),Vol.XLXIII, No.5, Dec., 15, 1981, pe ille

13.  "Super Powers Scratch for Support"(Ed) W
nnggr.;’. (Washington,DC), Vol‘LxxxVIII:Nog ,Feb 18,1980,
Pelce , _
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With regerd to the Third World th'e Soviets have
conducted numerous theoretical debates aﬁld revaluations
but the eriteria for Soviet action in gupport of a govern-
ment or movement %o not appear to baldictated by theoretical
or ideological considerations, Rather, the criteria appears
to be simply satisfaction of Soviet political strategies and
for economic interests, regardless of the ideological nature
of the State or movements. “These interests may be to weaken
the United States or the West in general within the erea,
to wezsken the Chinese to achieve bases, facilities to
positions against the West or China or pure and simple
economic profits. In pursuit of the these interests, the
Soviet have supported political leaders as varied in
ideological coloring as Assad and Nassar and Qaddefs snd
thcmeini, to mention Just there in the Middle East -« all
at the expense of local communists and then more 'progressive’
movements while Soviet interests presumably can best be |
served by installation of Marxist regimes. Soviet pancyv
since Stalin has been wise enough to realise the risks
involved in trying to install such regimes, so long as
they promise stability for Soviet interests, 14

Soviet analysts counted privately that they are
reassing the advantages to the Soviet Union of promoting
turmoi} in the Third World. While the Soviet Union was
weak and West was .si;'ong, Soviet support for naticmal

14,  Golan Golia, "The Soviet u:mm, Detente end Area of
Crisﬁ.s" The Jerusalam
(Hebrew Press, Jerusalen), No. 4, 1981,p.68.
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1iberation movements, they argue vas an important if
indirect way %o weeken the West. Now the Soviet Union
has more equal strength and as a Super Power must worry
more than before that change in the International system
could get out of control.15

In the concern of the Third World countries, the
Soviets arve attempting to present the United States as a
major threat to the interests and sensitivities of develop~
ing nations especially Moscow exploitation of the Irenian
hostage crisis is one awenue in this effortas. Ratiocnally
more serious is the Soviet compaign to portray the United
States as the principdl patron of Isrsel:. The Soviets
argue that the Palestinian problems not Afghanisten, should
be the subject of principal concern for the Arabs, Similarly,
the Kremlin warns Third World states that a return to a
more activist American global is a greater daonger to them
then 18 the Soviet Uniom,3® |

The Soviet intervention by proxy in Angols represented
an important yardstick in Soviet foreign policy which
significantly accelerated an action - reaction process in
Moscow' s and Washmst;on‘ s mutugl snger, The Kremlin
correctly calculated that there would be no effective American

15, Secretary Shultz, "US-Soviet Relations in the context
of US~Soviet forces policy", Current (New York), No.492,
June 15, 1983, _

16,  Dimitn K, Simes, "Death of Detente", , '
| mﬁf“’"' (New York), Vol, 5, No.1l, Summer 1980,
Pe ® ) .
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opposition to its efforts to achieve victory for MPLA

But Moscow seemed to underestimate the indigation its
successful operation provoked in the United States, What
the Soviet 1eadarship did not realize was that there was

' a difference between American unwillingness to fece the
challange and its approval of the Soviet Union's acting
as a brutal Super Power thus hightening the relative
importance of the United States.

Vhatever the specific reasons for its major state
in Angola, the success of the venture on the ground |
probadbly provided moment@ toward the gradual developmant
of a new pattern, of Soviet diplomacy of force in Third
Vorld arecas of instability. It 8s questionable whether
the Soviets would have gotten involved in the Ethiopian
Somali conflict without their prior victory in Angola. 17

'rhe.most important a?pact of United States and Soviet
involvement in Africa, The Soviet Union has continued to
follow the lead of the front line states on the Zimbawe =
Rhadesia problem and has been prepared to let the
negotiation process go forward, Soviet political and |
military support for the patriotic fromt forces haé remained
slvady but has not grown substantially,

17, Frigaes Pula, "The Perils of the Arms race and the
- counterval power of detente", .
gggﬁgm, (Budapest), Vol.23, No, 8,September 1982,
Pe ' ' ‘
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Similarly, Soviet Union has remalned in the background
while offorts are underway to resolve the problem of independe
ence for Namibia, Nevertheless, the potential for escelaction
of viclence in Southern Africa remainsg the most serious |
potential problem on the hcrizon in United States-Soviet
relartions.m

Soviet and Cuban militaery assistance to the Mengiasth
government has continued, but the Ethioplan have been unsble
to silence the insurgency in either €riteria or the . - :ogerepy,
Moscow has moved to consolldate its position, and premier
Kosygin was the ranking the £ifth amniversary of the Ethopian
revolution. Despite outward signs of close cooperation
however, Soviet Ethopian relations have been troubled by
Mengisth' s refusal to agree Soviet were reported to be unhappy
with his decision to cooparate with the United Nations plan
for Namibia and his policy of establishing ties with the
west, Neto!' s successor Jose Edecardo dos sentos, appears
intent on continuing these policies, and it remains to ’6;
seen how Soviets will react. Meanwhile the level of Soviet
and Cuban military assi-s’stanca has remained constent, as haﬁ
the challenge from insurgent groups which cperate mely in
ma:}or areas of the country. 9

12, Harshau D Shulmen, "An Overview of US-Soviat Relaticna"
o (Washington IC), Vol.79.
o. 2033, Pe 4243,

19. Ibid,
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During Spring 1977, Cuba stationed 400-6000 additional
troops in Angola, Moreover Cuba began providing militery and
technical aid to mazembique and Ethiopia. The Soviet Union
also began to supply Ethipoia with with massive m:.litéry aid for
use against Somalia by the end of February 1978, Cuba had
stationed 10,000 troops in Ethippis end the Soviets had doubled
their normal deployment of ships in the Indian Ocean, Eircn
arme controls proponents realised that the Indian ocean,
talks could not continue under these circxmstances.zo |

There are two aspects of the Soviet Cuban relationship
that recently have burdened United States=Soviet relations
first the use of Cuban troops supported by Soviet logistics
end using Soviet wespons to fight in regional conflicts
elswhers in the World, particularly in Africa, scored the
provision of military assistance to Cuba as well gs the
construction of military facilities to Cuba, which could
constitute a threat to American security to the gecurity
other countries in the sphere.

Apprehensive have been raised on three occasions
over the past year in the context of Soviet activities in
Cubay second when am expanded naval facility was noted under
construction at Elenfuegos..third when the presence of a

Soviet-ground force combat unit was d«ﬁ:c;cted.21

21, Ronald Steel, "Cold War, Cold ccmfort'; New Republig |
(N ew YO!'R), Vol, J.Bh, Pe 15"16(»
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Tollowing the end of border hostilites in March,
relations between North and South Yemen have focussed
on talks, s0 for unsuccessful, almed et achieving unity .
between the two countries. Soviet relations with South
Yemen were high lighted by Premier Kosygin's stopover in
his return from Ethiopia. Although Soviet military
assigtance has contlinued, as has a Cuban presence, vthete
has been no recent indication that the Soviets are.
encouraging aggressive behaviour a» the part of their South
Yemen continues to go forward with the inteations of keeping
the Sona Government to better provide for its own security.zz

Before long, however, stirrings of discontent with the
new relationship with the Soviat_Unicn began to make themselves
felt, This was true not least within the Nixen administration
itself, In Qettber, 1973,N ixon did not hesitate to put
Americen forces on alert in the face of a threatened Soviet
intervention in the Middle East. By the Spring of 1975,
however, the executive was c¢rippled by water gate and by
Nixon's forced resignation to the point of being obliged to
stend 1dly by as Soviet supported North Vietnamese forces
launched their successful conventional invaaion of South
Viet-nemese. Massive Soviet shipment to the North Vietnomese
in 1973 not only violated the Paris pesce agreement but also
encbled the commmists in the early months of 1975. .

220' 1b‘.d'
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It 48 such Soviet behaviour that facts a growing debate in
the United States evur the meming of dstente - and the risks
of playing by what some observers sece as the Kremlin rule
of "What is mine I keep what is yours is up for brass",2>

In the past year we witnessed Vietnamese troops,
with extensive Soviet support, invede the nonaligned state
of Kampuchea where they seﬁtmnd the existing rulers to
death in abentis installed a puppet government, drove
hmdreds of thoussnds of refugees into neighbouring Thailand,
end then poaitioned themselves to threaten and pressure
Theiland a longtime friend of the United States,

- The earlier Vietnamese invasion of Kau;puchea had
occurred with Soviet acquiescence snd logistical support.
While United States concerned both the Vietnamese action
againat Vietnamees, the potential escalation of the situation
that could have arisen if the Soviet Union had inttiated
direct action against China was averted, largely because
both Moscow and Belzing seemed awars of the great risks
involved, 24 ,

The Asisn countries do not reject a Soviet presence in

. South East Asia. But a prasence through a prony is to be

avoided at all costs, largely because such a situation will

23, Garald Von Brammuhi, *Rclationa between West and East
in Europe in 1983%, A%ﬁﬂhm (Hmbers FGR),
Vol. 3‘), No. 3! Pe 28 p '

24, m,metz Bathew. ,'Futuru of US?M% Relations®,
: o3 & PN

shington)DC) Vol. 80,

-
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inivite other powers to come end play ons South East Asia
comtry against the other, The delief also is that the
PRC will have no exsuse to mingling in South East Asien
affairs as long as the Soviet presence remains limited
as it ia today:

The Asien contries do not discent the danger of
Soviet intentions end observe with some concern certainty
ditfers from one Asien country to another, but on the whole
Asien is rather relaxed in facing the Soviet menace, which
is considered to be largely military in nature. For one
thing it iz believed that this instrument cannct be
effectively trenslated by the Soviet Union into Pol cbjectives
at least vis-awvis Asim countries; But in case the threat
materializes, it is believed that the burden to face it
lies primarily with the United States; because the charascter
of the issue will be global, not regional. For enother
thing, 4t is believed that Chinese provocations will de
responsidble for bringing the Soviets into the region to the
degree that it might endanger South East Asia. 23 The main
factor allowing the present Soviet posture in Southeost
Asia is Moscow' s use of Vietnam as an instrument in the _
Sovigt confrontation with China; It would be unrealistic to

258, Socsastro Hadi "US and USSR in II Cold waft' and
implications in South East Asia®, 1L )
(Jakarta) Vol, 10, Nog¢ 1y January 1982, ps
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assume that the Soviets will emerge as & hegemonial power

in the seme way es in Eastern Ewrops. The United States

has been endorsing the Chinese view of Vietname as a
satellite of the Soviet Uniom, but there h am'y 1ikelihood
in the future of en attempt by Washington to clarify end
redefine American policys Already there are indications that
the Americans would like to distance themselves from the
Chinese confrontationist views and support the emergence of
ASEAN' 8 levarage for a diplomatic settlement in Indo China
and Southeast Asia,,%

United States relations with China are based on the
interests in normalizing these relations and are not aimed
against sny other country. Nevertheless this remains a
matter of ssensitivity to the Soviet Union perhaps: the
strongest source of concern to the Soviet Union remains
vhether the United States will enter into military swply
relationship with China, United States has made it clear that
it does not intend to supply militsry equipment %o China,
but it has not attempted to spesk for its allies on this
matter. The Soviet Union sought to implicate the United
States in the Chinese military incursion into Vhtnm.

T -

26, Haé‘. Sipro "World Politics" in W
| (Homewood, Dorotery Press, 196
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. arguing that the visit to the United States by:,'y'icg o
Premier Dengxioping in some frgy represented tacid United
States agquieécenc.é in théz invasion, This line of argument

ser&ed Soviet propaganda neéds but seemed more designed to
diiert »attention from Soviet involvement in Vietnem than a

real assessment of the circumstences by the Soviet 133&@8.27

Soviet restraint in Poland at first seemed to provide
some, including the .Presi&ent with a new 'Ioeu,s' through which
Soviet actions in other parts of the world % could be judged
the 1lifting of the United States grain embargo against the
Soviet Union was in past, Justified by _this restraint; new
Soviet support for the military crackdown in Poland .hagx ,
revived eé.'rlier harsh judgement in Soviet bghgviour,zs

In 1973, Soviet leaders knaw the Egypt and Syria,
using Russians arms,‘ involved to attac:‘k_:srael, | D.e.spitg
the danger that the Super Power contrantatiens would ¢eve10p.
Moscow failed to consult -Hashinﬁon,i violation c_:f en agreement
by the two nations to do 36.. ‘Russign not oniy encouraged the
Arabs to use the _o;ll weéponﬁ“ during the war but pr}c'dded_,
them to prqlong the boycott against the U;iited S(_ta‘tejs.“ézlgy

27 Marshall Shulman "Burope; sn overview of US-Soviet

. . Relations" Department of State Bulle ;ﬁ- n (Weshington DC),
' ‘ VOIi 29, Noo 2033, December 1%9: P. 40, o
28. Ivid. : : : o : S o

29,  F.M, Kaplan; "Our Cold War Policy® .New York:Tima'
(New York), Vol. 5k, No. 1, Hay, 18, 1980, Ds e
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The whids of political change that brought down the
Shah of Iran were lergely internsl in originj this was not a
movement Instigated or substantially snppartad by outalde
powers, Although Moscow has sought to work with the new
Islamic Republic and cost no opportunity te blame the evils of
the post on United States involvement in Iram, there sre
signs of strain between the Soviet Union end Iren, the Soviet
heve openly criticized the Islamic movement that has emergeds

It is difficult to predict how things might go in the
future, but for the movement it is motsble that the setback
%o United States interests in the Polwtransition in Iren
has not been accompanied by a correaponding gain for Soviet
interests, 0 . -

The Afghen invasion followed a similor pattern. This
time Soviet forces themselves invaded the nen-align stata
of Afghanisten, executed the existing ruler, installed a
Puppet government forced hundreds of thousands of refugess
into neighbouring Paltistan, and one positioning themselves to
tireaten and pressure Pakisten, a long tims friend of the |
- United States as well as other countries in the ragiop.51

AN

30, Kicholas Danﬂoﬂ. ¥WRusaia US Stalemate®,
erjd 3. (Washington nc). 'm... mxx. ‘oct, 11, 1982,
Pa .
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In both the Kampuchea and Afghan situations Soviet
powar has bsen used to senter a relative by week, non-aligned
buffer state, with the result that strong Vietnamese and
of Soviet forces ere now deployed right-up against the
border of a traditional friend of the United Statess The
West bears not only the humanitarisn burden of the refugess
but must face new security. ?rbblm for its friends like

_Thailem, These two invasions are a clear lesson to the
world sbout the dangerous situation we mre all in/

It is notworthy that both victimes » Kampuchea and
Afg;aniatm = were nonaligned countries. Although, it is not

 feshionsble in many perts of the world to be "aligned.
These days it is instructive that the Soviets have not
chosen to attack United States allies but rather to direct
their forces ageinst wesk nonaligned countries with vaguly
Merxist Government,2 .

- The cause of events unfolding after Afghan coup of 1978
brought this primarily ncutralist Government into close
alignment with the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union eventually
feols committed to defending what it terms the “Afghen
revolution® and is providing substential military assistance
to the Kebul Govermment, consisting of modern equipment and
mutery advisers mmbering several thousands,

A

32,  J.D, Doencke "Legacy of 'Cold Var® isolationim”
UsSA_Zoday (New York), No. 109, July 1980, pp. 6465,
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As the insurgency threat to the Central Government
hes becoms more scute, the Soviet Union has faced a delimag,
Some mdicat:ién of scuteness of this dilfmma cen de v,sunv
in President Tareki departure from office just a few days
after he mot with Soviet President Breztnev.>>

Soviet policy towsrd Afgha'niaﬁm remaing \mchﬁxgcd.
Moscow has been talking with United Nations end Pekisten
officials since May 1982 throixgh its gatrap 4in Kabul, In
February 1983, United Nations Deputy Secretary General for
special political problens Diego Gordovez spent several wecks
telking with officials in Afghanistan, Pakisten and Iran, The
hints of progress have s0 far not materialized into a{xy solid
steps toward a settlement. The discussion, which are to be
resumed in Gensvs, ars confidential and no braaktm‘mgh seens

imminent, 34 .
| Violence in the caribbean Basin and the Middle East
brought the Super-Power confrontation into still sharper
forces, The invasion of Grenada Reagon claimed prevented
Merxist from turning that island into a Soviet«Guban colony.
Elsevhere in the region, however no such duick or decisive
victory for Administration policy seemed in sight. United

g

33 Ibid,

34 Karen Deviaha "Super Powers in Eclipse® For
‘ Aﬂg};:gg ew York), Vol. 61, No. 2, w:tntem%%r 4982/63,
Pe 8%
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States atd to the ¢onservative government of Elsalvador in
its fight mgainst a leftist and to the rebels battling the
Harx;tﬁt = led government of Nicaregua did little more than
sustain grim guerrilla wars, Just as the United States moves
but di4 not s0 much as hint at military action in retaliation
This underlined a rule of United States ~ Sovist Unien
competition that neither side will ever scknowledge publﬁ.qu
each has a sphere or interest that the other respects,”>’ |
The Soviet *threat' to the Persian Gulf remsined,
and American policy was increasingly oriental toward
countering Soviet Military action (e.g. operation bright
ster in Egypt, United States, Iarael strategic cooperation®,
thé provision of Saudi Awacs),. ~ Soviet influence emong the
more radical elements in the Middle East and Africa was
growing, manifest in the new triple alliance of the clients,
Libya South Yemen and Ehiopia, Similerly its support for
the Palestine Liberation organiszation was demonstrably
strengthened by the opening of an official rapreau‘ltﬁtim
in Moscows For the first time since 197%, there was a
possibility that the callapse of the camp David progess might
lead to pecurity of the Soviet Union in the diplomecy of the

35 Church J. George, "Man of the Year®, _ {new York),
*  Vol. 123, No, 1, January 2, 1984, p. 4dns. ’
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Ared Ismel conflict. Moscow ztnl previ.ded the neﬁesaary
' auppart 1:0 Viatnam and the combodian ragi.me. And tinany,
‘the Soviet Union end the Uni.ted States seemed to ba ndsi.ns
towerd a serious conzrontation over the carribbess end central
America. ‘i‘he Swie‘ta were giving Nicaragua aora and more
'pouﬂ.cal end materisl support mcluding new ams uhimema
through C)‘u’ba.36 | ,

As a naaer pwar wi‘:h glaba). mterests. tha motivu
and premures behmd SMet forem poucy in the leb‘bean
would push i¢ tawarda over involvement it it percaived a
favouwrable conmgem‘:a of savaral dmlopnmts. 12 overt
action was ruled cut recourse could bs had to su:rogate actions
which would avoid risky direct canrroﬂtation remihiscém
of the Cuben confrontation. In eny case the Soviet Union
has & naval force capable of projecting its power on a
worldwide bas,i.s includirg the Carribean. Intri.naic to
Soviet deciaion—makms. hwever; is 2 congstent effort to
relate the potential costs of a military adventure to the
likaly benifits in terms of its ascendancy as a glabal | |

povers

364 N.‘mholas Danilozx "Decade of Detent vg ag_Eg &
(Waafxington D), Vol. XL y Moy 24,

9325 Ps’ 23-

37 Lawrence coldwell Williem, Diebold Jr,, "Supa'
Powers Politics .un 10980 em East Waat Trade®

Seviet Americen Relations (Ed.) (New York), $980,
Pe 23,
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URLTY DIMENSIONS O COND (COl

| Both Unlited States and Soviet Union use erms transfer
as levers to gain influence in the developing world., At

times they secure tengible benefits such as militery facilities
in a Third World c@mtry; Basi_cally; both super powers seem
to value greater influence or steps that they see as '
potentially aonvar;tible into increased influence in their

own right and for thelr own sake. The recipients dependency
on the domx; for maintenance, sparé parts and replacements

is saen to provide leverage in difficult situations. The

arms donor need not asctually threaten to curtain supplies
because the two super powers know that this dependency will
influence the recipients decisions long before the donor would
need to contemplate such thrcats._m

When the Super Powers sell arms to rival nations,

each conflict that erupts between Super Powers client status
carries the potential for invelving the United States end
Soviet Union militarily on opposing sides. During confliots
the donors armed forces may assist in transporting urgently
needed wespons by delivering them intoc the war zone. Although
such involvement does not actually comuit the donor to fight,
its armed forces are jJust a short step from involvement in
the conflict itself.”

38, Blechmsn Barry Nolah E, Jamme Plait Alen, "Pushing Arms®
Eoreizn Poliay (New York), No, 46, Spring, 1982, p.l42.

39. Joseph M. Siracisa & Glan St. John Barcley %%gg; of
(:'5 (Washingtonm&.mikst Press, i
PP .
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At the other times smd in other situatiana. circumstance,
ambition and perceptions of netional interest have combined
to expand arms sales relationship into dengerous cmfrohtationa
between the Super Powers, From 1967 through 1973 a clear
pattern of escalating involvement, emerged in fouw« .erisis
in the Middle East, each of which cautioned the potentlal
for Super Power conflict, 1In 1973 both Supér‘ Powers took
actions that brought them closer to actual involvement in
the fighting then they had ever. been, |

Although the Soviet hac desired certein types of
weapong to Egypt end Syria prior to 1973 Arsd Iaraeli war,
Moscow quickly began massive arms deliverieswhen hostilities
roke out., friaesa.deliveries continued through out the war
and rose to such high level that they olearly implied
contirued throughout the war end rose €0 such high lévela
that they cleerly implied continued Soviet support end
encouragement to the belligerent. When Israsu' air strikes on
Syrian & parts daemaged Soviet merchent ahi_ps delivering
m\miﬁon, Mogcow deployed its Naﬁy along the air and see
routes between Eastern Europe and the Middle East to
signal Soviet willingness to defend these lines of |
commmication. Further more when Israel threatemed major
strateglc defeats for Soviet clienty = the posaibility of
an attack on Damascus on Oct, 17 znd the possibility of
deétroys.ns the encircled Egypi:ion Third Arny on Octe 24 =
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the Soviet Union meéteﬁed by word and by active military
preperation to interven with its own forces after the United
States rejected a joint United States-Soviet Union force,’*°

Ai the most dramatic point of the confrontation, the
United States responded to a threatend Soviet intervention by
advencing the resdiness of ell its srmed forces emd by teking
other actions that indicated a2 willingnesas to eounter Soviet
moves in a manner that could result in nuclear war,

Thus in 1973, routine decision to sell erms in peace
time led gradually 'to»a real risk of conflict beitween United
States and the Soviet Union, The confrontation ended only |
when United States pressured Iarael to conforn to the terms
. of the ceasa-fire arranged by the Super Powers, relieving
pressure on the besieged Egyptien army. Given the instability
of politics in the Third World, the possibility that situations
similar to the 1973, crisis will develop can be ruled out
only rarely., Moreover the problems caused by arms transfers
during crisis camnot be separated from those cavsed by
routine, peacetime deliveries. The former follow inevitably
from the latter, The kind of confrontation in the Middle
Bast in 1973 will very 1ikely ocour sgain elsewhere. This
prospect is particularly worrisame in the current tense

state of United States-Soviet relatitms.m

40, Ibid,

41, ReSs Mullikan, "Cold Var®, W
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It has been the practice of the Soviet Union to
respond to opportunities for the expansion of its influence
thrown up by local disruptions wherever the balence of

risks and éains appeared to offer advantages to the Soviet
Union. The heightened pace of turhilent chnge in parts
of the World has resulted in an increase of such opportunities
in recent years., There are three new fectors in this realm
of Soviet behaviowr. One is the Soviet military busld up,
which allows the Soviet Union to project its military power
over very long distances. Seéond, the Soviets have increas-
ingly supported Vietnamese aspirations to dominate South-
East Asia and the third the Soviet have engaged in arming,
training and transporting Cuban soldiers to participets in
local conflict situstions,™? |

| These interventions against the background of a
continued improvement in Soviet conventional military capa~
bilitles, have resulted in some geins for the Soviet Union,
it pppears probeble that thers gains may 'prove as transitory
as were earlier position won end subsequently lost in the
torce of local nationalist resistence to the sppresd of Soviet
controls Whole United States cannot be complacent about
such Soviet gains in strategically importent parts of the
world, however, transitory they may prove to be in the ’

42, Ibid.
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further, United States cen have confidence in its ability

to compete effectively 4f it address itazelf to the interests
and concerns of the people of the areas affected and do not
think of them as abstract elements is an East West gemae,..'t’5

Ths &4 to 1 odventage the United States held 10 years
ago in stratesié missiles and bombers has disappeared. At
latest count Russia had 2,537 long range bombers and missiles,
against 2,142 for the United States.

America still retains a 4 to 1 edge in the total number
of nuclear warheads that these wespons ¢an f:.re s a result
of itas lead in developing MRV'gs multiple, independently
targetted reentry vehicles. But the Russian are driving to
achieve superiority in this field, too, by installing new
missiles with vastly, increased power -~ a mark that secretly
of state Kissinger assured congress was precluded by the 1972
Strategic Arms Limitetion Agreement and a unilateral
declaration,

Overall military forces, since 1970, the United States
has reduced the size of its armed forces, by nearly 900,000
while the Soviets have expanded their by 275,000. Result
the sw:.ets have 3,575,000 men, with arns today compared
with 2,150,000 4n this country, Russian spending on defense,

43. Ibid.
b, "Back to Cold War" (Edt.) 7 1 A
(Washington), Vol. LXXX, No, &4, January 25, .
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According to United States intelligence 6£riciala, is
heavier then Americans in real terms. This also represents
a much greater proportion of their more limited resources «
15 per cent of the Soviet gross national product on defence,
compared with about 5 per cent for the United States,

On the hi.gh seast Russians asmg their new 1l blue
vater Navy, demonstrated their challenge to Americen
domination of the world's ocean' s last April by staging the
mogt extensive air and sea exercise in their history from
the sea of Japan to the carribesn and from Norway's North
Cape to the Azors.

Further dreamatic proof that the Soviets drive to
Shift the strategic balance is not inhibited by detente.

In the past year Moscow has consolidated its position in the
Indian Ocean by building a base at Berbers in the Somali
Republic and it hopes %0 require a south Atlantic base in
Angc»l!.acl'5 . . ,

The current Indian Ocean build up contrasts sharply
with the situation in 1977, when the United States and the
Soviet Union had only minimel military presences in the
reglon., Horeqver, the Carter adninistration wanted to keep
the United States presence small, not augment {t. To achileve
his goal, Carter proposed in March 1977 to conclude atreaty
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with the Soviet Union demilitarizing the Indian Ocean,

For the Soviets the United States Scheme provided a
satisfactory framework for discussion, and further session -
were convened in Bern, Switzerland, in December 1977 and
Feb, 1978, After the fourth meeting the talks were suspended
in the wake of the large increase in Soviet naval activity
during Somali, Ethiopien econfiict over Ogedan, Although
the Soviet rapidly reduced their sbtnormal presence, the
progressive deteroration of region stability notably in
Iran, delivered the fuel blow to any lingering thought of
indian Ocean Naval arms control.“s

From the hawks perspectives sgheer geography ofteraed
compelling reasons for distaining restrictions on United
States maritime power, Because of the Soviet Union's
geogrephical proximity to the Indien Ocean area, the primary
components of Super Power would be intouched by a treaty
eonstraining naval arms., Proximity meant that the Soviet
could maintain a massive troop presence on the boarder of
the northern tier states, particulerly Turkey and Iren.
Soviet medium range bombers could strike into the Indian
Ocean region from basis with the Soviet Union and Soviet
alr borne divisions enjoyed similer advantages of position,
Moreover, ailrlift support cperations would prove an

46, Willlem Stiver, "Dowes Howks and Detente" l-‘_%ém
Policy (New York), No, 45, Winter 1981-82, P
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easier undertaking for the Sovliet Union <¢than for the.
United States.w 1

Had this been the extent of the Soviet global threat,
hovever, it would have been quite mmageéble with the
traditional instruments of the 1970s and 1960s, But in the
Regan view, Soviet policy had gone well Seyond geographical
maneuvering., The Soviet Union had become a militery giant,
It was able and the determined to project its power to
distant arces, to intervene in regional military conflic ts
t0 extend its position through a complex of foreign basis
and a corps of proxy troops, and to seek and encaurage new
treaty relationships snd regional alliances.

1¢ was strenuously argued by the Reaganites, was a
direct consequence of a significant shift in the balmnce
of military power at every level. While America had
allegedly put its confidence in the agreements end
negotiations that comprised detente, the‘i Soviet Union had
not only failed to raciprocate, but had invested massive
resources of its military establishment,

This accumilastion of militery.power wag not a product
of the moxﬂentum of a massive burecauoracys Rather, the Resgen

47,  Indd,
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believed it was s systematic and purposeful effort to meet
the requirements laid down by Soviet doctrine which described
(a) overall strategic superiority; (b) the nccessity to
prepare .foi*r.:es for both deterence and actual war, fightings
(¢) the possibility of achieving victory in a general
nuclear war; and (d) the decisiveness of striking tirst™®
This was the challenge as seen by the Reagan Administrate
ion, As it was relatively simple and stfaﬁ.ght forward, so
the American resgponse had to be similarly simple and
straight forward.

» to restore the military balance, achieving or
preserving at least a time equality and preferably superiority
in key equations {e.g. naval power). The Sodets wera develop=
ing a miclear war, fighting capability, and United States is
going to have to develop the same,

« to contain soviet expansion and reverse it, secretary
of State Alexander Heig warned that Moscow was the greatest
souree of International Security.

~ to negotiate only from a pogition of genuine strength,
refurbishing America’s nuclear arsenal was a necesgsfy
prefemxisite for negotiatioﬁ, the new secretary of Defence
concluded, bo |

48.  Williem G, Hyland, "US Soviet Relations", Current
(New York), No, 242, May 1982, p, 46, =& —
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SALT II is an important step for the United States
howéver, because, it will slow the momentum of Soviet
strategic deployment in Scviet cruclal 'aﬂaa = The agres~
ment will last until 1985, end United States could will
be facing a more dengerous strategic environment in that
year without the controls that SALT IT will provide. The SALT II
agreement will enhance our ability to meet the challenge of
rising Soviet defence expenditures. It will do so without
constraining any significant militery programme that United
States plan to inaugurate during the term of the sgreement
it will be & useful complement to our regular defence
programs, end it will afd us in predicting the future
course of Soviet decision making,

The Soviet militery build up continued unabated.

As Secretary of Defence Harold Brown has noted, the Soviet
Union, ¢ommitment to decreasing defencs budgets has been
wmaffected by the decisions United States has made with
regard to defence budget, As United States budget have
gone down, their defence budget hove increased again,”®

In the field of strategic nuclear weapons the
President has decided to improve the survivablility of
United States land based inter continental ballistic missile

50. Pierre Lelloche, "Salt and European Security®,
» Vol. 22, No. 1; Jmoy F.b,o’ 1%0' P.aSC
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force through the development and deployment of the new,
mobile MX mismsile system United States is currently in
the process of deploying the improved Trident (Submerine-
launched 'balli.etlc missile's‘

Wnliemsburg summit, a *Senior Soviet Official threat~
ened that the Soviet Union would adopt spolicy of "automatic®
magsive retalistion sgainst all potential enemies if the
new Medium range missiles were deployed in Western Europe.

On the eve of Summit, Tass issued enother statement

xning that 1f the cruise and pushing 11 weapons wers
deployed in Western Furope, the Soviets would retaliate
by placing their 85«20 in sattelitte countries, and would
threaten the territory of the United States directly.

The Tass statement in particuler made it cleer that:
the Soviet leaders have ﬁnally got the message that
detente' s deed. 2 |

Detente was an attempt to spin a web of agreement in
arms control, trade and scientific and cultural exchanges
that would give both sides a tangible state in maintaining
correct, if not exactiy friendly reletions, Nixon and'v
Brezhnev formalized the concept in 1972 by signing sn agreement

51, Ibvid,

52,  Brien Crozier "The Burisl of Dctanto“ Mﬂ&&.&éﬂ
(NW York) VOlQ 1‘&, NQ; 570 JU]-Y 8I 1983! pl
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pledging each side not to 'aéek a "unilateral adventaege at
the expense of t‘he’ other®, The Soviet's have long accused
the United States of viclating the spirit of detente by
encouraging Egypt to switch from Kremlin client to United-
States ally = for which there is no evidence ~ and by
inacting the Y ackson Venik amendment of 1974 which mede a
United States-Soviet trade agrecment contingent on free
enigration of Jews from the Soviet Union, Moscow regarded
that as unwarrented intereference in its intermnal aﬁairn,”
Soviet violations of detente howaver were go much
more blatent as to appear systematic, In tie enalysis of
Adem Ulam head of Harward's Russien Research Centre, the
Kremlin leaders slways took it for granted that the two
sides would continue their competiﬁcn for power and
influence in the Third World, and after the water gate
scandle dbroke tfxey saw little reason to be cautious about
doing so0. They jJudged the political authority of Nixon and
his successors to be too gravely weskened for them to
shape any vigorous reapoxiae to Soviet prases. Among other
things, the Kremlin sent gims and ¢uban traapa to help |
Harxist movement gelze power in Angole, Ethiopia and South

Yemen.ﬂm
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Most destructive of all, Moscow cunfinued its
relentleés piling up of arms, In 1977 the Kremlin
started emplacing mobile, accurate, tripewarhesd SS=20
nuclesr missiles in the Far East end in the Western Soviet
Union, those in Eurcpe vaatly increased the destruction
power aimed at United States NATO allies. The S5-10 -
were sup{bi‘tedly intended to counter theu threat based to
Moscow by British and French nuclear wegponi. But by the
end of 1975, they already exceeded the British and French
forces in the number of warheads, .

In retrospect, it seems incredible that the politburo
thought it could pursue such a course white still proclaiming,
as Brezhnev often put it, that Detente is irreversible"., Yot
for a long time, it seemed that tha Soviets really could
make major gains at the Weat's ;xpmse, as United States and
West European leaders struggled to preserve what remained
of detente. As late as 1979 Jimmy Carter was publicly
embracing Brezhnev in vienm to celebrate the signing of the
SALT I1 treaty, which set limits in the number of nuclear
launchers that the United States and the Soviet Union could
build, Then came the invasion of Afghenistan. In the
éoviets eyes, they only prevented the overthrew of a communist
regime on their borders, To the West snd especially the
United States, the invasion was a supermely menacing use of
Soviet troops, for the first time since World War II to



expand the Soviet empire by force. %5

Suddenly it was all too much,. Though the Soviets had
nothing to do with it, the nearly simultaneous seizure of
hostages by Iranian revolutionies added to en impression
among tens of millions of American voters that the United
States was tilting itself be humilated atcund the World, and
that it was time to fight back. By the end of his presidency,
Carter had retuctantly given up trying to pursuade the
senate to ratify the SALT IItreaty, reversed his earlier
policy of holdingdown military spending emdargo grain sales
to the Soviet Union end called for a boycott of the Moscow
Olympics. The votors saw it all es too little end too late
Other factors, of course, influenced the elemtion of 1980,
notably rampant inflation and unemployment, Still the
popular appeal that carried Reagen to decisive victory vas
enhanced not a little by the fact that he had proclaimed
en incompromisingly herd-nosed anti-Soviet Line long and
)uz:ad..ﬂ'6

For all his tough talk, Reagan initially gave law
priority to foreign affairs., He preferred to concentrate
on his economic program, Equally important, he felt he need
to get a mi}litery build up in high gear go that he could

55. Martim Sogter, "West Germany, Europe and the Super
Powers Between Detente and mtrmtatim"
of Peace Proposals (Washington DC), Vol, 1 O 2,
1982’ Pe ob,
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later negotiate with the Soviets from a position of strength,
Nonetheless, the President was soon faced with en urgent
issue, In 1979, the NATO countries had aspproved what came
to be known as the two track decision. The United States
would install Pushing II missiles in West Germeny and
cruise missiles in five Eurcpean comtries, begining at the
end of 1983 to counter the menace of the Soviet S8«-208y |
Simultsneously, Washington would try . through negotiations
to limit or even aliminate the deployment of all such
intermediate range nuclear missiles in Europe. At the same
time, fears of nuclear war, farmed in part of remarks from
members of his administration and Resgan himself, dictated
a new attempt to negotiate reductions also in "strateglc"
weapons the interecontinental miassiles that the United
States end the Soviet Union alm at each other.57

Reagan, sccording to his closest aldes belleves
fervently in reducing miclear armss Nonetheless he has
held to his belief that the United States must first remove
what he felt had become a frientening Soviet superiority
in some ¢ategories of atomic weaponery, a géal for the INF
talks that began in Geneva in late 1981, he embraced the
Zero optiont the dismentling of all Soviet SS~20 in Eurcpe
all Asla in return for no deployment of the new United Statese

57.  Ghurch J,, George, "Man of the Year" a8 (New York)
Vo on o T8 an. 22, Cloen wooy,r Adues (New York),
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mediun range missiles, In the separate strategic arms -
reduction telks (START) got going in June 1982, Reagem
proposed one~third cut in nuclear warheads. The trims
however were structured in such a manner that the Soviets
would have had to destroy a disproportionate share of their
heavy land-baged migsiles that the United States most fearl.

_ When Andropov succeeded Brezhnev, the deedline for
: m;tallation of United States missiles in Western Europe
was approaching repidly. The Kremlin had already begun
adiplomatic and propagenda compaign to stop the depioyment
by trying to turn European public opinion against it,
Andropov raised that effort to a fever piltch says one
Soviet observer, I have never seen such sustained propaganda
over one 1ssue.58 o

Although it would be unrealistic to assume that

Chemmenko' s assumption of leadership would mean any radical
departure from Andropoy' s political agenda on mrost issues
of the Second Cold War, yet it may well be his ambition to
ease world tensions and thereby project his own name as a
personality who played a historic role in leading the Super
Powers to a genuine and relaxed detente. The image of the
Soviet Party in the post-Andropov phase is generally described

ss, Ibid.
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as one vhich is affected by the competing goals and
aspirations of the Brezhnev faction and of the Andropbv“
loyalists, It remains to be seen whether Cheenenko will
have the ability to exert potentially decisive inflaenéd
for reasserting the logic of peaceful cow~existence and
offer a fresh insight for the condxct of Super Power

—dip lomacy. 59

59 ThQ Statﬁm, 14 April, 1981, p. 6.
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The "failure® of detente must de understood in

relation to the operative concepts in relationhthe structural
end political chenges in the Super Power system which in turn
are effectsd by political, military and psychological fectors,'
Neither the orthodox Merixisn perspsctive of the Soviet Union
nor the United States's leaderships of the "free world
provide the logic to deal with the dresdful cholce of nuclesr
escalation, The confrontation and hostility expressed in

the "new® ¢old war is not mersly the resurrsction of position
of strength strategies dut rather an attempt at raising the
level of military confrontation with for reaching consequences
on the internal and external power structures on opposite
sides, The global denger of a muclenr holocaust has not led
%o resssuring steps to develop beneficial internationel
cooperationg on the other hand national security assumptions |
are ussett to preclude sny checks on the mntauﬂ improvenent
of srmaments, The MX and Trident II weaponz systems aysbolise

1o %abggt Conquest, Prassnt Dagger (cmrmn. 1970) ,
& Jhe
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definitions end approsches to first strike strategies vhich
can in turn introduce the threat of force on sn wnprecedented
scale as an instrument of foraign policy. While opinions
differ on the ultimate test of detante relationships, the
structursl dimensions which led to detente have as their
besic rationale dismngagement from militery instrments of
diplomscy. The legitinate concerns which detents expresses
cen cnly be given credibility through the negotiation of
reductions in American snd Soviet wveaponry.

Even since the Stalin's desth in 1955, hopes have
arisen in the United States negotiation with the Soviet
Union could overcome ¢old war rivalry snd drastically reduce
the denger of a direct Super Powsr clash, Particularly
after the Cubsn missile crisis of 1962, diplomatic contacts
t0 the Soviet Union were intensified, and the first staps

| towards strategic aras control were wdertaken. But only

after the changes in world politics predicted by De Gaulle collepss
of the domestic consensus brought about dy Vietnmm did

detents became-the crux of Americmn policy toward the Soviet
State, This policy stated neither on & benign interpretation

of Soviet Powar nor on the view that the Soviets had

abandoned their declared ideclogical objectives. Rather, the
American adninistration procesded frem the assumption that
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the two Super Powsrs could through closer consultations and
a greater willingness o negotiate, defuse potential sress
of conflict end, above all, raduce the danger of sn atomic
exchanges? ,

Soviet and Americen policy mskers sgreed in the reasons
for the change. After Strenuous efforts to build up their
miclear forces, the Russisns had mansged t0 achisve s rough
equivalence of armsments with the United States by 19694
Faced with & muclear stalemake both sides nov had en interest
in estabilizing the arms race. Nelther of them could |
outgun the other, and it made 1ittls senss to try since the
other side would mever allow a significant gep to develops

A period « gparming part of 1960s and pert of 1970s
has been designated in the snnals of the struggle for pesce
as the Decade of Detente, It was a tixme vhen the concerted
efforts of the pecple brought about a chenge in thelr favour,
This in twn relaxed tensions thawed the cold war wd
fostared an stmosphire conducive to normal, stadle ralations
emong states, I encouraged the solution of intenational
disputes by negotiations rather than by force or threat of
- torees |

2. Stephen J, Arzn., "Datents Policy Befors and After
Azggm tem® W (Hum m-zm). Vols 32,
Roe 25 1982 Do

3. Jmm Bm‘.lg What happened to Detente®, in
New York 4982), p. 43,

4, - John Pitm *Detente the Only Option*,
Attairs (New Ym)p Vol, 1LXI, No. 5, Ha;r
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The present tensions in the world is all into
economic, military end sscial complexity has shown that
the possibilities for bipolar detente have deen sxhimisted,
A way cut of these difficulties is seen by soms to be in
multipoler detente, that is in widening detente by bringing
into the geme of the Dig powers some other actual o
potential powers (Eurcpe, Jspsn, China ).

¥While conceding that sultipolar detente can alleviate
the crisis of bipolar detents, it still resains that the
world can arrive at the inddspensadls relations of stability
only within universal detente.”

‘Detente as a process of quantitative growth of
miouu Zorns of mutual and inter bloc cooperation based
on block division rather then as a question of substantiel,
qualitative changes in all fields of International relations
ad in parts of the worlds I¢ is clasr that & detents vhich is
universal neither geographically nor by content, which 4id
not provide a basis for solving the accumulsted problems of
international economic and politicel relations under a naw
system of relations, \iﬁnh 414 not encourage the process of
democratising internationsl relations that such a detente
could not but feil the test of time,® :

Be Al.km Grnckar *Crisis of Detente", :
P Vol. 31;“0. 713; »
» Do

6. Lhutcnmt Colonel Joseph ¥, Kastle 'Dmto
’ F an Deafence”, Alr Univ: A8
‘hmm Vol. 304 No, 6, Sept, U 0:, o V(Y
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Detente ought to becone a frmmework within which
full democratizstion of internstions)l relations could be
sthieved in a peaceful snd gradual way snd positive changes
could be introduced in the internstional systemd’

The strugsle to consolidate the principles of pesceful
co=existence, to assure lasting pence, and to reduce and
in the long term to elininate the danger of world war has
been and remains the main element ovr policy towards the
capitalist statesd

Considersble progress has besn achiesved in the past
five years. The passags from the Cold ¥War, frox the explosive
confrontation of two warlds, to detente was primarily cormected
with changes in the correlation of yorld forces, But such
effort was required for psople aspscially those responsible
for states politics =~ to becons scoustomed to the thought
that the natursl state of things is not bdrinkmenship but
negotiation, not confrontation but pssceful cooparation,

Though world pasce is dy no means guarantesd yet,
we have every reasom to declere that the improvement of the

A " ol

T Ihig,



international climate is convincing ewidence tha“!: lasting
peace is not merely a good intention but entirely realistic
_, _Qbaéctivg.ﬁ_ And we cen end must continue to work tir‘lek;y
to achieve 1t.2 o B |

Congress Rapart, March 1976

Detente is the Soviet Unian‘ 8 need to develop its
econbmy. The Seviet Hnion remaina far bohind the United
States in a mmber c! kuy areas and the taclmalog&cal gap
~ is accruse thi board cne from Icm systen to electric razars.
| ':ne recogzition in the chiet Union that Eccncuie strength
| '18 the base tor all other power including ean'hinued great
power states. led the 24 Congress of the Communist Party in
1971 end those dratting the ninth five year plen to think 1n
| terms of upgrading scimce. tecbnalogy and agriculture by
| expanding trade with the Vest and by increasing scientiﬁc and
| space cooperation. These ﬂnﬁ.s&m in terns required aazins
Russien tensﬁ.ons w.ith tho Uni‘ced States as well ag w.a‘tem

9 |
ﬁ.‘he other factor m which datenta is ’baaed 1s thc
recomition by both Super Powers that victary in Var and
survival afterward are not reasonable possibilitus for either
side. Although the United States is for shead of the Soviet
Union in elmost all types of militery security rests on the
degree - g signiﬁcant one to which their cap\abﬂity of .

Europe

8. Jonathan Steale "What happened to Betenta in ggng:
- Eowers in Colilgion (New York) 1982), Py 4547

9. Ibid,
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destroying the United States belance Ami.cm supsriority

in weaponsi#?

- "S0 for detents's been a one way street vhich the
Soviet Union has used to pursue its own aims. I know of
70 leader of the Sovist Union since the revdlution and
- including fhn present mmmfp. that has not more than once
repeated in the various Communist Congress thay hold, their
doternination that thedr goal must be the promotion of
world revolution and a one world soc:ud.tst' or Commmist ltath;. .
whichever word you want to use. Now as long as they, at the
some tine, have openly snd publicly declared that the only
morality they recognize is what will further their cmise,
meening they resorve the right to comit any crime, to ds,
to cheat in order to obtain it, I think that when you do
businegs with them = g¢ven in detente = you kKeep that in niud,_."”
(30 Jenuary, 1981). . |

Dr. Kissinger, writing his memoir in 1978, described

the Arvericen attitude to detente am a carrot and stick

"~ 40, Jokm H.Smley- Jr. "Detente and Disarmzment®
3 (CM&Q@O)Q Vol. XIIII 3 N0 9y

4 ]

11,  “"Reagan on Detente”, (edt) Internationsal Herald
Iribung (Zurich), 313 anuary, 1981, |
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epproach, ready to impose penalities for sdventuriss willing
to expeand relations in the context of responsible behaviour, 2

The significance and content of detente has altersd
with times It has gone through a number of phases (United
States and Soviet Union) each of which has been important
in difforent ways and to di_ttwent interaests.

Initially there a number of elmost trivisl cmﬁdma
building messures (eqgs the hot line sgraement) which
convinced the leaders of both the United States and the
Soviet Union that neither sid@ wanted a nuclear helocsust.

There were a mmber of noves to clesr up outstanding
political problems. 7The lead here was taken by West
Germeny ostpolitik policy which culminsted in 1975 « The
noneprolifsration treaty and strategic Arms limitation talk
were intended to control the nucles arms race to snd between
the €wo major powers.™ o

For the sdvocates of detente with the United States,
detente hes heen on instrument of stability, designed to
roduce the risk of an unwanted nuclear war and to show
political changes It has involved formal treaties and
informal wnderstondings to regulate international behavi.oum“

12,  Ibid, o
13. John Cox, "Good Bye to Detents®, Harxism Todau(London),

Yol. 2‘!; No. 9; Sept, lmq Ps O
W, Idid,
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Detente is measured increasing communication between
United States and Soviet Union, both at the policy level
and ecoross a broader range. Detente is o motter of
m_spher&, én alterntion in the psychologicel climate,

a reduction in the state of permanent alarm on both sides,
a devolution in the harshness of rhetoric.s”

Detente involves making scaewhat mors explicit then
inplicit rules of the Cold War « that neither side will
push too hard in areas of other's vital interssts} that
some efforts will bde maode to contain crisis, that both
sides will cooperate in avoiding nmuclear war. These rules
have been recognised sinco the Berlin Blockads of 1948,6

It involves projects that might be called cooperativae
The most important of these growing out of the first conoern,
is arms control -~ the introduction of more stobility inte
deterence, rea@&ixzt in further acceleration of the arms
race, parhaps even reductions in the arsenals, Calloboration
in suwch matters gs nuclear proliferation is almo of grest
importances, Alse significent in the development of economic
14mits, 37 | |

15. Deniel Yergin *In Praise of Detente”, W*
" Vol 124, No, 32, May 29, 1976, ppe 17-15,
7. Ibid.
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In some ways Weshington end Moscow had remarkebly
similor views of dei¥is Both saw it as a device for
reinforcing the status quo and pressing the other power to
act pradictably. Kissinger argued that if _thq United States
could build up a web of relationship with Moseow, through
trade political dlalogue and nuclear arms control, the
Russians would be locked into s collsborative pattem of
_behavicur with the West. This would make it herder for
them to break out in a wild, adventurist way, The Anericens
used several words vhich imply catching or trapping a
dengerous enimal. The Russisns for their port saw the
Americens as sggressive sand bullying, Theyk hoped to
modify this by accustoming Washington to regular cousultati.on
and agresment with Moscow., They talked of 'meking detente
irreversible', a frequent phrase in Brezimev's speeches of
the period, 1 |

According to Raymond Aron, the sim of Detente is the
esteblishment of an Yorder' and stability "which pre¢ludes
all further rmluﬁouary changes. Kissinger distinguishes
between a 'poumu and a revolutionary approsch to order%,
the first - the policy line followed by the United States
creating in his view, international sscurity snd the second «

18, Jonathen Stesle, What ba@penod to n-mw. Sper
| Bovers in Callisfen (N Ys Pa OTs

-~
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the Soviet approach = ®"Jeopardizing” internationa) seourity,
This opinion is also shared Dy Willy Brendt who holds the
view that Veatern Eurcpe must suppirt the policy of detante
end cooperation bacause 1f¥ could "contribute not only to a
substential mitigation of the present tensions but also
to channelling, in a decisive way, the ineviZable revolutions
with tragic consequences for all in s controlled course of
progresst??

~ Soviet attituds to the ocutsid world ara lkely to
repain cautious in the 19580s. The Russians are militarily
stronger than they were in 1970, dut the worid beyond their
border i no more favourabls to then it was a decede ago,
The United States is still economically, technologically
ond militarily suwperior. On the swescme howcr to wrack
unscceptable muclear destruction on the other side is the
Soviet Union equal to the United States, Negither side omn
win a puclear war or even a nuclear mrms race, That et

least the Russians know, They remain comnitted to detente.?®

| Internationsl detente is atendency like process in a
doudble sense. On the one hand, it is as gradually cbject=
ivizing International relationship in which the meens of an

ARSI

19, Joses Bmaz, "rhm&ucal & Political Appects of
; . ok M ( udapest), Vol, 2,

20, Richard Roseoran *Detente or Entent” W
(“W YO‘S'R)' Vol, 539 Noe Be Aprﬂ., 4l Ps
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agreed reconcilation based on the equality of interests
take shape and in which a modusvivendi established. On
the other hand, the geographical 1limits of detente also
experience a gredusl expansion. In the prassnt situation,
the praservation end a woderate growth of the achlevanents
of Burcpesn detente attained so far constitute a very
important element of ganeral detente. A decresss in the )
current tension in Soviet Americen relations and « atleast »
restoration of the norms of detente may induce the
further dovelopment in world wide detente and its extenaion
ovar the regions vhere the conditions for atbppm the
present acute tensions and for a 'negouated sattlement
will only be crsated if detente becomes a dominent poutical
tondency in International relations, 21
| During the late 19608 and early 1970s President
Nixon end President Brezhnev indicated that confrantation
should be repleced by sone form of sccommodation. This
suggested that Super Power Diplomascy could baqane & NONezZero
game in which both parties would benefit. The initial
tengibie indicetion of cooperative detente smerged during

21, Robert S. Jordan, Detente in Eupo
: (E&ta (BOM’ i971), p.
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the May 1972 sunmit. The two lesders signed s series of
commmiques and agreements which were to establish a new
basis for the conduct of relations, while the strategic
Arms Limitation Agreement was decimed the most significent
accomplishment, the sgreement on Basic principles constituted
the foundation of dente,2?

One of the current phase of United States-Soviet
relations is the unprecedented consultation between
leaders either foce to face or through deplomatic channels.

The channel between the leaders of the two nations
has proved its worth in meny ctisisy it reduces the risk
that either side might feel driven to act or to reast on
the basis of incomplete or confusing information. The
chennel of commmnication has continued without interuption
under President Fort,? |

 Political relations improved to address the eccnomic

aspect of the relationghip and to seek the removal of long
standing barriers to expanded traded

Negotiation on the problem of Berlin the mcn' of
recurrent crisis in Eurcpe began in 1969, So did SALT, only

L

22, RoB, Zi!’ls "Peril of Detente”, International Security
Yol. Sumaer 1980, ps S22.

23, Henery Kis
{Washington )l '
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in 1971, after substantial progress had been achieved in
both sides, these negotistions did the administration
consider it possible to look towsrds summit meeting between
Aerica end Soviet lesters,2® ‘

The leaders of the two countries have lodged in sn
agraement signed at the 1972 sumit to govern their conduct
in Poreign Affairs by agreed basic principles. Under this
agresmant, they undertook an obligation axerciss restraint in
their mutual relations to do their atmost to prevent
situations that cold lead to military confrontation and to
refrain from efforts to obtain unilateral advantage at the
expense of the others Under a separats agresmant, signed at
1973 sumits They agreed to develop their relations with
each other and with other countries s0 as to excluds onbreak
of nmuclear taf.‘-"?"’ , |

The bdbasic principles served primsarily as an overall
statement of declarstory policy vhich was to guide the conduct
of Supsr Powsr diplomacy, Yet they were based on a mmber
of importent assueption which constituted a rejection of the
post and perception of a need for mutusl accommodation
The confrontation behaviour of the cold war should de
replaced by a aix of cooperative and competitive patterns of

_

24, | Hm' AJArthur,
VQ).. Lm. W.’ pﬁ .

28,  Ibiad
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diplomacy with the smphasis on the former, At the seme time
1t was flot sufficiently appreciated by most observers that
the wnderlying and fundsmental divergence of United States
end Soviet objectives resained maitwudﬁzs

From American parspective, detamte was a modified
form of conteinment in which the primary ais was to limit
the range of policy instrument snd the bshaviour of the
Soviet Union within a framework of mgcmtionand
acccmnodation. In the Americen desire to implement dstente
however, this longer range objective was often down played
particularly during the early part of the Carter adninistration,
Both Nixon and Kissinger acknowledged, retrospect, the
ultimate Soviet intentions would not be modified by detente.
For their part, Soviet leaders consistently noted that detente
had not changed the basic nature of the struggle betwsen
the capitalist and Socialist systemi!

Soviet objectives were, in the first inatance,
politicel = that is, the attaimment of defect recognition
a8 a Super Power « and detent was a mesns for achieving this
objective with less risk than had been the case during the
cold war. To some extent unstated Soviet policy objectives
conflicted with the American objective of modified contoiment

L I I A

26, Laeon, Gordsuker "Perils of Super Powers Diplomac: |
’ Wmlt Vol. 35, No. 3, St!éﬁl‘ 1%82'50 422,

22, Valter F, Mendal, Rnegcnd Detente® ;’&m\m“m
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and the Unitod States amphasis on achieving tangible
results in the military sphers., In effect the pece of
political detente exceeded the pace of military detente
during the early and nid 1970s,28

The signtng of the SALT, treaty and the proclamation
of principles of conduct during the Nixone Brezhnev smmit
in Moscow in May 1972 contributed to mood of Europhobis
within the United States which was further compounded by
Nixon's repeated assertions that the world had moved from
an era of confrontation to one of negotiation, Nixon
intellectual opponents felt vidicated in their belief that the
antiecommmist attitudes of the 1550s were no definitely out
noded and the war weary congress, set aboul further reducing
the Pentagon budget end dismantle the intelligence agencies
covered operations cepabilities as immoral vestigles of
the Cold Ver,2? | o

The Ford-Brezhnev summit at vliadivostok on Nov, 23=24,
1974 reaffairned the principles of peaceful cowexistence
end the military parity of the two powers as the basic
premises for further agreements. The parties reinterated
their intentions to conclude a long-time agreement on |

L

28. Ibid.

29. George F, K "The USA and Soviet Union® m
Aﬂafu ’Vo!. » No. 4, July 1976, p. 17. ’



limiting strategic offensive véapomom

It was the CSCE final Act of August 1975 represented
the high point of political detente and in the ghort
congtituted in major political gain for the Soviet Union
without the need for any meaningful military accommodation
in the Europe tthntﬂ.”

From a United States and Western perspectives it was
never entirely clear how or what extent political objectivas
and pricritics would be established, The Europesn objectives
in reaching political accommodstion with Soviet Union end
Eastern Europe were partly achieved at the CSCE as well as
through expanded contacts snd relations. These activities
produced tangible benefits for both sides. The United
States was indifferent situation because the Eurcpesn factor
was not as importent as politicel ccnsideration, In one
sense, therefore, the politicael content of detente was not
as significant for es United States end it was for the
European nationso’g

The importence of the Helsinki accords was not
confined to the framework of Europes. They made it cleer
to limit end eliminate dangercus conflicts invigorate and

30. Cb&r:l.es Ls Robertm Wﬂgﬂmﬁ
World Var II, (New Yar s 1975} Do .

31. Ibsd,

32, Ibid.
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and enriched bilaterial snd multilateral cooperation between
states and helped to shape a nevw International atmospher,
They also made it posaidble to switch resources and efforts
from the arms race and preparstion for war to the shaping of
new and fair International economic relations and the joint
" solution of vitsl regional end global problems. Finelly
set a valuable example for other regions of the globe,
gshowing that the most complex problems can be sclved by
peaceful mesns rationally end cmstrucﬁvely«”

Since the Soviet Union and the United States are a
permanent threat to each other's survival, the only way to
prevent a thermonuclear disaster is through s political
relationship which "normalises® their relations inspite of
contradictionss It order to negotiste on common ground,
ideclogical differences should not be Msu‘aué and
the search for reasonable choices should not be given up.

Of paramount significance for the world wide process
of detente is the relationship between the Soviet Uniom
and the United States, The good Soviete-Americankconcmic
relations constitute en organic pert of detente and that

3%, Jones Neg "Continuing the policy of Detentet
‘ .-.w :3exly (Budapest), Vol. XX, ﬁozeg
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their deapening precludes the return to the political
climate of Cold War. Owing to the Cold War and its economic
projection, the embargo policy, c¢ooperation between the
leading procass of the two socio~economic systens wos reduced
almost to nil, and it was only in the late 1960s that it
began to display a serious recovery. The golden age of
"thewing in Soviet American reletions folls into the first
part of the 1970s. In the period 1971~76, Soviet trade with
the developed capitalist region rome sbout 3,7 fold end
with the USA 12 foid,>

The development and expasnsion of economic ties between
the two countries from an integral part of the framework
of cocperation. The political momentum developed st the
1972 summit resulted in e formula to settle the studborn
problem of land lease acoount, which led in turn to the
extension of Export Import Bank Credit guarantees needed
for sustained trade expansion with the Soviet Union. They
have concluded g maritime agreement under which 40 ports m‘
sach country have been openad to prompt access by merchent
and research vessels of the other, They have signed a
cerefully belanced trade agreesnent designed to teake into
account the structural asm’terhsg”

B4, VeN. Anddreyev, "Materialization of Detante"
Ecoggtgic Aspects, ORBIS, Vol. 2, Spring, 198i. ,
Pe . :

35 Lawrence Freedmen, "Requiem for Detente” '
" (London), Vol. 36, Nos2, P b » Horld Today,



in 1973, they_ concluded a tax treaty and signed
protocol opening commerciel offices in their respective
countrics and establishing a joint trade and economic
councils to foster the developmant of United States end
Soviet ‘i‘radc.aﬁ _

The Soviet Union's aim its cconomic cooperation
with the USA is to import the top achievements of scimntific
and technical progresss | |

Among the new, more upto date forms of technological «
econonic relations, the Super Power Cooperatim has evolved
joint - policies in project like the joint SoyliZeApallo
Spase Programme, commoni research on the application of
canputers in solving economic tasks, the possibilities
inherent in Occesnic research, and the exchenge of
specialists in varicus fields on the basis of mutual
benefit, They also point but that these cooperation formse
Just as the compensation deals as the most importent scheme
of production cooperation are very senaitive to cyclicel
. changes in political detente. 37

Normalization and expansion of Economic relations between
the two countries constituted en importent part of the
core of detontc. In the months following the Moscow summit,

36. ‘I'homas E‘rank. “Edwurd tz!ai.a nw&, "W“ in
ic stagy smon r Povars (Edt.) (New York)
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negotiation continued, On 14 Oct, 1972, the countries
signed a three yeor maritime sgreement which established
premium rates for Americen ships carrying Soviet grain
purchases. Octs 18 the United States and Soviet Union
roached en agreement on three year pact in which the United
States pﬁmnised to secure congresional suthorizetion for a
reduction of duties, thus virtually offering MFN status to
the Soviet Union. It also promised assistance to the Soviet
Union in obtaining credits end suaréntua from the Export
Import Bank of the United States for purchase of commercial
goods in tﬁe United Stateag’e

The two countries signed two protocols = one leading
t0 the establishment of a United Stateé-seviet Chamber
of Commerce and the other expressing the willingness of the
two countries to provide space in their c'hpitah for each
other trade centres snd to enlarge the commercial staoff,
Both sides deciared their intentions in a Joint communique to
incresse their mutual trade upto $ 2 billion or even § 3
billion over the next three years. President Nixon declared
that the United States would give serious consideration
to any project of getting out Siberian 0il,>?

38,  Williem J. Quiek, "Dollers for detente", %m agmu 2

(Vashington IC), Vol, 180, No, 13, March 33, 1979,
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In 1079, the United States exported grain end other
sgricultural products worth $ 2,9 billion end nonefarm
products worth § 749 Billion to the Soviet Union, a total of
$ 3.49 dillion worth, Imports from the Soviet Union smounted
to § 570 millden. The $ 4.5 billimn total exthengo was a mere
fraction of the potential trade detween the wex'ld' 8 two
leading economis pownrn.m

Detonte gave the Russiens the opportunity to step up
their trade with the West, obtain Western credits and import
tochnologys The Russiens knew they were behind in certain
fields ond hoped to shortecut thelr development by buying
licences or fLactories from the wast.‘“

_ Soviet confrontsd a number of serious problems both
domestically mmd intermationally which required o more
constructive relationship with the United States. On the
domestic front, therc was growing recognition of "need for
developing tles with Americe, An influence of Western
credits and technology was decoming incressingly important
as the Soviets were coming to the end of an era of easily
available and chesp labour and r'eaowcas-“

40, !hJ. Hoiatz. "Detente and Peaccml Cowgxistence”,
Campzintanca (Scottland), Vol. 17, 1981, p. 13.
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Although, it somstimes threatens to sesk the capital
and technology it requires in Western Burope end Japen, the
Soviet Union has no vieble alternative to the United States
beceuse it is only here that the capitsl and productivity
it needs are available in sufficient quantities furthermore,
United States corporations central worldwide rights to the
most ~advanced technology. Part of the strategy of detente
is to exploit the need of the United States economy for
rew noterials snd markets so as to indute it to help with
a fundemental modernization of the Soviet Union. Last
but not least beceuse the United States is the only country
eble to deal with the Soviet Union as an squal in eny contest
of wills, other potential investors have been reluctant to
conmit large sums in the Soviet Union without United States
perticipation for fear of ultimets expropriation a fact
vhich makes Americen economic cooperation valuable to the
Russians, >

Detente is cooperative cowsxistence in the most
important fields of International life L.e. in economis,
political diplomatic cultural ,scientific end personal fields,
It is & cowaxistence which is based, on the one hand, on
mutual interest and helps in theother, to build uwp a system
of relations which by means of mutually sdvantageous economic,

43, Richard Pipes, "
Datente” (Bouldes
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trode ete. links, diminishes the interests in returning

to thenorms of contast of the Cold War period. Currently
the development of East-West=economic and trade relations as
an important pillers of detente on easing political and
military. Tensions end also promotes the creation of @
favourable international atnaaphm.m

MILITARY DETENTE:

Despite the problems of 1980 the basic principles
instituted a fundemental breskthrough for Soviet Americen
relations in the Military sphere-particulerly in the agree=
ment to avoid the use of military force for bilateral conflict
resolution and the agresment to persue mi control, In
1ight of the past era of confrontation this decision was of
considerable consequence, While declared intense were
overtaken by subsequent behaviour, the rejection of
clausewitzian with respect to the use of military force
betwesn Super Powers constituted a step in the direction
of a more peaceful world environment, Both Super Powers
have placed considerable emphasis on the vaéhiwammt on
pursuit of military detente in the years since 1972.“5'

4y, Ibvia,
45, Williem P, Lindsay, "Reigning in the Race, Controlling
nuclear Wespons®, W Vol. 51, No, 6, p.52.
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Detente objectively presupposes the practicel
implementation of the principle of equal security with the
respective military forces kept at a much lower level. A
lasting datente is impossible if the armsments spiral
aenﬂmxeg to grew, Detents presupposes the freszing of the
ayms race, the mutuality of the limits to armaments and
gradunlly, on the basis of ayemt;s and guarantees,
the actual reductionof weapons, on which negotiations have
baen going on for a quite a long time, though without any
tangible results go for. Military detente is an elwmentary
requiranent of the stabilization of end the most important
gusrentes for expending overall, intermnational detente.’®
At the sametime it would be $1lusion £o suppose that military
detente alone could lead to & conplete end final elimination
of a world wers what it can achieve is a decrease in the
danger of war. This alac a very important, aspect in the
new system of International relations Military detente is a
tendency « like process unfolding in ths wake of politicsl
detente, whose essence is the realization = one the dasis
of mutuallty end equal commitments - of such military
measures as may bring arms race to en end and significantly
diminish military confrontation end the denger of war betwsen
the two systems.’’

46, Williem R, Kintner end Robert L,Pfattzgraft Jr. SALT
Implications for Arma Controls (New York) 1973,p.17.

47, Ibid,
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In the early 1960s snd for the forseabls future,
no rational being could expect to benefit fros s nudlear
war, So the risgk of war by sccident or misunderstanding
was reduced by the Hot line and its associated m;ﬁaaﬁw
" The sgreements achieved at the United States<Soviet
Union sunmits sounded out & substanticl body of Internstional
law favoring disarmement. Negotiations during esrly 1960s
end 19708 hed produced the Antartic Treaty, the Partiasl Test
Ben Tresty of 1963, ths outer space treaty of 1967, Thaleloleo
Treaty » prohibiting nuclear wespons in Latin America,
the noneproliferation treaty and Sea Bed Treaty. These
treaties, designating areas in which muclesr weapons are
prohibited, prove the sffectivensas of the process of
negotiation and its superiority to confrontational methods
of setting d&sputn."’
| A respect for each others territorisl integrity cen
produce is cooperative pattern and avoid the direct use of
silitery force. In other aress of the world where both
have an vested interests such as Europe, Cormpetitive :
beheviour will remain the order of the day even though

Ao N AR

48, Jomm Cox, "Good Bye to detente®, Ma
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direct militery confrontations, cen de avoided, bemu
of preservation of the politicel and territorial status quo
is the interest of both Super Powars, ™

SALT beceme one means by which United States e,nd' '
Soviet Union could enhance stability by sstting sutual
constraints and by gradually reaching on underestending of
the doctrinal considerations that wnderlie the «pl.oynent
of nuclear weepons. Through SALT the two sides can reduce
the suspicion and fears which fuel strategic competition.
SALT, in the Americen conception, is a means t0 achieve
strategic stability by methods other than the arms rece,”’

The most significant achisvement of the United States
end Soviet Summit was a treaty limiting the strategic
defensive enti-ballistic missile (ABM) systenm and a five
year interim agreemant limiting strategic offensive wespons.
The treaty provided that neither country would have more
then the ABM gystems = ons defending the national capital
end the other defending cne of the ICEM complexes, S

The ogreement provided that after 1 July 1972 thers
would be no more construction of fixed land-based ICEMs

5.  Ibid,

81, Hmmery Kissinger, "Dente with sw at UﬂW
of States Buiietin (Washington BC), Vol. LXRY, No,1842,
Pe 512. - ,‘
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that land Based Missile launches would not be converted
into light ICHBMs, and that older type ICEM deployed Daefore
1964 would not be converted into heavy ICHMs, The agrement
firther provided for the limitation of submarine = lmmched
ballistic missiles (SLEMs) end Modern Ballistic Missile
submerines, Their mmber was never to exceeds the mmber of
missiles which were operational and under the construction
on the day the agreement bDecans trtcctivc.”

The SALT talks snd their sgresnant represmnt the
only disarmement sctivity to emerge in the changed atmosphers
under detente, The Chief scoomplishment here has besn the
decision not to build extensive enti-bellistic missile systems.
Other sgreements have set limits on the mmbar of missiles
and weapons in general. At so high a level that no reduction
was trought about some United States snalysts think the chief
value of the SALT agreements lies not in any aspect of
digarpanent but in the negotisting process itselsf « this is,
in their contribution to detente and to confidence in
Nature negotiations, |

The agresnent on principles of peaceful existence and
equal aecuz-&ty stimulated further successful negotiations.
The conventicn on the prohibit.teu of the Develcopaent, produation
end stockpiling ot Bocteriological and Toxin wespons and on

53,  Ibide
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their destruction entersd into force on Haﬁh 26, 1975,

The Threshold Test Ben Treaty was concluded by the two
povers in 1976, setting the upper limit for nuclear weapons
tests at 150 kilotons.>®

The convention on the prohibition of Military or any
othar hostile use of Environmental Madification. Techniques
entersd into force in 1980, The convention on prohibition
‘or Restrictions on the use of certain conventionsl wespons,
was opsned for aigning on April 10, 1981/

| The high point of the process was, the strategic
artns limitation talks which eventuated in SALT«I 1972 and
in SALT IX, signed by President Brezhnav and Carter at Viemna
4n 1979, and the understanding to proceed with work in SALT III,
The culaination of this process would promise securing
from the thrsat of a nuclear world w.’*"

Political leaders in bdoth countries agreed with the
underlying objectives of the SALT, and both parties accepted
the sssusption that a strategic erms race existed and should
be curtailied, even though no consensus emerged regarding the
causes of the srms race, Oiven United States qualitative
superiority during the 1970s the issus of responasibility

4. Dav&d cmm ad corlo Shasrf, "The importence o
Agresaents® i Dinanicn of 8 ATA Tana (Londons1978) s
. [ ] [
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for the' arms race phenomenon was not particulerly important.
From the Americen perspective, it was deemed more important
to negotiate restraints which would enhance strategic
stability capabilities against steedy state cenzng.” '

Eost-Veat Datenter

Since the 1960s, the Unitud States and ﬁentm Buropc
have supported detente in their relations with the east,
As a policy, it included treaty mmta and narpalization
of relations botween the FRG and commmist states, the
Berlin agrecment, negotiations ¢r :arms reduction CSCE mnd
the final act, and en expansion of trade contects, As en
atmosphere it meent talks on the pesaceful reduction of Easte
West tensions by mutual consent. Though the danger of war
bhas not been completely nmm. both sides fed that they
should reduce it by sccepting the territorial and political
~ status quo and by continuing nogotiations on other issues.
Both sides are awere of the limits of detente, The Militery
blocs remain and Europesn security still depends on mutuel
doterrence. However, detentes in the sense of mutusl desire
not to inorease the risk of armed conflict or to revise the
excess of the Cold war.‘”

S

856, William Epstein, "Hounﬂng Internat.tm). Wune
need for o _.
(New York), I!mh/April. P

57, Anita Madwade, "Detents & Euro Cormunisn®, %ﬁg_,
(New Delhi), Vol. 38, No.3, May Day 1980, p.
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The oversll strategy towards the Eaest is the policy
of detentes, The first aim of this policy is, by means of a
continuous political dialogue, to curb, check and reduce
East Yest differences, In this way the policy of detente
is intended to supplement the policy of equilibrium, which
remains central, as sn additional element for safeguarding
pesce, |
The policy of detents does not meah that a relexed
state of nffairs Dotween East and West has already been
ettained Rather it shows that tensions exist owing to the
differcnt values and objectives and that one must strike
20 check, reduce and overcome as for as possible these
tensions, °
Combined with this ain of reducing conflicts is the
second aim of the policy of detente aim of fostering East
West Cooperation whenever it is of nutual benefit and of
promoting and increasing the humsn contacts and the exchenge
of information, In this context economic cooperation aleo
has a political function. It is designed to croate a
net work of mutual interests and hence provide incentives
for s policy of mutual restraint. In this manner it is
intended to provide stable ralat&m.”

and

88 xms-mntrink Genscher, “"Europs role in World®
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In an era of increasingly powerful and aceurate
nuclear weapons end e continuous arws race, the denger to :
both the East and Vest has {ncreaged drematicslly, end #0
hes their need for menaging snd regulating both their
conflict end their cooperation. For the first time
in history, eas a direct result of the nuclear revolution
and deapite the fact that the differences and the conflicts
between alliances sra s0 great e relatively high level of
conflict menagement end cooperation exists., Under
conditions of nuclesr revolution, strategic perity, snd
putual assured destruction, detente betwesn West snd East
in cne form or emother is simply unavoidable, The scope,
intensity, snd forms of detente relstions between East end
West might differ in perticular periods, but if both the
Soviet Union and the Western aluancé went to avoid a highly
dengerous runaway srms race, unstable end unpredictable
conflict, and to promote cooperation, where thefr interests
overlep = detente, as 2 relatively stable and many aided
relation hetween East end West, which includes both conflict
end cooperation, is necegary in the remaining decades of the
twentieth century.®®

Detente, from its start had to assume the equality
of the two Super Powers: %"Equality® trenslated into

60, JuKe H&etmm, "Detente inl979", W
m%.g (cm.cago). Vol. 35, No, 1, January -1
. PP» .



acceptance of nuclear parity - a condition that President
Nixon went alongwith as the basis for Soviet Americsn
strategic arms limitation negotiations”, Essential
equivalence® in stratfigic arss was the theme of a
diplomatic device that eventually involved broadensd context
and exchanges betwsen East West in other arses as well,
most notably commercial and culture aft‘airsa“ The valus
of East Vest trade grew four fold from about $ 13 billion
in 1969 to over § 54 billion in 1977. These very fastors =
the Soviat desire for American validation of thelir
Supsr Power status and their ywing need for Vestern
technology owing to an "extensive® mode of economic
development 0 en "intensive® mode largely explain the
Soviet motive for seeking detente with the United stateﬂsz
Soviet growth rates have been declining since at
least the late 19508 « 1979 the Soviet Union registered
the lowest annual growth rates since the sscond werld war
end the slow down vas marked them might heve been expacted
from en sxpsctation of past trende. The combined sffect
of all these factors is the pressure in favour of Esst
West detente, which slone ¢an provide an aﬁmnnphen uwnder

6l. Ibid,

62, Magatad Thomas, "Toward Detente II* xm%gm
*  (New York) Vol. 29, No.7, July 1982:' Pe B



which the building of chennels facilitating the east ward
flow of technology cen progress with relative am.s’

The East West Technology transfer as it hes ,mvolved
in the past decede carmot be fully evalved, Simply in terms
of trade and employment statistics, howsver, beneficisl
of it has been in their respect, The problems of its
manpgement gave riss to the eruﬁun of inconventional
| charmels = industrisl cooperation egreements = which bridge
the ideoclogical and systematic barriers between East Vesgt
end foster permanent end continually expanding ties based
- on mutusl udvantasc.& '

The East European countries herd dedt currently amounts
to some S 65476 billion ($ 18,7 dillion of which is taken
by Polend and 17.% dillion by the Soviet Union) snd the
menagement of its servicing and repayment demands continued
cooperation by all the parties concerned, as they all now
have a vested interest in avaiding the ¢ollapse of
COMECON industry stratagies. These fectors have alrsady
exhibited their cepecity to act indspendently in favow of
at lesst commercial detente and they may undoubtedly de
expected to continue to do so in the tchubh fubmre,

Kremlin peaceful co-existence snd the white House
branch of detente have much in commen., Wast Europesn and

65.  Sobestovokey Visdim *East Vest detente and Technology®
V » (mm). Vol. 38, No, 10; Cece 190' pa56‘9c
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perhaps EasteEuropesn perceptions are different, For
obvious rensons, the European have less contidence in
wilitery power. Hesitating and grouping snd for fyom
United, the West European seem to have ssttled for a policy
of detonte in which interdepsndence is considered a meons
for chenging politicsl attitudes. This functionalist
approach to East West relations is based on the asmumption
that the basic contnct is soamehow, aolub&e.sg

This policy is a long term ons, Interdependence is
created by counmerciel releationsg and commarcial rolations
take time to develop, They have to be independent of
the vegaries in the Bast West political relstions for
many years to come before interdepsndence is really felt,
Thet 18 why 1t is impossible for West Europeans to follow
‘the American emdarge wmwut giving up their whole notion
ot datmteaﬁs

The Soviet Union presented, in Do Gaulle's view
e serious threatto Eurcpean security in the early past war
pericd could not go on indefinitely, The Soviets themselves
would become increasingly pre-occupied with internal problems
8s well as with the Chinsse threst and would therefore

65, 3 arsxng Ahc. ‘notmn md Eemcntc Intcrdepcndenca'




demonstrate growing interest in a relaxation of tensicn
in Ewmropes France was sble to exploit the Soviet readiness
to negotiste in order to expand its own diplenatic flexibility,
- withdrawingfrom ths integrated military structure of NATO
and establishing new contacts were designed to lead first
to detente, ultimately to entente end cosperation, At the
same time Frenth initiative was to lead Europs, from its
disunity and dependence to & new position of global strength,
thus contributing to the emergence of an incroasingly
multipoler world and gradually over-coming the division
of Europe,®7 |

The Ostpolitik of the Brand.. School Government
aiffered in both its prewsuppositions snd its objectives
from the Geulist strivings towards a global ditentc.&
Most significant its dependence in a firm Germen Commitment
to NATO was explicit. The new Ostpolitik indeed, the attitude
of the Wostern allies virtually forced s new Eastern poliey
inttiative on the pert of the Federal Republic the other
NATO partners, which stoped during the 19608 to improve
their relations with the eastern bdloe, showsd themselves and
less willing to pay a diplomatic price for purely German
concerns auch as alah to exclusive represmntation and

67, 5‘!: spetente Policy Before After
BnAaten® &nmm usbers FRG), Vol.33
NO: 2; 1982,
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the Order Neisse dorder. At the same time they remained
conmitted to the Fedsrel Republic's military defence, which
alone made possible s cradidle Vest-German negotisting
position toward the East,

Europe has ocoupied a specific place in Detents for
a variety of reasons, it was virtually in s privileged
position with regerd both to onset of easing tensions, snd
to the result which ensued, contrary to csrtain passinistic
clainms, therefors, vhat is needed now is to engage all |
organised forces in Ewrope in strengthening their sctivity
and activating the process of Europsan ssourity and

running from Cold Wer to detente begm with several years

of negotiotion batweon USA and USSR, between Bast end ¥West,
leading to a mumber of agreements concluded by the two

greatest powers and other Europesn states as well end
culninating in the passage of the Final Act of CSCE in Helsinki
in 1975 '

69,  Ibid,
70.
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The 1973 sunnit {n Algiers adopted a position

of principle in support of detente and the CSCE in condition
that detents be axtended to all other regions, That such
a stend was assumed was due to the insistance of “small
number of non-aligned countries and the soliderity with
ther demonstrated by other non-aligned countries which in
fact expected no good to come of bloc elements. On the
: eenmy, ﬁhat they anticipated vas hdghtmd prenun.?e

- It was only at Colombo that the non=aligned countries )
tock the determined decision to rank struggle for detente
snong the most important goals of the movament, The non»
aligned conception of detente was then defined in its
entirely., What be nonealigned countries called for was
the gxtension of detente €0 all the regions of the wordd
and all areas of Intermational political economic end
militery, cultural and so sn.’>

~ Between Alglars and Colombo Yogoslavia pursusde a two
pronged appramch, On the one hand, it worked for the
acceptance of detente Ly non~aligned countries as & vital
iasue both for nonealigned movezent and for sll non-aligned
ecountries becsuse, in effect detents means the solution of

70, Milos Minic, "Nonealignment end Detente" Bﬁ“‘s}-“
* afe ; (Belgrade), Vol. 36:\ O 3y
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all problems considered pressing by the nonealigned countries
in the spirit of new Internationgl economic and political
relations and on the grounds 0f the principles of non-
alinged and of the charter of ‘the United Nations.' #

The other direction of its thrust ves Eurcpe and CSCE,
Yogoslavia together with the rest of the nonealgned neutral end
other countries stroxes preserving to have the 35 countries
of Europe, USA, and Canada accepts the premise that all
principles and ogrsements adopted and concluded at Helsinki
ghould likewise be respected in the relations of these
countries with other countries in other parts of the world,
This was a link forged between detants in Eurcpe snd detonte
in other regions. What in foct evolved from this was a
platform of struggle from the conception of unilateral destente,
- the kind of detente the nonaligned comtries ais !ﬂrq?s

To counter the weight of the Super Powvers, it would |
be better to axpmnd the movement to include France, Canada
ond Vest Gernany as sssociate pepbersg t© observars, To quote
the Indian external Affairs Minister "They are convincing a
lot of interest in the non-aligned movement and went it to
stay as a force in favour of peace®, May bas the definition
of nm—gumnt can be enlarged to inoclude all ﬁm« who are
against war end sre rendy to work for pssce. The West Buropsan

7%  Jogoslovenke SJV ernost "Detente and USCE™ w of
Wm (Belgrade),Vol. 31, No, 4,
c L O. 1 ) p, 28‘ ‘
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countries own though strategic sllies of the USA, have
axpwlmed the agoney of war and 4o not went it io oy
shepe. President Tito also felt that mors nations should be
allowed into the non-aligned conferences, |

According to Dr, AJJ.R, Groom, covrdinator of the
Centre for the Anslysis of Confliot, University of Kant,
England the landatory role was played by the nonalighed '
movement in the econflict in Korea end Indo-China, Dr, Groom-
said that in the New Cold War situstion today every comtry
must develop a traditional non-aligned foreign péliay, He
oald European countries can contribute much more to their own
faeling to security end to world psace if they plate more
stress on the negotiations, By following a policy of
concerned independense Eurcpe cen work much better towards
being detente back, | -

As a composits of principles end objactives, the nomn=
aligned movement nevertheless does contain ¢ertain clements of
security, in soliderity with the vietims of agression in
given security situation snd the elsboration of certsin standards
of internationsl law, on the general level, nonalignuent
affects overll internstional relstions, this shifting the ratio
of forces in favour of pemce strengthened resistence to
use of fme,”

74,  Tribuns (Chendigarh), March, 3, 1983(Edt.),
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With the framework of its doctrine non-aligmuent
provides the answers to the central issues of how to protect
pesce, guarantess the independence, merﬂmty end mtorial
integrity of all cmmtiies and create conditions 'm altering -
International relations fn the dirsction of bolstering a
new concept of the Intmatiml comunity Llplyms
the condition of all M:s nenbtﬂ in the relizetion of these
objectives,

Nonalignmgnt has prevented the world's complete
division into blocs end spherss of intersst through the
constant expansion of belis of independence”® primarily in
the areas of the most direct bloe confrontation, through
the spread of gsland of equitable = cooperation end solidarity,
and through striving for the peaceful settlement of political
end exiating disputes problems snd mnﬂmts;%

The nonaligned countries provided a povarful incentive
to dtente, ssaing it as s universal process, sncouraging |
Positive tendencies in internationsl relations and a sovement
towards pesace which should inccampass all regions snd which
should lesd to the settlement of crucial problems, with the
participation of all coumtries on a féoling of equality,

The nonsligned countries helped detente to scquire the
implemasntation of sliminating the ceuses of intermational
tensions, instsad of merely reducing its mtmlty.w

76,  Ibid,
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~ Non-aligned has not hesitated to offer its mediation
and good services in the quest for coapromise solutions, as
wes the case with the dfitve of the non bloc countries in
the United Nations in connection with the Koresn war,
ihe drive to encourage a pesceful solution of disputes
between big powers in 19608 or the sctusl Zive in the
United Nations,’o |

Detente in its practical spplication, should

enoompans ell aspects of internationsl relations, The policy
and movament of non-alignment sre in their independend::
snd non=bloc nature and peace nminded phylosophy a tacm'g
actively helping to ease tensions and f£ind peaceful solutions
to controvercies, Non-aligned coumtriss base their doctrine
in world unity end soliderity in the defence of pesce,
as the common good of pankind, At the first conference of
nonaligned countries, they rejectsd the idea of inevitability
of war, appenledite the big powers to settls their mutual
probless by negotiation end underlined the need s Universal |
detents. Recopnition of this facter, together with establishment
of equal relations and cooperation with non-aligned countries,
48 & precondition for the universal application and stability

78. Ivid,
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of detente., Powsrful end independent, the nonealigned
novement :teaMly removes the boundaries of inter dloc,
| Cmﬂ..tcta. nerrows the latitude for crestion of spheres of
1~nﬂum¢. broadens the ares of Internationasl cooperation
end is therefore, sn irreplacsble feotor in detente.’d

_ More than sny other ail. maintaining international pesce
provided and remains the rational for the vave of International
institutions created after the Second World Wer, These include
the United Nations,the specialized sgencies sssociated with 1t
the World Bank and International Monetary Fund, several regional
orgenisations end various tesporsry egencies to deal with the
aftermath of the war, Among them United Nations plays the
fnportant role in maintaining Intmgtiml Peace md Security.
In technical agencies wera expectsd 20 support attampts to
avoid and control the use of violence in internstitnal
~ relations, Both the Super Powars helped to impel this crestive
_burst but the United States gave especislly strong lesdership
to institutionalizetion, Both agreed on new institutions
and explicit procedures dasigned to suppress war to settle
disputes before they become vidated, Super Powsrs also formally
accepted and supported sconomic end social cooperation which was
 expected to provide m international mwironeent in im.oh peace
could pravail,

79. Ivia,



134

In a related respect, the security council mirrored
the recent exparience of the Supsr Powers in using their
capacities. They wors expacted to work together they had
dxn':l.ng 't!u II World War in order to check qsﬂnimoeo

The design of the Security council made it an
instruant primerily for dealing with crisis in the short
term; in permement session, it was to be equipped with coercicve
means for arresting international violence. While the
Security council role in a trisis hed a falely sherp defintion,
this clarity dulled as the parsies wers returned to pesceful
benaviour, !

Long term factors that ware thought t0 provide
peacaful conditions snd the promotion of & peaceful intere
national environment in which the usiual equipment of the
national status could ect in an optional setting because the
responsibility of the General Assesdly and o growing cvrps
of specielized sgencies, The General Assembly end other
global orgenisation ¢o latter received mandates for pramoting
economic and social cooperation entailed general pledges on the
part of government to cooperate. It also had the oversll

80, Lenn Gordenkur 'Pﬂ'il ct Supes\ me' ;;i.pM.
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responsibility for directing the system of global tecimical
organizations but was given neither the legal capascity for
issuing orders nor the sdministrative and political tools
for impos_tAg the will of its majorities on organisations
which some member state deal with marato&ycaz

Super Powers in the United NHations system has slways
had nixed qualities whatever the cause of the Cold War it
intensified the content dehavioural wnevenness of the Super
Powsr in United Nations system. To Degin with, it was
generally undsratood and the post-war peace settlment would
bs sought outside the United Nations structure. At the
special urging of the Soviet Union, the Super Fowers reserved
the right to act against the resurgance of former enmies
without submitting themsedves to the new limits on the use
of forees

" As the disagresment grew over Bastern Europs, the

unification of Germany, Korea, the Super Powers relied on
them an their mesns, rather than on the new machinery. Only
the relatively minor matters of Korean wars introduced into
the United Nations machinery by the United States, over the
stident objectives of the Soviet Union Berlin Blockads of
1948 in eventually got some attantion in the United Nations,

82. Ibvig,
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in part as a result of institution dy United Nations, in
part as a result of initiative by the Seovetary Gensral end
the danial of civil wer and political rights in Eastarn
Euwrcps Drought Americen complaints,

The cold war period and later competition between
the Super Powars neifher excluded some common bshaviawr nor
haltsd headleng expension of international fnstituticns,
The United States and Soviet Union agreed that three majority .
enterprises should de underteken by the United Netions. The
- initial attempt at peace keeping in the Suez crisis of 1936,
the large scale operation in the Congo and the replscenent
of s force between the warring communities of cwmqs’

All these incidents represented ingtitutional
invation ana consitutiona) evalustion, In the Susz end
Cengo cases, the .Super Power soon disagresd sharply about
the managenent and ths implementation of the peace keeping
forces, In the course of the Cango operation Security
General Dag Hommerkjold, came under the same orippling
pressure from the Soviet Union end that his predecessor
Trygve Lie had to endurs as a result of his instance in favour

83 Alessandr Ormnmf fo# Pence”
* MAREERS .‘:z o OA% T “Yﬁ;VOlo BSDnO; 2’




137

of United Nations involvement in Korsa. In the Cyprus

case the price of Soviet agreement was firm control of the
peace keeping by the Security council, whiech had to ranw the
force mandate st invervals as short as three months. Dupitn
these experiences, the Super Powers could not reach full
agresmgnt on esteblishing permenent pescekesping cepecities
for the United Nations, The security council decision to set
up an emergency force in South Lebnan in 1978 provided

a recent reminder that peacekeeping still needed ease by ease
decisions, The Soviet Union scquiesced in the setting up

of UNFIL, which the United States positively backed, bul
specially rejected sny sphere in rh_xasc&ng.ztom‘

' Both Super Powers have wernly endorsed sfforts to
stimulete economic development in the leas dmlapcd countries,
But again their specific approaches were so different as %o
gmerate yat more friction, Each viewod the methods
recommended by the other as endangering peace and leading sway
from the desired end, The United States provided vastly aore
finoncial assistence through the United Nations system than
did the Soviet Union and gtrongly favoured building up
internationsl administrative facilities for technical assistance
for ecomomic development, The United States favoured the

84, Gean‘.ld Bosal, “United Statn and Great Powvers Triangle”,
» ) 7 tf e . (NW DBM)Q Winter
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financial institutions, which it helped to expand, and long
term development in which private business could play s role,
It specifically epposed the concept of & new Intermational .
order, although it soon adjusted its policies to sccord with
sone aspects of the denands from the developing countries
and their dfcleration in the sixth special session of the
General Assendly in 1974. The Soviet Union continued to
avoid the Yorld Bank snd International Monetory Fund eand
consequently had no infiuence thers. It stoutly mypported
calls for a new Internationsal economic order mmbly
bscause taking such a direction would tend €0 wesken |
oapitauna.es

Both Super Powers participated in variocus sttempts at
developing international law. They were able to agres on
treaties regulating the use of outer space of America, end
of bactorological weapons. They sccepted a codifying
~ convention on diplomatic stations, They were major
participants in the series of conferences on the law of the
Sea, And on @ mumber of other lesser matters they wers
able to decide on comgrumt policiu. Both professed a
strong interast end desire to promots the codification snd

- RN

8%  Ruth B, Rugssel *United Nation at Thirty five
(New York), Vol, 38, No. 2,

pring 1 » Do 251,
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effectiveness of International law end their represmtatives
frequently employsd legal srguments, especially sbout the
cbligation of others. At the sase time they left no doubt
about_their refusal to scoept compulsory legal procedures

to settle disputes on nttars they dssmed would tend their
vital interecsts, however they defined them, 86

Super Powars are always busy in the deliberats process
thet forms on intepral part of internationsl orgenization with
its provision for majority voting on recommendations snd
decisions, the United Nations system encourages a parliament
1ike spirit lobbying, long ratting end a general deal of
negotiating over textual formula. At the seme tine, the
deliderate process mmducu' evidence of alignment or
divergencies of policies and comnituents by the Super Powers,
Thus, the institutional framework created by internstional
Anstitutions, operates to encourage some similarity in Super
Powers bshavhour even when styles differs aharply.a?

The Super Powers in their relations leaves littls
doudt that they rely ultimately in their ebilities to absord
any costs attaching to going their own wayss Their reservations
at the beginning of the period suggested that they have

86, Ivid,.
87. Ibid.
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picked and chosen their opportunities to work in mn
argam.zed manner vithm a2 larger,if prinitive,world
qm:n&'ky.

1s, hmv-r, taatiﬁuttenanzation at the Internationsl
level is a virtue in its own rignt, the Super Powers have
not obviated its growth, They have contributed separste and
sometimes coinoident or smergent manners. If they have not
surrendered their ultisate autonomy, neither have they vns-d
it gemerally end deliverately to destroy the International * *-
institutions. Indeed the Uaited States has contributed
enornously to their growth, despite veriations in its
approach, At the very laeast, Soviet Union has used
international orgsnisetions to protect its positions and
sdnemea by extending its influence has prenpted their use.
The growth of institutions has later shapes different from the
ariginal expectations of both the Super Powers and the lesser
powers. Thelr structures owa a good deal to the necessity
of adjusting to Super Power positions, whether competitive
of alike, Each of the Super Powsr, in its own way, has
also stsked and territory forbidden for International
organlzation;‘a 9

88, Robm WsCox, "The crisis of World order and the
oblen of Internaticnal Orgenization®, ,
M‘ﬂﬂ York) Vol, 55, No. 3' Smu‘ 1980, Ds 2 6,

89, Ibid,
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Improving the atzectivnug and role of the United
Rations shapes up as an imparative. In spite of all ghorte
comings some consequence of sssessmants made when the United
Nations was being founded, this orgenization is the foous of
. the deapest aspirations all the world's pecpless The
United Nations is the most universsl orsanization in the
history of International relaticons, to vhich more functions
and goals have been entrusted them has ever been the case
‘with any other international orgenization or inatitutions.
Frequently, the role of the United Hations has been mmpressed,
it has boon relegeteito the background or even ignored
altogether aspeclally when inter bloc relations worsen. This
tendency i3 not only dsngerous in itself but dmasi.ns fLor
Mtente.‘*go

The rols of the world organiration is irreplacesble
when the world is pregnont with tensions and dsngers. But
recourse to the United Nations should not be had only vhen
danger is inevitable, its possibilities sbould be developed
and utilized in every critical and uncertain situation,

- Deterioration of the situation in the developing countries
which are two fold victims « of the crisis of the world economy
and the unjust ,ay,:tu of the tension in the world. Dstente can

90, Walter amwmum (New York),
- 1682, ps 49,
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therefore exist as a permansnt process only if attended by
endeyours to bring about positive chenges in the solving
of economic problems of developing contries, !

The Super Powers have faced an importsnt historical
faperative in discerning the need for mutual satisfection
of stratsgic and political interests, Since niither side
could have its own way, the ssarch for detente is part of
the sdjustment process to a new international order., The
perception of detente however depends upon the willingness
to apply self-restroint end in the final analysis on the
requirenent of not teking unilatersl advantage in crisis
situations, Thess criterie vers recognized in the Basic
Principles of 1972 and ware memt 0 curd unbridled Super
Power competition. The widening of the gap between the
Soviets and the Americens in the 19803 has been chiefly on
security issues, Realistic politicel ssttlements can help to
kesp Super Power policies on a responsible courss, snd the
underlying purpose of any detente process eaxi only be to
encowrage moderation of behaviour. Finally, thers is no
natural harmony of interests Letween the Super Powers bdut
both can adopt & learning process which will kesp tensions
and wicertainties within a rationals ond ccherent frasework
of detente,52 |

9.  Ibid,

92 Williem G, Hyland, US«Soviet Relations®
) Affaira (N 'evanrk’. Vol, 60, No. 3, w.'%
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CHAPTER IV
INSTABILITY BETWEEN UNITE® STATES AND SOVIET RELATIONS

We haire discussed the changing perceptions of
detente both in relation to theoretical analysis and as
political and organisational reality in Super Power relations.
We shall now try to analyse the alternative explanations for the
instabilities as reflected in the Super Power political system.
There is every reason to suspect that t_he further militari-
sation of Soviet and United States' foreign policies
constitutes an important source of self-deception and prevents
fundamental shifts in favour of stabilisation of Soviet-
American relations. The United States continues to complain
about the refusal of the Soviets to agrée to cooperative
verification measures to implement arms ¢ontrol agreements,
'i‘he Soviet Union points out’ time and again that the Americanai
. continue to use military political stereotypes inherited
from the time when the United States enjoyed a nuclear
monop8ly. We have already referred to the negative impact
of developments such as the MX-missile on the future of srms
controly the control of chemical weapons is even more important

if misjudgements of the adversary's intentions are to be

1. Tall BOH, "US Soviet Relationss From bad to worse",
Eoreign Affoirs (New York), Vol. 58, No. 5,
September 1980, p. 515.
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avoided. It is also instructive to recall that several

plans for disengagement in Europe have proved abortive although
there have been ensouraging signs of. rearientation of foreign
relations in Europaan eountries on both sides ot the diving
11ne. Since the influence of public opinion is crucial tor

the success af the negotia’cing pracess batween ‘che two o
Super Powers it is artificial to seperate the domeatic and
mtemgticnal environment in outlinLng the structure ot issues.
Until open-minde‘ ness and flexibility' replace syﬁi&im the
political pressures on Soviet and American deciaion - makers |
can only 1ncrease the chance ot rup‘mre after an initial '
success in negotiation. _ '

According to Possony. " the 001d war began while the
hot war was still ranging" A beginning of cold war was made
even befcre the end of the Second World War when the Soviet |
Union imposed commmist regimes in Poland, Bulgar.ta. Rumania.
Hungary and Yogoslavia. Azter putting the Eastern Europe
| behind the iron curtain, the Soviet Un.ton turned ha' attention
téviards’ﬁestérn Europe. She also put considerable pressure
on Turkey and Iran to extraot soma concessions.' She even
engineerad a Qommxmis’c revolution against Greek Govemment
and expanded her influence in Italy. M.l these moves on the
part of Russia were viewed with serious concern by the West

and vhen Britain MMpressed her inability to check the Soviet



aubversion and expansion, the United States of America
assumed the responsibilitzr of containing the onward march.
of commxm.tsm. ‘rhe '.l‘runan Doctrine end the Marshall Plan ,ver_e
the steps to save the Euroman Continent frog turther o
expansign ot the Soviet, Orbit, In response. to the Marshall
Plan for Eurcpesn recovery, the Soviet Union initisted the
Molotov Plan and'esfablished the council of MMtual Economic
Assistances Theée moves and counter-moves constitutes
the beginning of the Cold war.z |
| By 19&9 the territorial limits of Cold War in Europe
were more or less established. By 1950 the theatre of Cold
War shifted from Eurcpe to East Asia. The Korean war was
mutua_lly a conflict between the Super Powers. If North Korea
was fighting with Soviet weapons and Chinese trocps, the
United States was fighting on behalf of South Korea under
the United Nations Flag, with the result the Cold War for
sometime turned into hot war. -H-owever,‘ after the death of
Stalin an érmistic ﬁas '¢0ncluded on 27th July 1953.’3
Between 1955 and 1958 West Asla beceme the centre
of the Cold War. In a series of Western Military Pact the
v Baghdad Pact was ¢éné1udéd in 1955, later nchras_fe.‘{lcf’ti_
the Cventral Tre_afy Organization (Cento) after Iraq «'1231; it.

2, Kenneth Ingam, Eg__;y__mg__lg__gz (New York. 1955),

PP 3"' .

3 Walter Lejeber, America Ruggia and Cold War(1945-1966),

(New York, 41964), pp. 7-8.
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During this. phase the tension between East and West was
somewhat relaxed. Eisenhawar and Bulganin exchanged assurances
th,aLt neither of them will start a nuclear. war‘.‘ . But the

Geman problem still remained im:ractable."_

On the Suez Canal ‘grisis of 1956 both the Super Powers
stood on;the bad side and thus a major crisis was averted..
However, the United States of Ameri§g-prac1aimed: the
Eisenhewer Doctrine on 5 March 1959 thereby extending the
Truemen Doctrine to Middle East. This age had an sdverse :
effect on.the relaxation.

After the Berlin crisis and the Cuban crisis were
defused, the stage was set for a then in the Cold War, Under.
the impact of Cuben crisis bothsides realized that any nuclear
show down would lead to mutual destruction. This awareness
led both to belleve in the inevitability of peace coexistence,
This spirit of accmodation was reflected in the conclusion
of Nuclear Test Ban Treaty of 1963 followed by a Hot line |
Agreement between the Super Powers."’ . |

- There has not developed any replacement for the balance
of terror,; strategic parity, desplte number of putgtive
technological breskthroughs central systems imbalances or

4, John Licas. m&mﬂmu (New. York) 1966,

Pe 17,
5.4‘ - Etheridge Davis & Lymn, “The Cold War Beging" in
: o o 0 yrope (Edt.),

Princeton, New Jersy, 1974), p. 55.
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windows of vulnerability, has remained remarkably dependable

for a third of a centuary, and American and Soviet co=

existence without- war has withstood nmumerous ¢risis,

challenges and insults which in earlier time would have.

been almost certain to proveke hostilities, The balance of

terror has not turned out to be so0 stable by accedent, on

the centuary, the Super Powers have taken great care to

éVOid direct military confrontation, and have ultimately

respected each other recognized Zones of influence areas

of vital interest.e |
In 1968, both the Super Powers started bilateral

talks aiming at the limitation of strategic nuclear weapona.

Consequently SALT I was signed in 1972, Nixon visited

Moscow in May 1972 and Brezhnev peturned the visit in 1973,

In 1974 President Ford paid a visit to Soviet Union end

Viadivostok agreement was signed to form the basis of SALT IX,

These visits signified a sort of decloration of detente

between the twe Super Powers. President Jimmy Carter,

who assumed offlce on 20 January, 1977, continued the

process of detente., A summit meeting between him and the

the Soviet President Brezhnev took place in 1979 at Viemnna

and SALT IX treaty was signed, though it could not be

ratified by the Americen Senate.!

6.  W.A. Harriman, A
(London, 3.9715

7.  Akire Irika, Qpigins of the Cold War in Asis (New York,
1977)§ Pe 120,
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The dramatic 'turn 'o_.f.’ evenfs in the closihg days of |
decade of 70's has ageiri raised the spectre of & Super
Power confrontation., American dis-satisfied with real
Russian behaviour grew, it was inevitable that shoek of
the Soviet invasion of Afghenisten wculd mean throwing out
the buby of strategic arms control alongwith the b’othm
' Water of detente. Since that event the United States end
the Soviet Union have been unable to pick up the pleces
of the' Shattered experiment or to resume the dialbgﬁes The
rhetorical exchanges between Washington and Moscow have
however been considerably more hostile than behaviour of
either and their operational policies much less confronted
than their posturing. The followi!ig are the ffactoi's which
led to the instability between United States and S?Jviet'

elations 58 | | o |

MM During the past three decades, the
military establishments of the United States and S;wiet
Union have bé'come the most povwerful amd most expeﬁsb’l&.
institutions. The momentum of Soviet-American reiations
between 1969 and 1972 was toward a sumnit and a ‘creaty-
Thet is not a case now, Despite the change in elimate and a
certain amount of course correction on both sides, Soviet-

Américan relations are in a .state of drif.t.’g

V

8. J.M, 60111113 and A.H. Cordesman, W
- gmnmyg)ﬁmr__zmmm.m Macdonald-
ames, 1978), p. 12. ,

O, GCashannic Micholas, 'Is a new detente possidle
b ' . imon)g Vol. 38, “QQG' JM’ 1%2'
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The approach of the Soviet Unicn was limited by its
concept of 'deterrar;cé,_x;mi.ch emphasizes that whatever caxi
deliver the greatest'blaw first is mére likely to.remain
dominant, This explains the Soviet pre—occupation with
land based highly controlled, large ICBMs - inter-continent
ballistic missiles. A main Soviet arms control objective
has been to retain ICEM, forces and to ensure their
modernization. 'I‘he Soviets have resisted American efforts
~to use arms control to encoursge Sovist reliance on their
submarines, which they have regarded as an area of American
advantage. At the same time, they have accepted a number
of measures that do not reduce their own central forces,
-such as 9 series of bans ond limitations on new weapons.
or weapons in the planming stage. The successful treaty
limiting anti-ballistic missile defences was one of this
sort. '

The pre-occupation of the Soviets has been w;i.th
what they call "emal security", which they have argued,
requires more than an equal number of weapons. They use
the term of justify c¢laims of compensation necessary zor
geographical handicaps, for American nuclear weapons.
assigned to NATO, and for British French and Chinese nuclear
weapons. They are not receptive to United States claiﬁs that
they have an advantage because of their px;oximity *b_ Europe,
Their demand for eqﬁal gecurity has complicated efforts to
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negotiate reductions that maintain rough pu_.rity.m

In strategic nuclear forces, the clearcut worry is
the increasing vulnerability of America's land based
missiles to a Soviet pre~empiive attack. That is a
specific situation in which the Soviets have an edge.

America does not have a corresponding capability. But
that vulnerability is only one piece of the strategic
balance and, by itself not a decisive plece.

In submarines, the United States still has substantial
superiority. In bombers and cruise missiles, the Sovie;:s :
are also infepior each side is £1ll able to destroy the
other, but is unable to prevent itself from being destroyed.

Perceptions of vulnerability do have an effect in
every area of strategic forces. The Soviets eduld be
inclined to be more willing to take risks in challenging
important United States interest. Failure by the Unitad
States to try to make its ICEM's survivability, or at least
equal, would amount to a substantlal political defeat at

this time. !

10, Eavid Fre, "A East West Symposium" in
d (Edt.) (Hants, Saxonhan, 1978),

A3

11, Horld Brown, "Super Powers Stand Now", US
Wf_ﬁ‘_&ﬂm (Washington DC), Vol. 92, No. 8,
‘an. 10’ 1985, pc 210
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As for as th&eamucvle?ar' weapbns lﬁEurppé, the_re is
an imbalance from the mid-60, the Soviets have had en edge,
which has g‘rowh‘in recénf yeafs withlt’he dep}oyment of the
SS~20s, When S8-20 vas"riréf de'pioyéd' early in 1977. It
was a replacement for the SS-4s and SS~5s"wi‘(;n which the
Soviets had been menacing Europe for degé&es.v 8520 ﬁas
therefore not a new threat in that its l'targe.ts”more' or less
matched those of the old SSe4s end SS=5s that were destined
for retirement. But the SS~20 is an immensely inore capable
weapon.12 | | | | |

Arms control made the Soviets feel more secure in
concrete way too. Long before a. i‘reeze becam_e fashionable
in the United States, the Soviets were pushing their
version of the concept. No wonder, given their belief
that more is better and most is best, svinlce the late 1,960,_
they have tended to lead i.n gross numbers and would | |
naturally like to see their quantitative advantage frozen. |
The SALT I Interim Agreement on Offensive Weapons, a five-
year companion to the ABM Treaty of 1972, held the United
States to 1710 launchers for inter continental and submarine

12, Ander Son Kurt "Pl ing Nuclear Paker" LLQQ__
(New York), No: 22, ganuary 31, 1983. ’ .
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launched ballistic missiles (ICEM snd SLEMs) thet was about

700 fe.wér ‘than the Soviet Unio‘n alreedy had in placé.

| . In SALT 1I, the Soviets relented somewhat and

accepted equal cellings, but they retained a monopoly in

the largest category of missiles - the most Qlympi_an of their

God of War the so called heavy ICBMs of which they heve

:juét over 300. They also got the United States to accept

_numerical limits on air launched cruige missiles and the

bombers. Because of their technical sophisticatiom,.

cruise missi.les were an American military advantage end

therefore a valuable American bargaining chip. Despite_

the S_bviets had in numbers, their advances in the technoiogy

of weapons have logged behind those of the United *‘iH':ert:es."3
In exchange for what they geined at the negotiating

iable the Soviets made concessions. 'In SALT II, the_y agreed

not to count as strategic weapons the European based |

nuclear forces of the United States and its allies even

though’ some of those NATO missiles and warplanes qoulc»l‘_,

reach the Soviet Union, These are some of the weapons that

the Soviets are trying to restrict in the INF talks under

way in Geneva,

o

13,  Williem H. Kincade and Jeffrey D, Parro, "The MX

ICB?;lDebate“ in Negotiating Security (New York, 1979),
e T1.
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~ In S_ALT',I:I. 'the'. Kremlin accepted .;-estraint's';n the
number of x‘cm's iﬁ.th multiple warheadg. or MIRVs end the
number of Warheads per type of ICB. Those combined limits
1e£t the Soviets with an approximately 5 to 2 edge in land
'based,balustic warheads. They also left them with enough
of thése warheads to raise, the theoretical possibility of a
erippling Sne;ak atteck against American ICBMs, Land based
missiles are thé most menaci.ng of all nuclear weapons
because they are the most accurate end the most plausible
'instruméixts of a pre-emptiye at‘tack.u’

/Btability dnd deterrace have traditionally dependent
on each side' s having confidence that sufficient numbers of
ite own land based weapons would survive en attack and be
gble to strike back. Each must be exposed to retalialion
if it were to strike first, yet at the same time, be frea
from the threat of & sneak attack and would deprive it
of its own retalitanry forces.

, The Soviets are largely to blame for casting doubt
on both halves of that proposition and thus upsetting the.
strateglc balance. The United States was the first to
develop A,nd deploy MIRVS but the single most destabilli‘zing

14, Bialer Seweryn, "The Soviet and the West in the
1980 Detente Containment, Confrontation®, ORBIS
(Phég;ade.phia Pa), Vol. 27, No. 1, Spring, 1983,
Pe .
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development in the recent round of military competi‘cion-
between the Super Powers was the seemingly opan ended
acquiaition of more and more MIRVed ICEMg by the Soviets
strategic Rocket Forces from the mid<70s on, 15 .
The principal accomplishment of SALT 1I was that :Lt
slowed that juggenaut down, At the same time, the ti’eaty
left the United States free to narrow thegap in 1and based
war heads when the joint Chief of Staff gave their endorse~
ment to ratificat ion of the SALT 1IX treaty in 1979: They
called it a "modest but useful gap" Critics on both the
left and the right were not willing to go even that far.
They stresse{d whgt_ the treaty did not accomplish, it failed
to stop much less reverse, the arms racé; it failed to close
the "Window of vulnersbility" by eliminating, the hypothetical
possibility of first strike agalnst the United States, More
generally, the treaty entailed no accompanying restraint
on Soviet adventurism and mischief msking sround the World,
The Soviet mdratoriixm on SS=20 deployment,  they
noted, was largely 'a fiction. Moscow had exe’mpv"ted more.

5.  Karl E. Birnbaum, Congidence Building
Relations, (Lexempurg) 1982, p. 9

16, - Talbott Strobe, "Playing for the future", Time
(New York), Vol. 121, No. 23, April, 1983, p. S
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more than 20 lauxicmng sites currently under construction
from its self imposed "freeze", Soviets nuclear attack
submarines already patrol off United States coasts, and
those vessels are probably equipped with short range zmclear
cruise missilesy. These subnarines could be equipped with
lcng-range cruise misailes, but that is not a matter of
intence concern in the Pentagon, since en attack by such
weapons would ‘trigger a general United States nuclear
retaliation before the bulk of Soviet missile Iorces, based
in the Soviet Union, ’could reach the United States similarly,
older short renge nuclear weapons ere already based in
Czechoslovakia and Easﬁ: G’rermany. The new 10nger range
missiles are, in the Un:lted States, part of a modemizaticn
progrem that would have been undertaken in any circmstances.w
Soviet argues that both nations are very se_curit‘y
minded, raising problems for a clear definition of mutual
security. The only avenue that of.fers hope for resolving
strategic isgsues was said to be the SALT process. The
Soviet delegate placed blame for the hiatus in SAL'L? |
negotiation on inconsistency in United States policy. If
thig were to be a ¢hron1c’ problem, the entire negotiatiﬁg'

process would have to be scrapped.

17,  Russell George, "Arms Control", Time (New York)
Vol. 122, No. 24, December 5, 1983, p. 14 ’
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 Americen side emphasized those elements in SALT II
that would have to ba revised to meke the treaty acceptable
(a) the treaty would need to run longer than 1985 to provide
- ptability; (b) the issue of superior Soviet capabilities
~codified in the treaty would have to be addressed; and (c) to
ensure stability, limits would be required on certain
- ¢cepabilities in order to rule out the danger of a pre-emtive
first strike, Tt was argued that in the future, compeniation
for forward based system should go to the American rather
then theSoviet side.® | ,

America maintained that SALT II need not necesserily be
reviged the essential point ﬁqs not whether both had an
agreed treajty-; instead, the issue was the maintenance of the
Status quo or 1ts improvement as a basis for negotiating
a SALT III accord, Further Soviet programmes of S5~18 and
other: new programmes made the start of SALT III more
difficults -A long termmorotarium on testing the Soviet
Union's heavy MIRV, ICBM and cautioned that once breached
the qualtative limits on missile. Modernization in the |
SALT II treaty could not be retrived. In addition it was
- gtratigic defence‘play- an undersstimated part in the SALT
negotiation, That neither was comparsble in the two

mc‘ ‘ Ibido
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countries would continue to impedethe process of srriving
.atv an agreement, |

/' Americens werned against relying on estimates of . -
,S,oviet intentions in negotiatingthe terms of strateglc arms
limitations accords. It is more prudent, to measure
‘cepabilities, 'thgs.by-pa”sl-sing conflicting estimates of
intentions. The current SALT negotiation were said to be
at a dead end, the only solution being a more selecting
approach, involving the negotiation of particular rather
than general issue's,v a lowering agreement more modest in
scope then those of SALT I and II,%9

In this view, the SALT negotiating process could not

be relied on to overcome the asymetries threatening.
stretigic s_i:ability as a result of unilateral arms deployment,
The Soviet threat to the vulnerability of United States
land based forces would require' in response, the kinds of
United States strategic posture, the negotiating process
had resulted in delay and distortion of needed strategic
programs. Because the SALT process had not succeeded in
deviging methods of verification with respect to land -
mobile missiles, the United States had allowed 1tself 1:6 be
driven in the direction of a long basing system for MX CIBM

- that was a monster and that might never be deploygd.ao

19,  Wessell H, Nils, "Soviet America SALT and Regional
Conflict", Curxent (New York), No. 285, September,1981.

20, Robeft S, Jorden, *The outlook of Europeans towerd

Dominance of Super Powers® in Europe and Super Powers,

(Dartong 1971)) P 24,
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" The So{rie‘ts maintained that the stationing 5-:6 any

new United Stéfea missiles was unacceptzble because it would.
upset the baiahé'e thét they'claimed already existed in Europe.
They proposed a freezez the Soviet Union would halt further
deployment on 11'.3 side in exchange for NATO's cancellation
'of. its plans to install a new generation of nuclear weapons
in Europe. o |

Moscow position was both bbgus and brozen. 1t was
the Soviet Union that had up'get"'the ‘balance in the first
place by deploying the mobile, triple werhead SS-20 while
NATO the scales with soine new weapdﬁs in its side. Nor did
the Soviets quite while they were shead. Despite declaration
of moratorism on S5-20s8 they pushed éhead o complete new
missile sites that had previously been under construction.

Underlying Soviet arithmatic and deplomaéy was an
attempt to undermine the very basls of the Atlantic Alliance
by bresking an importent bond between the United States and
Western Europe. By opposition opposing the addition o'f even
one new intermediate - range werhead in N_A'EO countries, The
Soviet hoped to deny the United States the right snd the
ability to treat the defence of Western Eurcope as an |

extension of American self-defence.zf
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A number of other negative features could keep the
Super Powers at arm's length. The most important is the
overall climate of United States-Soviet relations, which
has reached poisonovs intensity. Another is the uncertainly
sbout leadership on both sides, but most particularly in
Moscows A further reason permigsion is the stagnation of
avlmost‘all nuclear arms - control efforts, The START talks
have made no progress since they begen. The unratified .
SALT 1II treaty of 1979, which both sides have agreed to comply
with informally, is eroding as each side accuses the other
of activities that violate the understanding. Meanwhile,
new weaponsg system under development by both sides are
becoming harder and harder to deal with under arms central

proposals. 22

Interference in other Countrieg

?increased tension between the United States and the
Soviet Union résults from charges by each side that the other
does not abide by the rules of detente. The United States
accuses the Soviet Union of continuing her strategic and
conventional arms build up and of having a greater propensity
to intervene in third world areas to upset the global balance.
The Soviet Unicn charges the United States with not fulfilling

her promises in the arena of trade and firance and with

22, William Diabold Jr. "Super Powers Politics and East
West Trade", Relati t 0
(New York, 1980 » PPs 21-22, ,
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failing to ratify the SALT 11.2_3

By the begining of the 1970s the Soviet Union had
'buj.ld up a military cap_acity which made it possible for her
fo ‘safeguard her infiuenc';e in the ‘L‘hird World by' direct
means with help of a Variety of political, economic and
military tools. It was no acc.tdent that it was in the
Middle.East that ﬂae two Super Powers first ceme to face
each other directly. | Thé ocoasidn was thefourth Arab
Israeli War in 1973, when theAmerican armed forces were
put on_aiart in ordei' to deter a poséible Soviet intervention
on the side of the Ai‘ab States. ‘The Soviet Cuban intervention
in Angola, which settled the power struggle among the rival
liberation movement in favour of the Marxist MPLA, was the
first indicationof a new interest on the part of the
Super Powers in development in the Third World. Since
then the United States - affei- some years of non-involvement
in the Third World aé a result of Vietnam experience -~ has
begun to show considei'ably more interest in Africa and
elsewhere. The analysis of the sources of conflict in the
Third World hes teken on a new dimension in Super Powers
rivalry is increasing, affecting what used to be simply
regional affairs, end the rivalry is likely to intensify
the conflicts which already exist, Howaver, it is also

2% \'Iilliam Phil. "Europe, America and chiet Threat",
(London), Vol. 38, No.10, October,
1982, Po 3790
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true that became the Super Powers regard tha‘i‘r’l‘hini World
in the context of East-West re‘létions, regional conflict ;s
likely to increase the danger of a d_eterioration of
relations between them because of their involvement.z"'z

The revolution in Iran fmxdamentaliy altered the
strategic situ;atioh in the Pe:?s.tan Gulf region. That event
raised considerably fear in the United States of a Soviet
military threat in the United States of a Soviet military
threat to Iran end the surrounding oil States. Driven by
their own need for oil states driven by their own need for
oll by their desire for leverage over oll dependent Western
. Powers, the Soviets were expected to deive accross their
southern border toward the Iranisn oil fields at Abadan
Rugged terrain 'slow the invading forces, but were not
expecfed, to alter . their course or change their objective.
Such became -~ and for many remeins - the "Worst case”" senario
for American thinking sbout Soviet threat to the Gulf,2?

There is hiétorical precedenf for such attacks in
Soviet activities in Iranien Azerbalzen and Kurdisten at the
end of World War II, and political circumstances motivating

24,  Bertram Christoph, . Wﬁiﬂw&m
Security"(London, 1982}, p. -

25, Rubinstein Zalvin, " _and t

. m:g_ﬁg{_lg (Philadelphia Pa) 'y Vol. 27, No. 1y
Spring, 983o pe 3l. |
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and rationalizing a Soviet move into this reglon are more
easily conceived than thogse that could rationalize a drive
to the Gulf., Indeed, another phase of Iran's revolution
or a series of events in northern Iran akin to those ¢
occuring in Afghanistan in 1979 might provide a purely
defensive rational for the attackaas

But is such an attack any less dangerous American
interest for being limited? Such a move would extend
Soviet alr coverage Abadan and the northern half of Gulf.
It would bring the Soviet logistics infrae-structure over
the first range of Iren's mountains end facilitie later
moves further into Iren-Soviet forces would effectively
flank Turkey (and hence NATD' s Southern border) control
the most densalj populated portion of Iran end be in a
position to bring greater pressure to bear on Iraqg.

Significantly Iran's oil wells would go untouched in
thls scenario, But Western interest is in the flow and
price of oil, not 1ts sources To the extent that a limited
Soviet attack would yield greater leverage o er the Key
regimes whose cholces affect the flow of oil 1t would

yleld increased Soviet leverage over western interests. 27

26, Yair Evran, "Great Powers Interventions in the Middle
East", in Great Povers interventions in the Middle
East (New York, 1.979), Pe 176

27. Ivia,



163

The Soviet Union's military supply and bulild up
of Syria's is Moscow's response to coup David and Prasident
Reagan' s Middle East initiative.MOScow provides Syria with
a credible military option and hopes thereby to foster
Syria's opposition to United States efforts to fashion an
Arab - Isreel settlement and to encourage reliance on Soviet
arms and protection; above all, 1t seecks to prevent any
possible reconciliation between Syria and the United States,?S
The rivalry between the Super Powers in the Third
‘World varies, It is obvious by at its most intense where
political or Economic interests are deeply involved, It is again
no accident that it wasv in the Middle East threat the Super
Powers first competed for influence. This is easily explained
by the geopolitical significants of the region and especially
for the West, its importance for a;xargy supplies for the West.
In the'Northern Tier ' in the Gulf and in the Arabian Peninsula
‘there are very direct connections between fundamental regional
instability and mtem&tionai interest. The potential for |
conflict is great, and the causes are likely to be extremely
complex sociél\ and political conflicts, both open and below
the surface, are present in Turkey, in Iran and Pakistan,

28, Joseph M, Siracisa & Glem St. John Barclay 0
The Cold Wor (Kenniket = Press 1977),ppe é.-%m‘, Regt ol
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Border Mcidents between Iraq end Iren were common placo

for many years end have nov reaulted in open wqrfare ‘between
than, and there is & gx‘eat deal of apeculation a’oeut the stability
ot the Arabiau Peninaula in view of the incraasing strains
between economic modemiza‘tion end aoeial and politieal
conseWatism. Through the 1nvasion of Atghaniatan the

Soviet Union has shifted the political and military balance

of power in the whole region somewhet in her favour.

Any further destabiuzation of any one of the countries of the

"N orthem Tier* canld result in ﬁmdemental changes in the
i.nternational power balance. ’Ehe Soviet Union is lnterested.

in perpetuating this sense of c:riaie for she tends to favour

the forces which want to abolish the ex:lst}.ng political Btructure
in favour of socialiat—-oriented systaa.‘zg ' ‘

In the past thero seems o have been some sort of
unwritten agreemant coneerning the spheres of mfluence ot the
Super-Powers in ‘the 'E'hird World, According to this Pact'

Latin America was Just as much as part of the American sphere
. of influence as the Gult or Soudi Ara‘bia’ Afghanistan on the
other hand, seems to have been treated as if she 1ay within the

SBoviet sphere of influence long before the recent invasion.

29, Henry Trofimenko. ‘"Phrid World and US Soviet ﬁompetion"
. ! (New Delh1), Vol. 12' ﬂo. 1 January 1982.
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Africa was, t0 a large axtent. an earmarked map., The West
has been alarmed by the Soviet invasion o£4A£ghanistan,: S
v;ewed as it were, against a backdropdf the Soviet . -
ihférventions in Ahgbla and Ethiopla, the long stending
Soviet,presence in South Yemen end the rapid destabilization
of :C{ran.z'o ‘It would seem, therefore that s new era is being
ushered in, characterized more by rivalry then by accommo-
datian)vboth-sidas'appear to be seeking to 1ncr§ase.their
influence in areas which they consider politically.aﬁd .
economically vital- no matter wheru¢‘“f;e possibility cannot
be ruded out, therefore, that'thé Soviet Union will make
efforts to exploit the growing instebility in Latin America
in order to expand her 1ni1uence there‘51

More than the west. the Soviet Union has used
conflict in parts ut.thé Third World as a means of exerting .
1n£luénce.,_!héﬁgrowth‘of Soviet Arms deliveries to Africa
during the 1970; 1gfa signtticént‘indication of Moscow
determination to increase its influence over the regimes .
involved, The Soviet Union, in following this policy is
prepared not only to accept the conflicts that arise but
even to take some risks, for she sees cohflic%s as a way to'
promote the. establlshment of centralized, sociolistna'

oriented states.

30, Ibid,

31.  Bertrem Christoph, xmg.mmz,}&gm_
international Secupity (London, 1982) 0s52.
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As for es the third world is concerned the Soviets are
attéxﬁptifng ‘to present the United States as @ major threat to
the interesfs and sensitivities of deVeloping nations
: esﬁecially Maslen, Exploitation of the Irsnisn hostage -

erisis is ione avenue in this effort. . Potentially more
serious i.s» the Sbvi.et compalgn to -portray the United States
as} the principal patron of Israel. The Soviets argue that |
the Palestinion problem, not Afghenistan should be the
subjéct of 1;>1:'i‘1'1<:.*\.;>a,1.,. éon’cern for;the Arabs. Silmilarly,
the Kremlin warns third world states that a return to a

more a&tivist' American global policy is a greater danger to
then then is the Soviet Union, 2

| Vhile émphvaaizing their power end selfconfidence,
Soviet spokesmsn claim that detente with the United States
remains on the deplomatic agenda, It would bg strange, if the
Sovi‘et ieadarahip'dld not go through a process of dig~-
illusionment and lowering of expectations.similar to the one
!'dév'eloped ia Wash;ng‘ton. But it would be equally-' out of |
cheracter for Brezhnev and his associates to admit that
detente with the United States, in which they invested so
much effort and personal prestige has been ,damaged»'be'.ybnd

- repair.. Nor would iurther increase in United States=Soviet

32,  Ibide -
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confrontations serve Moscow'!s interests or would make

a dialogue with the Western Europeans more difficult, and
the danger of Super Power, rivalry in the Third World
getting out of hand would grow, The Soviets also seem to
fear, as do some American observe that growing multipolarity
can allow Moscow' s and Washington's clients to manipulate

their patrons into a nuclear lw3.<>::::eaa.as‘i::.'z"3

The relations between the Super Powers and their
alliances have 8o deteriorated that detente is moribund is
more’ than a vérbal quibble. Soviet threat to Western
security 1s a major source of meny of the current strains
and tensions between United States and Soviet Union.

The danger assumed added urgency with the planned
visit to Bonn of Soviet President Leonid Brezhnev starting
November 22, It was feared that the Kremlin leader wouid
be 'able to exploit mounting anti-nuclear sentiment to
weeken West Germany' s ties to NATO, )

With the backing of the new Reagan Peace strategy,
VWest German Chancellor Schmidt was preepared to take the
initiative in the talks with Brezhnev. He served notice

33. Dinitri K, Simes, "Death of Detente", International
Security (New York), Vol. 5, No., 1, Summer 1980, p.22.
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that he would make it clear to the Soviet President that

NATO would go through with its deployment of new nuslear

missiles if there was no’ ag‘reementl in the Geneva 'ﬁegatiations.z"'
" Brezhnev's -main target was West Garmany' s powerful

"peace movement which apposes new NATO nuclear missiles in

German soil = Brezhnev and his éblleaéua have baeﬁ ’Qu_icker

to assess the new moodbf West Gérmany; The Kremliin spparently

sees in West Germany since West‘Germany gtraddles the

the strategic heartland of NATO, To force the opening,

Brezhnev had thrown himself into the battle. He met with

a stream of a West German Official visitors to Moscow,

sending them hon;e with gener_ally favourable impressions.

West-Gemany and Soviet Union agreed on plans for a multi

billion dollar natural gas - pipeline from Siberia that

would create thousands of West deman_;)obs at a time when

Chancellor Schmidt blames tinemplgymeht dir.ectly ‘m high

interest rate in the Unﬁ:ed States. The Soviet Ere_gidan’c

had dispatched sc.ares‘of Kremlin afficials ltc Bonn, on

West Gerinan ‘spesking tones with Méscow Peace pfopaganda.z’f’

34, J oseph Fromm, "President‘ s Bid to Stem Nautralism“
g._nm_em&m (Washington, DC), Vol. 98,
O» 23, November 30; 1981, po 30.

35,  Stran %er Theodoe, "The New Protectionism,
' New Qrk)’ Vol. XCVIII NQ. 22?, NOVO 30’ 19813

P
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The warm relationship is developing despite the
French President' s disagreement with Reagan on other foreign
policy and economic issues. Fundamental to Franco American
cooperation is a shared conviction that Soviet Union poses a .
dengerous threat to the nations of West |

He believes that Sovelet SS«20 missiles and Backfire
bombers have upset Europe's military balance., "I vin not
accept this," he says end I agree that we must aﬁm to
restore the balance, _

As a result, he is convinced that NATD' s plan to station
United States pershing 11 and cruise missiles in Western Europe
should be implemented to give Ammrica a strong hend in arms
reduction negotiatione with the Sovietsd

ﬁitterand also criticizes the growing neutralist
movement in nations such as West Germamy end Nitherland where
there is public opposition to the NATO missile pla'n.as'

Mitterand takes & tougher time than other Western
European 1@4&;\@ Rugsia’ s invagion and occupation of
Afghanistan. Following his inauguration for a seven year
term last May, he dropped Moscow from a round of forsign.
visits made by Cheysson, No top Soviet Pols.cy' mekers has yet
been invited to Paris, even though Foreign ﬁinﬁ.ster Andrai
Gromyko has visited Washington. 37 '

36. William Phil, "Europe Amer:tea& Soviet Threat",
(LOndon), Yol. 38' No. 10, 001:‘. 1982,

page 37 .

3T Margaret Murray, “Francee us Any Against Soviets
ﬁé_ﬁ.ezn_&_ur.l.g.hm (Vasnington DC), Vol. 91,
NO. 2 9 Dacc 1 » 1981. po 15‘
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France is expected to buy large amounts of Siberian
natural gas from Russia in a multi billion-doller pipeline
project spearheaded by West Germany. The United States
epposed the deal saying dependency on Sov!.et Gas could lead
to political blackmeil, ‘Was'hihgton"'also..in‘aiin'talnvé that : o
this project, if completed, woﬁlu:"pfmae Moscow with 10'
b.tllion to 42 dillion dollars of hard eurrency ta help
finance its military butld up and wousld make Westem Eurapa
dangerously’ dependent on Soviet avery supplies.aa | &
| . European contend that Reagen's policy will hurt then
more than the Soviets, Despite this, Europeans and Reagan
are going out of their way to keap ditagreement‘. |

' With every crack in NATO unity. the credibiuty of his ’
hegotiating position is diminished, the threat of deployment
locks more like a bluff snd the vicious cycle tckes mathwr
turn for the worse. The Soviets have less and'»le'ss.. mentiw |
to give up anything in the negotiations, As the Aaiéwiom |
Land gets weaker, the stakes get higher: For'the'swiat's |
the wirnmer's pot includes the possibnity of seriously, perhaps
irreparably deviding NATO,» BRI

A European idea. the zero optian the Soviets to- remove the
88-203 with which they were threateninge Europa as well as their
older SS=is and 8S-58, if NATO called off its planned, deploymen

of the Tomehawks and Pershing II'g..

38, Arenker Alfret,"P.tpeline Crisias Eeuds Héats ﬂp

W (Washington DC), Vol, 92, No. 16,
P. 25, Aug. 2, 1982, p. 25. .
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The zero optien was intended to all 89-208 through cut.
the Soviet Unicn, mcluding thnse in Asia. ' Since |
they are a potential threat to Eurcpe evan u. almed at
China.3® ‘

The Soviets might happily aecept would be for NATO
to Bespcnd its deployment of the Tomehawks and Pershing 11
altogether as long as the mF negotiations continue, Some
West German politictans have floated idea of a postponement
option" along these lines.

I£ NATO were fo;-ced to postpone deployment either because
of the Germen election results or a further breskthrough in
NATO solidarity, then the geme would slmost certainly
be over and Bnﬁet Union woyld have won the whole pot.

Its negotiatﬁ.ons ceuld aimply settle in for an interminably
long and unproducive talk like the Mutual Balanced Force :
Reduction (MBFR) negotiationn that have been dragging on in
Viema for ten yesrsd | -

!‘he aussians nbviously deriv«re fmmenge sati.sfaction
from the specticla of a spreading paciﬁst and anti«nuclear
compaign in Wast Germany Britain and other nations. They
reckon that even if those protests tail to sway Reagan, Moscow
st111 will get a pay off in the form of weakening ties be‘tween R
United States and its European aluesf' 0 |

40, James Chace "'A. woarld of Multiple relaté.gz?hip" in
; L4
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Despite a decade of disappointments in Soviet-
American relations, feilures that Russia blames entirely on
the United .Staies, Moscow has reaped an impressive harvest
elsewhere in the worldd '
| 'During the state ‘or relaxed tensive thé world detente
seldom is used here « Russia launched a ingssive military
build up, secured new commercial tetes with Western European
| ,» countries ahd, extended 1ts military and political reach by
championiné vietoridus leftist rebei‘s in such places as
. Angola, Ethiopia and Eicaragﬁa. o o '

Further more Moscow, rules for detente leave the
Soviets free to support ®ideological battles" 4in the Third
VWorld and also to invade Afghanistmx.m '

Russia is military muscle sannot be ignored. Huge
‘strategic nuclear missiles, the SS~185 and 19s, threaten
o Americef and its land~baéed’ missile force. In addition,

- powerful medium renge S8-20s imparﬂ. America' s allias in
Western Eurcpes' , o

Detente has allowed Moscow o grew closer to Mmerica's
| friends in Europe end Japsn., Since 1972, many of America's
industrial parteners have developed s‘trcng trade links with
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Russia, With commerciel ties have come more accommodating
political views. As a result Russia feels a day is coming
when US no longer can count on leading a bloc willing or
able to stand 'up to firm Soviet political pressure.hz

Moscow sees as a boon the sntiwar movement sweeping
across Western Eurcpe and emerging in the United Statesd
The anti-nuclear backlash plus Reagen's cuts in social
spending and the hafshing in Congress over the 1983 budget,
are viewed here as Caterlyst for Western compromises
- that will work in Moscow's favours' |

With Reagen in power, Russisns complain of greater
United stateé hostility. Instead of finding enother |
Richard Nixon = tough telking, but teady to deal the
Soviets have come up against a president who proposes am
unprecedent arms build up, imposes economic and finencial
 sanctions after the commumnist 'milj,tary orackdown in Polend
and moves to curb soviet ) expresaim in the Persisn Gulf
and Central Americasd

There is still hope here that the climate may improve
if United States end Soviet negotistors will buckle down
to serious arms centrsl talks, px‘oapects for easing of
tensions could be revived, | “

42,  Hindugten Timeg (New Delhi), 15 Sep. 19834




174

The insta‘bility in Soviet American relations is |
reﬂected in the axplosive arms race and ﬁ.n the traublt
spots throughout the wcrld whern custly weapans syatens
have been supplied to prexies. Soviet and American military
planning is cften marked by over reactions which caun |
grave concern to their alli.u. | ‘I‘ha Eﬁropeans 1n particular
have in this context perceived the Super ?wers as working
at cross purposes with their owns. mterest in preserving
detente. '}.‘he negotiating process go fer has nct succ:esdad in
coping with the jolta end Jerks which are cteated as either
Super Power makes the worst case asstmptions about the
intentions and miiitary capabilities at the other.t’}

43,  Ividd
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CHAPTER -V

CONCLUSTON

The United States~Soviet conflict has continued
for 31 years without erupting into war. The two Super
Powers have avoided war for a period almost equal to the
record of 43 years « from 1871 to 1914 = attained by the
European balance of power syatem created by Ottovan Bismark,
Unlike the drift toward war after 1900, United Stetes-
Soviet relations cen indeed be defined and contextualised
in a peace frame work., The Super Powers have cooperated
through institutionalised mechanisms since the 1962 Cuben
missile crisis. ,

Nevertheless, a war scere has developed in Western
Eurcpe and in the United States. It would seem that the
war fever reﬂults from inhaling a potent brew of recent
vintaget the Irarisn hostage crisis, the Soviet invasion
of Afghanistan, the Polish crisis, the fallure to ratify
SALT II treaty, end e new arms race resulting in a
staggering defence budget, The succession of crises that
followed inevitebly provoked a backlash.

For Moscow, the United Statese-Soviet relationship
is one of unremitting competition - from time to time
there may be instences in which the mterestis of the two
Super Powers coincides When this happens, the Soviets
will act in accord with their interests, The gppearance
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then, of cooperstion, is coincidented end transitory.

Moscow will cocperate in order to compete more effectively=
sometimes to induce a mood of trenquility in the West, but
not out of defence to Western interests or desires. Altruism
is not a natural Soviet mode of behaviour.

From the Soviet tactice to enter agreement that
sppear cooperative » like the Hitler « Stalin Pact, the
Soviet-Chinese Friendship Treaty of 1950, or for that
matter the Soviet « Egyptian Friendship Treaty of 1971, or
the SALT I agreement - some officials have drawn the con~
clusion that the United States-Soviet relationship is a
mixture of cooperation snd competition, The confusion
between the appearance of cooperation and the reality of
competition has murtured and sustained the illusions of
detents for a decade.

In Brezhnev's view "Detente™ is a process, rather
than a specific agreement Or sets a aggrecments it enables
the two Super Powers, through increased contacts end more
amicable discourse, to avoid the damages inherent in the
 previous are when both of them would resort occasionally
to drastic measures, without any possibility of gauging
whether they would trigger off a violent reaction on the
other side, e.g+ the Soviet Union sending missiles to Cuba
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and to United States initiating the bombing of North’
Vietnam, The actusl nature of the process depends entirely
on the circumstances of, as it is likely, the West continues
to decline the strength snd cohesion, detent would enable

the Soviet Union to keep this decline from being accompenied
by violent convulsion which might set off a nuclear conflict,
If the West recovers from its fattering course and there is
a ne¥ spirit of realism snd resclution in United States
policies, then under the umbrella of detent Soviet cen

strike some mutually profitable deals.

Detente in the Soviet view has meant a new type of
relationship with the United States but their relationship
does not automaticsally put the Soviet Union under an
obligation to pursue pplicies which Americans would approve.
Detente was never assumed by Moscow to mean specific agree=
ment or a series of agreement, an atmosphere conducive to
political bargaining free from threats of war, enabling
both sides to guage more accurately each others interests
and intentions. But the mere existence of detente does not,
Russian feel, put any restraint on their pon.ciea. evan
though they are pleased when the state Department feels it
does put restrain on Americas.

The Soviets have admitted that they violated a protoceal
signed in 1974 by foreign Minister Gromyko and Secretary of
State Kissinger. The protocol containa e number of procedure
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related to the operations of the &Standing €onsultative
€ommission {3CC) the Joint United States-Soviet body set
up by 1972 agreement to monitor their implementation and
settle disputes. The protocol gpecies that obder SS«7 and
SS«8 migsile launchers which are replaced by modern submarine«
launched ballistic missile (SLEM) lamchers must be dimentled
within four months after the new submarines enter, "Sea
trails = i,es four months after the time{they first sall
out to the Open Sea. The 1972 Interim Agreement permits the
Soviets to replace ali of the 210 older S3-7s and SS-8s
with SLEMs on new submarines. §
~ Sometime in mideSeptember 1975, the Soviets apparently

sent the firat such replacement submarines to Sea, 4s a
result, about 20 SS«7 and S5«8 missile launches should have
been dismantled by around mid-January 1975, The actual
missiles hed been removed from the launchers some months
earlier, so the United States expected the launchers to be
fully dismantled on line, |

In late January, 1976, it sppeared that the Soviets
had not made the desdline, but the evidence was in coenclusive.
The Soviets had launched additional submarines after
September launchers be folly dismentled.

The Soviets were acheduled to meke the first formal
presentation in the meeting of March 29, The Americen
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Conmissioner Sidney Graybeal, sat down with General Ustinov,
~ the Soviet Commissioner and exchenged the usual opening
pleasenteries., Ustinov then began his report by presenting
members which corresponded precisely with United States
intelligence estimates. He readily end openly acknowledged
that the Soviet Uniom had failed to meet the required deade
line for dismentling the older ICEM launchers.,

In a subsequent meeting, Graybeal responded by
ingisting that the Soviets halt deployment of further
ballistic missile submarines until the dismentling program
get quickly back en schedule, :rm Soviet Union accepted
the United States demands, they promised to complete the
dismentling by June 1 end more Sfmportently, halted submarine,
launchings. The Soviets formally reporied that by June 1
they had carried out the promised dismentling,.

In other cases of alleged violations, the Soviets
have been able to demonstrate that thelr activities are not
explicitly in conflict with mutual ayeeinent with regard to
III-X silos, the Soviets claim that there are comend and
control facilities, not convened by SALT I, Several of
these silos have been started before the SALT I Interim
Agreement was complete, and United Stateis intelligence
confirms the likely command and control function, The SA ~ §
radar testing "which the Soviet promptly stopped when the
issue was raised by the Unifed States, was from a strategic



180

stz—_md point, potentially the most significant activity.
But this radar was almost certainly being used for range
instrumentation purposes, and tha United States had
explicitly stated that range instrumentation radars ghould
be excluded from the limitation of the SALT I ABM treaty
with regard to heavy missiles, the definition of a *Heavy"
missile was contained only in a United States unilaferal
statement rejected by the Soviets and even then the
definition was ambiguous. Finally, theré never was any
widespread new Soviet coxiaealment of their strategic
system after SALT I and the Soviet have been able t¢ point
out similaer United States activities.

Soviet Union 4is not relying only on the construction
of the SS~20s compared with that of backfire bombers and
shortrange missiles (SS=29 to 24) it also attempted to use
the SALT negotiations, as a lever asainsi: the FBS systems.
At the beginning of SALT I and again at the meeting between
Ford end Breznev in 1974 it insisted on its definition of
strategic parity, with all United States nuclear weapons
aimed at the Soviet Union included regardless of range but
with only the Soviet intercontinental systems included
Moscow completely rejected the mcluaim of Soviet medium -
renge systems, ' ‘
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The Americen Government was not willing to accept
thias definition of strategic parity. However, the deiot
~ Union did menage to introduce a clause by which the USA
committed 1tself not to undermine the existent balance of
power by niare FBS., The Soviek Union did not impose any
similar restrictions on itself with respect to its Euro~
strategic syatems. As Soviet statement have since wnderlined,
Moscow interpreted the agreement as a standstill sgreement
binding only on the USA, It clearly did not on this basis
expect NATO to take sny measures to counteract its 5Se20
build up,

In the SALT II negotiations, the Soviet tried to
combine ever further reaching demends with the non-undermine
principle; It wanted the USA to commit itself not to pass
on components and building instructions for strategic weapons,
which would, though this was not stated, have excluded the
use of American tachnblogy in the conventional arms of fhe
allies of the USA., The Soviet Union wanted above all to
prevent the use of the newly developed cruise missile
technology. The Soviet negotiations did however, manage to
gain unilateral Euro-strategic concessions from the USA.

The United States submarines equiped with pareidon missile
and assigned to NATO as part of the nuclear balance in
Europe were rockoned against the global capacities of the
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Soviet Union. And in the SALT II protocol which is valid
until the end of 1980 the USA accepted a renge limit of
600 kms for its cruise migsiles on land and at seas

The Soviets Union believed that by this ban they had
eliminated a promising technology the developsent of which
could have constituted a Euroestrategic counter weight td
the build up of the SS~20. The time wmit of the protocol,
which according to the Americens excluded further validity
of the commitment contained in it, did not in the Soviet
view contradict this aim, The purpose of the temporary
agreement was to enable the regulation of detasils not
t111 then gpecified.

The USA' s Euro-strategic self restrictions, which in
the Soviet view constitute a central component of the SALT 11
treaty, contragt sharply with exclugion from discussion of
the heavy Back fire bomber wit_h & maximum range of 5000 km,
From the Kremlin view point, this in equsl treatment of
medium « range potential on both esides\ is Justified because
of FBS coupled with the USA's global capacities constitute
intolerable threat to the Soviet Union. The Soviet leadere
ship has apparently concluded from American reactions at
SALT that the USA is prépar-ed to accept that this view
point is Justified. |

The superiority which the Soviet Union is begining
to join on the Euro-strategic level has caused concern in



183

NATO, The Soviet could attempt to take militery or
politicial advantage of its augerioﬂty in the European
threate, When Moscow uses ‘the threat of 1ts military
strength when pursuing foreign policy goals or even (as
in case of Afghahiatm) replaces attempts to achiave
political influence by use of military force. This in-
evitably increases NATO disquilt,

Since the middle of the seventies there has been a
growing realisation in NATO that West Europe is gxposad to
a massive Soviet threat. In conventional terms, the West
fears that the Moscow pact could gradually acquire the
capacity for surprise attack with good chances of success.
And the widespread view 1s that the USSR'gs Euro-strategic
wegpons present the growing danger of a preventive strike
at the West Europesn defence systems In May 1978, NATO
formulated in long term military programme to counter thia
dangers The Programme envisaged an armual increase of three
per cent in the Western nations defence budgetss In December
1979 a progremme of Euro-gtrategic nuclear modernisation
was agreed. According to this plm; 108 pershing 11 missiles
and 464 cruise Missiles with ranges of 1800 and 2500 kma.
respectively will be installed in West Europe.

The decision to modernise was intended primarily to
underliine politically the coupling of Europeen threat with
the USA's global strategic capacitiess The deployment of
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considerable nuclear potential on West-Buropesn soil had
the purf:ese of committing the leading Western power even
more closely to Europe. From the military view point, the
medium range sy.stems to be installed can hardly be used tb
combat the Soviet U_nion‘ 8 Euro-strategic potential NATO did
this delibverate 50 as not to create the impression in Moacow
that it was trying to gain the capacity for a pre-emptive
first strike against the USSR, The main emphasis was quite
delibePately put on the installation of Cruise missiles,
which f1ly so slowly that tizey allow the enemy to launch
his own missiles vhe knows that they are on their way
Militarily, the planned medium range potential of NATO has
assigned to it the task of destroying the Warsaw pact's
conv«entionai basis and thus countering to East Bloc -
Offensive strategy to the Kremlin if these seemed to be
signs that, after the rapid elimination of West-Europe,
Washington was wondering about whether to involve the USA
in the halocaust of the world wide miclear conflict.

The militsry problem has not been solved by the NATO
modernisation decision. The principle of military stebility
should have made the invulnerability of the FBS eand especially
of the new gystems the main prioritys In this respect the
progress promised by the NATO decision is modest. On the
confined, densely populated asnd socially transparent terrj_.tory
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of West Europe the planned mobility will provide but small
protection, especially as the total number of basis where
these weapons could be installed is relatively small,

The Soviet past Afghanistan strategic ob:]eéti.ves in
South Asia are unclear. The historic Russian quest for access
to warm seas could btring further military aggression against
either Iran or Pakistam. More probably it may toke the form
of promoting ethnic uprisings by the Baluchis, Kurds or other
minorities. Nevertheless the global implications of this
new resort to naked military aggression by Soviet armed
forces require not only urgent consideration of meeans of
discouraging further md aggression but the formulating
md taking of conci*ete deterent steps by the states priority
concerned., But although the need for coordinated policiés
and actions ',cn- the part of the governments of the free nations,
particularly those of the industrialized democracles, is
great, the difficulties of achieving consensus and
coordination are formideble,

The Afghen invesion is clearly related to the problem
of continuing access to oil from Middle East. The revolution
in Iran, itself a production of deep political, economic,
social end religious forces, affords unique opportunities
for Soviet exploitetion, So does ethnic ferment these end
in neighbouring countries., Soviet activities in the Horn
of Africa, The Arabien Peninsula and along the shores that
Middle East oil follows enroute to Europe, Japan and the
United States give further opportunity for trouble making.
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On the continent of Africa, the Soviet use of
almost 40,000 Cuben troops in Ethiopia and the former
portuguese territories of Angola end Hozembigue, together
- with Soviet air end sea left to those troubled spots,
added a further factor of instability to thescene. A
chain of basis potentially evailable to the Soviets along
the arc of oil transit is one of the result, Still another
is the explosive potential of Soviet snd Cuban support of
radical African elements in the forthcoming struggle for
the future of the Republic of South Africs, the Soviets
are seeking,

In South and Asia, Vietnam and the Soviet Unicn have
| Joined in a security treaty. Soviet arms supply sustained
the vietnamese forces in their brutal subjection of combodia
end their resistence to China, and the scisure of power in
Laos by the puppet are now able to use Vietnamese air and
noval installations to support their forces along this
strategically important trade route from the Puraien Gulf
to the pacific more recently, they have in¢reased their
military presence in the disputed islends off=ghores of
Hokkaido. |

Nearer USA, much of Central America and the Caribbean
is 111 the turmoll. Deep poverty and resentment sgainst
dictaterial regimes combine to produce sécial. econanic
end political turbulence s climate well sulted to Soviet
Cuban interference or peneteration.
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On the other hand, Soviet success in extending its
influence in the third world has been spotty, marred by some
fallures snd many difficulties, as Egypt, Ghena, Indonesia,
Guinea, Syria and elsewhere, Its methodis are often counter
productive in the long run. It has failed to establish long
term mutuslly helpful political and economic relations, Its
occupation of Afghenistan hes aroused strong new fears in
many third world countries., Nevertheless, free nations
cannot git idly by and wait for Soviet mistakes to frustrate
their own expansionist policies, There are dangers and
coats, for both third world and Western countries, even in
short-term in roads on third world independence and security.

The most ~ all embracing mechanism for coordinating
the views 0f the countries of the Third World is the non-
aligned movement, which has become sn increasingly influential
end respected forum. The Non~aligned Movement reflects the
determinat ion of sovereign countries to reach independent
decision about their future, It reflects their wish to
keep out of disputes between the super powers which they
believe do not concern them. It reflects the desire to
stablize their Governments to develop their economies and
to sort-out their own disputes irithoui_: external influence.
All the aspirations are perfectly natural. The growing
importance of the Non-Aligned Movement is not explained |
by its size alone. 1t desires from a new confidence within

the movement itself.
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Until recently, the natural determination ©f newly =
 independent countries to demonstrate their independence has
too, often led them to express an automatic rejection of
Western policies and attitudes. The causes are bound up in
history. Countries with highly developed cultures of their
own have sometimes felt that the West wés'trying to force
its own values upon them,

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan has caused ’many
countries of the Third World to question‘ still more closely
whether Mdeﬁandence from the West necessarily entails a
tilt towards the East Cuba has tried to argue that the
interests of the Non-Aligned Countries and the interest
of what Cuba calls the Socialist countries are convergent
if not identical. Objectively, of course, this vas never
80,

The Soviet air record is adbysmal, The Russians are
ready enough to provide arms, military, advimes and secret
policemen but they have rarely spent substantisl sums on
aid for .ee-onémic development. Since 1975 indeed, there
has been a flow of resources from the non-communist developing
world to the Soviet Union. - |

It i3 a trulsm that it is with the West that the
non-aligned countries conduct the vast proportion of their
trade. It is to the VWest that they lock for new technology;
and it is with the West and they continue to discuas tﬁeh‘ |
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ideas for a new international econocmic order the northe-south
dialogue. They know well enough that there is little point
in appealing to the Russians for any of these things.
| The third world do not want or need lectures. They
do not want to import a crude kKast West rivalry into their
~concernss They do not went anyone to complicate their own
disputes by seceming to give assistance to one at the expense
of the other. At the same time they look to the West for
support and assistance, West must give it to thems, The
arrival of strategic par!.fy people argued, that the Russians
now felt more free to seek out and exploit opportunities
to project their new found military power into regions when
they hed never before appeared, Soviet and Cuban adventures
in Angola, the Horn of Africa and elsewhere scemed be proof.
The West operated to one set of rules but the Russlans
operated to another. According to the Russian rules, it
was quite compatible with the idea of detentcthat they should
push their luck whenever opportunity presented itself, '
except where the times between East end West were firmly
drawn, |
| In first decade after the war they probed in Eurbpa.
and they probed in the far East. The West organized itself
to resist, and gradually lines were drawn end implicit rules
were formulated which the Russians have shown themselves
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continously willing to accept. On thig und erstanding, East
end West were able to construct concrete arrangements,
which benefited all concerned = pért.tcﬁlmly perhaps as in
Western Europe. | ' |

But these arrangements have never been explicit with
respect to the Third World, and now the Russians have begun
to probe again, In Africa to in South East A-sisn and in South
West Asia, their probing is in deadly earnest.

The crisis they have provoked in Afghanistan is a
testing ground comparable to the crisis they provoked so
many years ago around Beﬂ&m It is the interest of the
contries most closely affected, as well as the rest of
the world, that this probing should be contained and that
positive understanding should be built thereafter.

The present aura of discontent on both sides points
to the desﬁ.rai:ility of disagreegating issues and decoupling
unnecessary linkages - in short, of lowering expectations of
what the two Super Powers can accomplish through explicit
agreement on coercion., It may be time for the Bnited States
and Soviet Union to become less dependent on each other,
in the positive as well as the negative aspects of their
relationship., Perhaps they should recognize that they
require less cooperation and couaborafion than previously
believed in order to provide for the well-being of their
cltizensg, and that each one need not always counter the
~ other €forts at aggrandizement in order to maintain its

‘own international influence and states as a great power,
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This prescription flows from the promise - confirmed
- by the fruatration of the post five years « that dboth the‘
‘powers United States and Soviet Union to impose their will
on each other, or on weoker nations, is more likely to be
constrained by the internationeal sysiem than by their |
bilaterdl relationship, The period of detento has coincided
with a radical fransfomat-ion of the rigidity bipolar vbrld
| into a system of multiple and cross~on-thing relationship in
which leverage of the Super Powers « over each other and
over allies and clients -~ has been substantially reduced.
More then ever would politics features a blurring of Easte
‘West lines of demarcation and disintegration of spheres of
inference. The decline of global alliance systems has been
accompanied by the emergence of importent sub-coalitions
‘ within the old allisnces and even cross-allience. Coalitions
on some issues. It is no longer clear who will be on which
side of what issues or which interests the various parties
will deem to be worth aupporting with militery force.

Given the dominant centrifugal forces of the pericd,
it would be futile for either Super Powsr to attempt to
resolidify its disintegrating sphere of control or to
attempt to establish new spheres where the political ground
is still highly unstables. The futility would be compeunded
by incslculable dengers if either Super levéfa were to use
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force to exploit the new internatiomal ambiguities. Any

such move by one side, however irrational, would risk
provoking the other = for in such circumstances en imrational
act tends to breed en irrational response., Africe today
appears to be the most fertile breeding ground for such
temptations, but it can also be good testing ground for a

new United States diplomacy less fixated on Soviet moves.

The Middle East Countries to engage the prestige end resources
of both Super Powers_ the ways that could yet transforms in
local confrontation into a genaral conflgration. ‘

Negotiations designed to reduce the likelihood of
actual military conflicts, to provide ¢ontrols on the
esclation of such conflicts, and to prevent the further
spread of nuclear wespons and, of course, crucial in a
world frught with opportunities for gross pol&tidal mig=~
calculation, But it is unrealistic to think that by United
States - Soviet agreaements on these matters will be
substantially effective in averting the damgers. Imi'aaaingly,
it become @vident that must seekv to avold doomsday more
through multilateral politics than through the United States~
Soviet military balance of power.

Since a regional conflict might well prove to be the
sMca of an ultimate Super Power nuclear contlict, the
Soviet and American sims to police the Third World adds to
the risk of peripheral encounters between the Super Powers
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while at the seme time lending credence to the charge of
militery intimidation of the developing world. It is,
therefore, very important that the course of international
negotiations should move the Super Powers. away from thelr
obscession with their war~fighting capabilities and both _

are encouraged to sdopt more relaxed postures in the grey

areas of the globe and even jointly sdopt embargoes of wesponry
to the Third World.

During the 1970s and early 19805 a series of dramatic
events signaled that international relations were undergoing
a significant upheaval. Long-established and seemingly stable
sets of relationships and understandings were summarily
cast aside. Political leaders, academic observers, and
the celebrated "man in street" were suddenly conscious of
the fact that emergy crisis, dramatic events in the Middle
East, and tensions in the Communist World were noval develop=
nents of 8 qualitatively by different order from those of the
preceeding decade, These developments and many othez;s in the
political economic and military realms signaled far reaching
shifts in the international distribution of power, anA
unlaghing of new socio-political forces, and the global
realignment of diplomatic relations. Above all, these
events and development revealed that the relatively stable
international system that the Vorld had known since the end
of World Wer II was entering a period of untertain political
changes.
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It is not a first age in which a sudden ccnqaténation
of dramatic events has revealed underlying shifts in military
power, economic interests and political alipnments, In the
twentieth century, developments of comparable magnitude had
already taken place in the decndes preceding World War I and
Vorld War II, This awareness of the dangers inherent in
periods of political instability end rapid change causes
profound unease and epprehension, The fesr grows that
events may get out of hend md the world may once again
plmge‘ itzelf into a global conflagration,

The Sdiriet-—&mer&can relationship has collepsed, The
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan has cut short the Super
Powers fitful dislogue, waylaid the SALT II ¢reaty, Paralyzed
a half~dozen other srms control talks, choked off trede,
disrupted scientific snd technical coapération and restored
a level of recrimination and militery competition between
the Super Powers not scen since the worst movements of
Cold Var. | _

In the datar.toréting relationship Super Powvers have
to decide when and how to achieve a mutual end verifiasbdble
freeze on the testing, production end further deployment
of mwlear warheads, missiles, and other delivery systemss
end then more on reductions,

Several criteria are critical to an evaluation of
eny arms control proposal. What effect would its implementation
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have on the stability of the military balance. Would it be
verifiable? Would it give either side any military advantage?
Vould it be negotiable within a reasonaﬁle period of time?

Stability remains the first peasure of arms control.
While disarmers yearn for a world in which nuclear weapons
would gomehow disappear altogether and, with thenm, all risks
of nuclear war, that yesrning is unlikely to be satisfied
in the foreseable ‘futtn'e. if ever, In the meantime steps
can be taken to reduce the likelihood that nuclear arrenals
will be used - stéps to presence e medicum of stability,
however precarious.

When both gides are assured a that each has a secure
second strike capabllity « sufficient numbers of mvulnerable
nuclear weapons to threaten maccéptable damage to the other
side even after suffering a nuclear attack = strategic ‘
stebility exists, | |

In a crisis that could lead to war, that side might
be tempted to lounch a pre~emptive strike. If either side
sees itself in such a situation, both sides are less secure
for fear of pre-emption when either side has reason to fear
a pre-emptive striké, erigis stabllity exists.

Strategic Stabilitys The conditions for strategic
stebility are presently met. Both sides have sizable SLEM
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forces that for the immediate future will remain sutﬁciently
impervious to enemy' attack to provide a survivable retafiatory
threat and is sufficiently accurate to p'osa a first strike
threat, One Trident submerine alone carries enough nuclear
warheads to destroy 192 Soviet cities or targets of comparable
values, Three of the most modern class ,éf'soviet subnarines
have sn equivaelent cepability. This reciprocity satisfies

the requirement in United States strategic doctrine for

mutual assure destruction.

In the 1980s however, although the United States and
the Soviet Union find themselves in political and ideological
conflict, they share a powerful interest in avoiding nuclear
war and stopping the proliferation of nuclear wespons.
Moreover, they also share certein economic interests snd
both countries have numerous economic conflicts with their
political end economic allies, This intermingling of interests
and conflicts is thus a source of stability, |

Supplementing SLEM forces in each side' s second
strike arrenal sre longerange Bombers nuclearw~armed with
gravity bombs as cruise missiles, These weapons are not a
significant first strike threat bscause they require a long
 time to reach their targets. Although vulnersble to first
strike attack, the bombers pose little problem for orisis
stability. Unlike missiles, bombers eould be recalled, even
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if launched on warning., Yet bombers or the crulse missiles
they carry, have to penetrate air defences to carry out retati-
atory missions. Somewhat paradoxically, then a freeze on
bombers and cruise missiles, if not extended to cover air
defense as well, may have a marginally négatiw effect on
strategic stability. A freeze on air defense would be
exceedingly hard to verify. Moreover, existing bomber
fleets are increasingly _absolesaant end are unis.kely %o
remain in service much longer. Thus an effective freeze
would actually finish second strike capability, The
difficulty should not be exaggerated, howevet Bombers
complicate the task of enemy defences, but they only
supplément the retalitory threat of SLBMs,

On balance, a freeze on deployment and testing would
have at most a marginal effect on strategic stebility, not
all of it positive. Only developments in ASAT (Antisatellite)
technology pose a near term threat to strategic stability,

80 the urgency for negotiating a freaze is somewhat relexed
if only strategic atabinty is considered.

Crials Stabilitvs A freeze is more urgent to preserve
crisis stability. At present only the ICEMs of both sides are
at risk., Not all United States or SOﬁat ICBM forces are
vulnersble today, but the threatened portion will grow over
the next few years. A freeze on new deployments and testing
would thus leave some residual instability in ‘a crisis in
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as much as Americen Minumm?nnls and some Soviet S5S~18g
are accurate enowgh to ét'eack encmy Icme in hardened
8110s. Yet' continued deployment and testing compound the
problen, | |

A long list of tuturé deployment could aggravate
erisis instability. The American MX missiles has 10 warheads,
each capable of desﬁay&ng a Soviet ICBM in its silos,
Instability is compounded when the basing mode for the MX
leaves it vulnerable to Soviet attack, since its hard-target,
capability against the Soviet Union increases the Soviet
incentive to pre~empt 4in a crisis. ﬂ'x‘hn nev D=5 missile to
be deployed in Trident submarines has the seme offensive
cepability as the MX, without the sccompanying wulnerability.
On the Soviet side, continued improvement in the accuracy
of the SS~18 and S8~19s 1ts most modern ICBMs, would at
least tneor‘etieal‘.ly"aeosmrd‘ize all United States land-based
missiles in a first strike. The quality of new Soviet SLEMs
is still unknown. Although their sccuracy will no doubt be
improved over that of existing system, it may not be improved
enough to pose an immediate threat to United States ICEMs.

A freeze on new deployments would have the bgneﬁts of
precluding t-he,se’ threats from both sides to vcr!.sis stability,
- A fyreeze on the testing of ml_ieads and missiles

might inhibit marginal improvements in the .aéc.uracy of
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development of new systems. While many aspects of the
working of warheads and missiles ¢an be gimulated in a
laboratory, neither side is likely to produce weapons in
signifticant numbers without field teats; Comprehensive
limits on test explosions and missile test launches would
greatly inhibit technological improvements thet undermine
erisis stability, A total ban on testing might cause
concern on both sides about the continued reliabiiity of
their existing weapons. But a comprehensive ban on warhesd
testing could be coupled with a numerical limit on missile
test launches, The limit could allow enough tests to assure
both sides that their existing missiles test leumches. The
limit could allow enough tests to assure both sides ‘that.
their existing missiles still work, yet not enough test

to develop wholly new *Qeapcms or to permit much confidence
about improvement in the accuracy of existing missiles,

A freeze on deployments end testing might have some
disadventages, however, if it precluded all efforts to
protect existing ICBM forces, or prevented trading in ICBM
for SLBMs, then it would perpetuste its present crisis
instability resulting from growing ICEM vulnerability, This
residual instability, however is not as grave as the possible
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elimination of all ICMB in a pre-emptive attack, which
becomes more possible in the absence of a freeze. A
reduction in the number of ICBMs carrying scouratic multiple
independently targetable mentry vehicles (MIRVS) would have
to supplement a freeze to cope with this problem. Overall,
wvhen a freeze on deployment and testing which would be
verifieble, would g0 a long way to ease concerns about
.erigis instabllity but would not go the entire distence.

The benefits of such an effort would like in transe-
forming the international security situation, It is
important to note at this juncture that the existing scope
and charscter of weapons programmes of the Super Powers for
the ne:it ten years would undoubtedly enhance the "heirtrigger®
readiness of both sides, I1¢ is obvious that balanced
appraisal of different prescriptions to avoid a nuclear
holocaust is rendered difficult on account of the prevailing
hetrogenity in value-patterns, It is, however, only by
overcoming the parochial character of contemporary theories
and entrenched official attitudes that stabilisation of
forces at lower levels can be echieved,

Nezotiationss In today's situation, with thex
strategic stability and crisis stebility, negotiation is 4o
one of tha impartant tool in the manegement of international
relations, It has been an importent, if not primary, tool
of state craft because internationsl conflict have been
frequently end generally unpleasant, and ccnsequenﬂy;.
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nations have n;ade great efforts to avoid them, A Secondary
use of negotiations have been to create relations between
nations in order to advence those interests that could only
be realised through regularized interaction.

The greatest good that could come from negotiation
was stabllity, end the greatest threat to stability were
those who sought radical chenge in the international status
quo through military violence.

Nations use international negotiation to regulate a
mich wider range of human activities than previously and
consequently the process has become politicized in a way
that makes external relations indistinguisheble from
domestic politics in many countries. Global soclety has
entered an ara where the social environment has become
profoundly more important to human life than the geographical
environment. This has increased the amount of political
activity within nations and has ceaused an increase in the
size and scope of activity of governments within those
systems., A gimilar phenomenon has occurred in international
politicss International negotiation coﬁld; be defined as
politics conducted externally between strangers, as opposed
to politics conducted internally between citizens, and the
forces that have led to increase levels of politicel and
governmental activity within nations have also led to
increase levels of diplomatic activity detween nations.
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The mention of oscillation in the American~Soviet
relationship raises more fundamentsl problem that tends to
be slighted when SALT is viewed primerily as an exercise in
bargeining at a table, Relations between the two societies
sppear to have a dynamic of thelr own which affects the
underlying predisposition to negotiate. Since the death
of Stalin, political detentes accompanied by arms control
undertakings occurred in 1955, 1959-60, 1963, 1964, end
1972«1973. In the intervening yeears relétions vwere merked
by varying degrees of tension aend an mabiuty to enlerge
the scope of colleboration, The amplitude of oscillation
in American = Soviet relations has diminished since 1964, if
a comparison is made with the ups snd downs of the previous
 decade. Tension has on the whole been lessened. But so
also has the prospect of breskthrough in cooperation,
Nevertheless, within the confines of a relatively stebilized
relationship the pattern of oscillation continues, with the
conflict dimension clearly if gradually being asccentuated
since 1973, When the American and the Russians are on the
own~-gide of the curve, as seems to be the case in September
1979, the task of realizing strategic arms limitation
agreements becomes more difficult, just as it ls eased
when the relationship as a whole moving in the direction
of restraint and cooperation,
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Structural factors would seem to be at work in
determining the pattern of fluctuation in American and
Soviet relations upcn which SALT negotiating depends. The
Negotiation of Strategic arms limitation requires the
development of a counter eyclical political strategy aimed
at containing sponteneocus fluctuation in Amsricen « Soviet
relations end gradually directing the relationship toward
higher levels of colleboration. This sounds like strategic
Keynesianism, but in practice it may require the Americans
and the Russians to engage in joint strategie planning,

A begining may already have been made in so far as the
agreements reached and the SALT process itself hove obliged
both sides to begin haltingly to modify end integrate their
separate weapons acquisition processes, forece postures,
military doctrines and expectations of the atrategie balance
end the likelihood of nuciear war, In the meanwhile, a
greater public awareness that American -~ Soviet relations
are cyclical and that negotiation occur historiecally in a
context of fluctuating relations may serve to avenge over-
reaction when things are going badly as well as well.

What all of this suggests is that to do better at
negotiation it is necessary to rearrange figureeground
relationships in the prevalling apProach* to strategic arms
coentrol, Rather than continue to focus with something like
tunnel vision and without great success on the figure of SALT
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both sides should be paying for more attention to processes
and events in the extra-negotiatery setting as they leighten
and diminish the predisposition to gtrike balanced and
substantial strategic arms agreements, More ghould be known
about the domestic political processes whereby the will to
collaborate formed, about patterns in the way one side's moves
across a spectrum of igsues affect the propensity of the.
other to negotlate end thus about the opportunity for
political action ocutside the negotisting forum to asslist
the cause of negotiation. An endesvour to improve the SALT
performance of the Soviet Union end the US leads us away from
generally accepted notions of what constitutes srms control,
Just as it directs attention awpy from sn overriding concern
with formal negotiationg In both oaises, it is necessary to
look more to the surrounding them to the | figure,

The Ameridan Soviet relationship as a whole is marked by
repeated variation within 2 limited range of outcomes, veriation
that to some extent occurs independently of the will of the
American and Soviet leaders and lesser actorss Similarly the
behaviour of either the US or 4 Soviet Uﬁion. vhen viewed
seperately is marked by oscillation between a similarly limited
range of outcomes, oscillation that 1s agai.n subject to at
i:eai;‘*;imwﬁfect control by the actors within, Accordingly we
may identify three systems .ﬁa Americen = Soviet relationss
a dominant system represented by the relationship as a whole, -
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and nesting within it two national subsystems which are

in turn whole systems from the stand point of the actors
within them. To simplify matters, we may set aside the
workings of the lerger system, whose status and force are
far from certain, end consider the behaviour of sach of the
two national systems as it forms the ground for a strategic
arms control negotiating efforts on the part of actors
within,

The task of bringing the two soclieties together dn
behalf of increasingly substantiazl and even handed measures
of strategic arms ccmtrei is one of simultaneous modification
of the inner pre~disposition of both sides to the determinent
of expansionism and towerds en appreciation in the influence
of the status quo and in collaborative tendencies, To
negotiate is not to sit down and talk, It is to concern
onegel?f with the overall behaviour of the other side, to
mute one's own as well as the other's tendency to seek
unilateral advantage, end to amplify the shared predisposition
to collaborate upon which bdehaviour at the | negotiating
table substantially depends.

Formal negotiation was good for aoﬁereigns but it is
‘not 8o successful for systems. To stress formal negotiation
as the preferred means of securing strategic arms controls
agreements between the Soviet Unitn end the United States
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is to persist in an anacronistic and impoverished response
to the problem of securing simultasneous, equivalent gube
astantisl outcomes from the mterdépendam policy processes
of dissimilar complex socleties in the létzar part of the
twentieth century. What is required instead is a conception
of collaboration emong adversaries that is adopted to the
task of creating the political will to strike inereasingly
for = Peaching strategic arms agr‘eemanté, if not in SALT III
then in a successor negotiation that must sooner or later
followe Of the essence here is that identification of
patterns of interaction in the extrawnegotiation environment,
domestic as well as internationel, which condition behaviour
at the table, Once identified, they may be influenced to
strengthen the predisposition to ¢ollaborate in ways that

a tabular conception of negatiation will not allow. And

in the 19nger term knowledge of structural factors that

make for repeated fluctuation, in Americén and Soviet
behaviour taken separately in the American Soviet relationship
as a whole, may open the way to more radical change in the
prospects for strategic arms negotiation,

Ihe Luture of Negotiations Diplomacy (or International
negotiation) as it is now being conducted raises questions
gbout the structure of the future international system.
Diplomacy has been described as the art of restraining the
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exercise of power, which is en accurate desmptim of the
peace<keeping sort of diplomacy that arose out of the |
traditional nation-state system, However, Modern diplomacy
is exercised over a much broader range of govemmta}.
functions than just the maintenance of international security,
end much of the diplomecy cuts deeper into the febric of
domestic politics than it did previously. Diplomscy today
is policy making by another name, and at another levei. What
tends to be visible gbout the conduct of Intermational
negotiation is the pbliuc,zizat.tan of the diplomatic fumction,
but this iz only a symptom of the change that is cccuring,
The real chmge is a shift of decision making from national
to international structures. Nations now use international
negotiation to sccomplish policies that hitherto were
achleved through dcmestic structures or else were not dealt
with of 21l by govement. ’

The international palﬁ.ti.cs inherited from the European
nation-state system wes preeocoupied with an effort to
maintain a separation between foreign and domestic diplomacy.
- This devision was faci-iitated by the types of issues dealt
with in both areas, International policies dealt with grest
1ssues of war and pesce and these were congidered filling
subjects for diplomacy; but other matters especially the
menagement of domestic economics, were regarded as the



prerogatives of domestic policy. Nations Jealously guarded
their right of domestic jurisdiction asnd this concept ia
prominent in the charter of the United Nations, Today, with
an expanded international agénda, nations regularly take
up lssues in negotistions on trade, enersy and even m:
limitations talks, that only a few decades age would have
been exclusively matters of domestic policys-making. The
rhetorie of domestic jJjurisdiction is less importent in
international politics than it once was, and in some areas
such as international trade policy, it no longer has eany
absol_ute meening, Whatsoever. The expanding in the
natlonal agenda has profoundly changed the task of statese
menship in the modern age. Formerly the test of statesmenship
was the ability to manage external relations so as to

protect the capacity of the domestic system for independent
initiatives. Nations conducted cnplomady using the currency
of power send the mecheniam of Control was the balante of

power gystem. The technology of the twentieth century has
increesingly immobilized the exercise of military power in
external relations. Once this occurred the protection of
domestic Jurisdiction became less necessary, Nations seem
more pre~occupied today with the making of policy at the
intemational ‘level than they are with the protection of
domestic jurisdiction, The importent test of atatesmanship
has now become the ebility to manage domestic politics in
order to protect the capacity of the external system for
independent initiatives, '

»
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An importent requirement of diplomacy today is
internal control over domestic politics in order to conduct
negatiations abroad. How %o achieve this without compromising
democratic government will be one of the important practical
énd philosophical issues of the future., The dilemma is tha:t,
on the one hand, en incraasing number of issues can no longer
be managed adequately by national governments acting
unilaterally while, on the other hend, citizens in democcratic
nations will likely resist a trenafer of decision making
power from national to international forums. The resolution
of this dilemma, if there is to be one, will likely come
in greatly improved cepacity of governments to commumnicate
with their own people, both to explain the decision that are
taken in negotiations with other countries end to secure
tontinued support for those decisions, It is quite true
that the world is becoming more interdependent, but what is
not usually recognized is that the mechanism that mekes
international politics more important to domo stic publics
also makes domestic politics more important in international
politics, The irony for deplomatic esteblishments is that as
the world rapldly enters on era of increasing international
negotiation, the importance of internal politics to the
diplomatic process will probably incresse even afaster,

Our objective in this study is to moke available
certain new insights into some of the inter-related factors
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which first led to the thawing of the Cold War end later
produced a c¢ode of conduct between the two Super Powers based u
upon policies of detente, end in a still later phase catalysed
international tensions to produce a new spirsl of the arms
race and ascelation of conflict situationss The conflict
pattern in the 15808 has hed serious destablising congequences
for Soviet - Americen relations and the strident responses
from washing“tcn and Moscow appeared to vindicate those who
spoke of a New Cold War. Notwithstanding ﬁh-eae conagiderations,
our analysis indicates that the negotiating experience of

the Super Powers underscores a search for pragmatism leading
to positive=gum approaches between the Soviets and the |
Americans, We condlude, therefore, with the following
generalisations in the hope that our conceptual framework

will be ugeful for a systematic enquiry into diplomatle

theory and practice for promoting and maintaining stability

in Super Power relations: |

Te Borzaining Behaviours
The gelf-contained model of negotiations which Henry

Kissinger considered most appropriate during SALT negotiations
was based on a vision of developing a common perception of the
bargeining environment. The term "Bargaining Chip" turned

out to be more problematic and ultimsately hampered the |
historical progress and ultimately failed to control the



process of militarisation generated by the Cold Wer, There
is little evidence that the Soviets and Apericans inter=-
sction patterns have resulted in a shared definition of the
bargaining situation. There are no definitive ways of
assessing the political and military strategles of the two
Super Powersg atiempts can, however be made to chart views
and orientations of negotiauors end relate these to en
emérm dentente structure. It is neceasary to underatand
the negotiating process not in terms of stereotypes of
negotiating behaviour but with an explanatory frame wa

of reference which takes into account adaptive processes
which accommodate commitments and expectations. The none
aligned countries like Yugosiavia end India by their
conslstent activity ini International diaamamer_xt negotiations,
ivere able to suggest measures for consolidating detente and
trust by teking into account the psychological impacts on
Super Powsr negotiations. The requirements of secret
negotiations and the needs of democrecy end mass media

have t0 be taken into account in eny concrete analysis of
negotiating behavicur. If the Super Powers are again

to begin to move in the direction of detente, the negotiators
must take into account the prospects of the influence of
public opinion gpart from scrutinising the interactions
between the two governments. The public image of negotiations
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is effected by the exaggerated fear in both the political
cultures that their competitive position may be eroded.
Flexibility in a negotiating position is often associated
with the beneficinl consequences of smumding out each other's
intentions before tonixally begining the :iegotiating Processs
The momentum for a detente policy cam only be preserved if
coneillatory attitudes are interpreted as en expression of
egalitarienism in international relations and negotiating
behaviour is not irrevocably geared t0 the attaimnment of
strategic superiority.

2.

In the conduct of Super Power diplomacy, threats
and warnings have played an important part in the response
to crucial problems although the perceived dangers of war
and arms race suggested fonowing the path of prudence, In
the 1970s Soviet-American relations were conducted in a
congistent manner to achieve considerable progress in
achieving agreement on limiting Anti-Ballistic Migsile
systems, the narrowing of strategic doctrinal diffaraéaes .
as indicated by the SALT I agreement, the serious attempt
to codify rules for prevention of nuclear war and a flexible
attitude by both the Super Powers_ on the limi‘tatim_a of
underground nuclesr wespons tests. Both the Super Powers
adopted negotisting strategies in Europe which helped to
improve security and stebilise their mutual relations. The



~ strategle choices open to policy mekers were severely limited
in Non-Europesan areas such as Vest Asia and no serious efforts
to widen detente could be¢ mada. The increase of militgry
activities in the Indian Ocean also gggravated the inter-
national gituation. In the early 1980s the global crisis
‘situation took a turn for the worse and the area of uncertainty
in the negotliating strategles of both Washington and Moscow
demonstrated the ineffectiveneas of the 1972 Basic Principles.
Although in 1982 at the United Nations Genersl Assembly
Specigl Session on Disarmament, the Soviet Union pledged
itself to a policy of no=first use of nuclear weapons, the
crucial policy dilemmas for both the Super Powers remained
wnchangeds T aveild uncontrollsed hostility and confrontation,
policy makers heve to map out negotiating strategies to take
into account each other's core interests and values and thus
successfully regulate Inccherence end uncertainty in mutual

relations.

Se

The global scale and complexity of negotiations
between the Super Powers requires a broad framework, end
strategic doctrinal differences cen only by communicated

end meaningfully managed 1f there is a commpon language emong
the negotiating partles, Ultimatuns and threates do mot
augur well for éraating substantive parameters for global
peecas 1If the negotiating sides are to avoid getting locked
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up in rigld militeristic positions they must signal o

esch other their willingness to seelt solutions to difficult
problems through political means end avoid a further spiral
of armaments by creating tcnsibns in mavmiutary sphera,
The losening of military allisnces creates new patterns of
foreign poliey processes which can tske advantage of a
political will in favour of detente end disermement. On
the other hand a qualitative arms race reduces the mutusl
understanding of the Super Powers on major disarmament issues,
The political aspects of confidence building measures must
be grounded in a shared sense of realism which should rule
out the possibility of direct military confrontation, It
is naturasl that the negotliators should wish to signel
firmness, dbut such tactics should not come in the way of
gsystematic and comprahensive evaluation of the changing
structure of political relations. The real problem in
developing rules for communications and signals is to
identify goalw~oriented asctions which can enhance the
negotiability of issues which sre crucial to the conflict
pattern among the Super Powers. The unasteble equilibrium
between the Super Powers is inherently destabilising, but
explicity or implicity the expectations of the Big Two can
be brought closer together through the positive impsct of
social and politicel communication,



In the 1980s the rearmamont strategy of the Regen
administration brought to the surface the powarful anti-
Soviet ieelings which had been gemerated by the Soviet
challenge to the United States's role of World leader, .
Regardless of Mcoscow's exact intentions, which are difficult
to identify, the Reagan administration's aggressive posture
strongly suggested a principal cmtradiciion in global
political negotiations. The detenté policles of both
Moscow and Washington have sought to cope with the une
predictable environment by keeping sll options opene The
Soviets wish to marginalise the Americens in Europe snd

the United States wishes to play the China Card and pursue
a policy of containment of Soviet influence in key areas
such as the Persien Gulf. The NATO decision to deploy
medium range theatre nuclear forces sharpened the dilemmas
for the Soviet Union since it both narrowed its diplomatic
Ifreedom of action and dlocked the road to military detente.
Further the United States has geared its diplomatic end
political practice to the concept of linkage by which for
example it postponed the SALT II treaty on account of lack
of agreement in other areas, I1f new pogsibilities of
flexibility in negotiations between the two Super Powers
ere t© be developed away from the !‘.mpex-ativaa of military «
industrial complexes, a natural focal point would have to
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be the irreversibility of detente as a general amswer to
miiitarisation of global politics. If mtérnational
tensions are to be controlled through global negotiations,
detente must emerge from zige~zaegging policles towards
greater emphasis on commumity 4f interests in preserving
peace through flexible proposals. | |

5n

The catestrophic results produced by the Second
Cold War ¢an be seen :mnthe deep shedows cast across tha
- entire international scene. The military build-up on both
is intended to frighten the enemy and thereby exert |
paychological leverage. Miscaleculation could teke the
military activities over the threshold of prudence,
One of the most convincing signs of the unsatisfactory nature
of the Super Power relatibns is provided in the Arms Control
agenda, where the bargaining chips, as far as cen be judged
from the public record, have uncertain implications for
the emerging strategic environment. While it would dbe
wrong to deny that the era of detente had political
consequences over a broad spectrum, it must be admitted
that the negotiating agenda did not aim at a maximum of
conflict - resolution emong :the Super Powers, Specific
analyses of the ammg race point to-the need for preventive
diplomacy. The agenda for negotiating an international
peace system must inciude theissue of intervention by either
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of the Super Powers in the Third Vorld. Similarly the
control of the qualitative arms race requires certsin
armg options to be renounced. The normalisation of
relations between thé United States end the Soviet Union
cannot just be achleved by the remunclation of the aim
of military superiority. As long as either Super Power
is prepared to tske rigks in "grey zones" a negative
impact on the intermationasl system ¢annot be ruled out,
Similarly security alternatives have to be explored so
that the risk of escalation in a 1limited nuclear war is
avoided. Diplomacy must develop & new potential for
tackling the fundemental aspects of the structure am
dynamics of Super Power militarisation. '
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| 1973 1982
Delivery vehicles
Strategic bombers
USA BeS2 C/D/E/F 149 83
B~52 G/ 281 264
(FBSIIT 66 63
USSR Mya=l *Bison 56 56
~ Tue95 'Bear’ 100 100

(Tus22M *Backfire’

- Sutmarines, ‘ballistic n.%ej%

‘equipped nuclear-
USA With Polaris A-2
 With Polaris A=3
| With Trident Ce2 conv,
With Trident C«4 conv,
With Trident Ceb

USSR 'Hotel IX' conv.
'Hotel III' conv,
*Yankes'

'Yemkee IX!

ssmm'

-
20

B a

20

el w o 32

contdae s
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1973 1982

1Golf IV! conv, 1 1
"Hotel IV' conv, q

'Dglta It 1 18

"Delta II' - b

'Dalts IXI* - 16

' Sulmarine totals |

UsA 4 32

| USSR &b 7

Modern subs. USSR 34 62

SLEM (Submarine-lounched

balligtic missiles) |

launchers on SStMs.

USA Polaris A=2 128 -
Poleris A3 | 208 -
Pogeldon C=3 320 320
Trident Ceb - 200

USSR *SSell~5¢ 21 18
*33««6 mod.I* 534
1S3«ll«b mod, 2’ conv, - - L
1SSale6 mod,3 conv, -3 |

1SS ull =B 22 - 290
* SGNX =7 - gy
'S5 =48 | - 256

contd..



15318 mode2' conv, -

contd. from _

- 1973 1982
SLEM louncher fotah Usa 656 520
 UsR s77 950

ICEMa(Wnternationsl ballistic missiles)

- USA Titan 1I 54 52
| Minutenan I ’ 190 -
Minmutemen IX 500 450
Mimutenan IIX conv, 310 350
Minuteman IIXI impr,. - - 200
USSR *55-7 Saddler’ | 190 -
153-8 Sesin 19 -
¥ 58«9 Scarp' 288 -
15511 mod, 1* - -
1S5+11 Mod, 2' conv, 990 520

*SS-11 mod.3' conv. -
'53.13 Savage' 60 60

15318 mods1/mod. 3" - 5%§

contdsese



2l

1973 1082

'88-19' conv, - 360
1837 conv, - 150
ICE ¢otalt USA 1054 ‘ 1052

USSR 1547 1398

Total, Lenigerange
bcmbaxts and minsiles

USA 2440 - 1919
Ussi 2280 2504
Nucleer warheads | ’
Independently targetoble
USA

on mnissiless 5240 7032
USSR 2424 , 6648

 Iotl tionds os, bemders '
US estimatess - Usa . 6784 9000
' USSR 2200 7000




T ' 1 1 Range (Am)
Camtry | Designation { deployed i (high level
s : } launch)
- ' 1
USSR AS«2 Kipper 1964 210
AS=h Kitchen 1962 720
AS-6 Kingfish 1977 700
USA ACM~6GA SRAM 1972 160
France ASMP 1985 300

o
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State giving

notification
Norway

USSR

FR Germany
USA

FR Germeny
Cenada
Denmark
Norway
Switseriand
FR Germeny
UR

Belgium

FR Germany
Spain

Date of
notification

19 Febhruary
14 August
21 August
26 August
2h August
25 August
28 August
28 August
9 Septumber
9 September
10 Septenber
18 September
2‘i Septenber
5 October




- 7 { Pirst
Comntry  Designation ! deployed
USSR MiG-23/27 Flogger 197
Rest of VIO MiG«-23 Flogger 197
usa F~16 Pighting Falcon 1979
| Fe4 Phonton I 1961
A«7 Corsair II 1966
UK Buccancer S.2 1962
Jaguar GR.4 1973
Harrier GR.5 (AV~EB) 1986
France Jaguar A 1973
Mirage IIIE 1961
Rest of NATO' P16 Fighting Falcon 1979
A~TH/P Corsair IX 1966
Fei4E Phantom 1I 1964
F/CP=104G Startighter 1958
F=1043 (Aeritalis) 1969

2.4
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I, 46Jul ?955" 5 August 1963
' ( the zj,gning of %81: Partial Test Ban Treaty)

NSRRI

UsA USSR i 4 ch Total
293 _16‘» - 23 8 488

11, 6 August 1963«31 December 15681
a -« atmosphere

U = zmdersrmd

iear

6 Aug, ~

31 Dev,

196 0 9% . 0 g
39’65 3 33 8 9
4966 0 40 0 .
1967 0 29 0 15
1968 0 39 0 %3
1969 0 28 0 13
1970 0 33 0 12
1971 0 15 0 19
1972 0 15 0 22
13772 0 11 0 1%
1974 0 2 0 19
1975 0 1 0 15
1976 0 15 0 17
1977 0 12 0 16
1978 0 12 ¢ I 27
1979 4] 15 0 29
1980 0 14 0 29
1981 Q 16 0 21
Total 0 390 0 305

IIT. 16 July 194531 Decenber 1964 ','
W France  china indla  Total
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Y '!‘;1’

REDUCTIONGS REQUIRED FOR THE
AND 3HE SOVIEL STARL PROPOS

{snwﬁd

'i ‘ ; US Forces } Soviet Forces

o S » H _— —
US_Propogal (Phase I)

Total warheads 7428 to 5000 - 2128 6735 to 5000t = 1735
ICEM and SLEM 1564 to 850 = 714 2415 to 8501 - 1565
launchers '

ICEM warheads 2152 to 2500: = 348 5302 to 2500: - 2802
sSgviat Erovosal

All delivery vehicles 1940 to 18003 = 140

o

2650 to 1800t « 850

op)
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—— - — T

US Missiles ; Humber of ! Soviet Nissiles § Nunber of
_ } warheads i : - i varbsads

ACEMas 420 2110 370 2500

SiiMa 288 2880 472 2452

Total 758 4990 842 4952

A A



Country

USSR

USA

France

38«4 Sandal
88«5 Skean
SS-20
SS<N=5 Serd

Pershing II
GLOM

Polaris A-3

" Teident II (D-5)

SSBS S«3
MSBS M«20
MSBS M4

8"z
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fﬂ_j‘”“ Jﬁﬂ) D_'!l [EY .2 m}ﬁ’*}ﬁl 1982

* "
; !flmﬁar of} Nunder &:f . Tota% &:uwry: 3“1:1
- elive warhea capal elivery
Delivery vehicle H vohiclg % per deumy; (&w ?.p’bility
’ i deployed * wehicle imhead:) ;

Lend-based (ICHIQ) 1051 2151 1429
Sea-based (SLEMs) 644 4960 344
Alr-based 316 2570 1745
(Strutesic bombers)

Total 20114 9681 3488

6. ¢
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m;mwmmswtn :
' - END 1082 '

{ I;mlgu'ot Jg rota%i dlﬁzyvary {-T;"%l

elive a eliv
Delivery vehicle venicles | %:xpnber of ' etpabgﬁty

daploged | warheads) i (nt)
i , i i

Lend-based (ICEHY 1338 5678 5481
Sea-based (SLEMs) 937 - 2813 8835
Alr-based 145 290 - 250
{Strategic bombers)
Total 2480 8784 6656

Source ¢ Sipri Year Book (1982-83, ,Stockholm).
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1045,

1946,

1947,

1948,

1949,

1950,

CHRONOLOGY
February t Yalta Conference B
 June t United Nations Charter
June t Pirst Test of American Atomic Bomb
VJ une "y Potsdem Conference -
August + Hiroshima bombed
August t KNogasaki bombed

June '8 The United States offers the
- - United Nations Bernard Baruch's
Plan for the World control of.
atomic energy which the Soviet
Union subsequently rejects

March ¢ "Trumen Doctrine" for aid to

. Greece and Turkey promulgated
June -3 Marshall Plen launched

- July 3 Soviet Unim rejects the Marshall

Plan., All the East European
Countries as well as Czechoslovakia
and Finland follow suit,

March R 3 Brussels Pact

June $ Berlin blockade begins

J anuary t Foundation of the COMECON
April ¢t Atlantic Pact signed

June t Korean War begins

October $ United Nations Forces Crosa
. 38th Parallel line :

December t Begining of retreat of United

Nationa Forces in Korea



1952,

1953,
1954,

1955,

1956,

1963,

1964,

1965,

1968,
1970,
1971,

November

July
October

February
April
July

October

June

Oc¢tober

October

August
October

July
April
Decamber

American hydrogen bomb tested

~ successfully

The Korean Armistice was signed

Paris Agreement on Germeny's
entry into NATO |

Middle East Treaty Organisation
signed :

Bandung Conference of Non=-Aligned
States

Nasser declared nationslization
of Buez Canal

Hungarisn c¢risis

Washington-Moscow "Hotline |
Agreement®

United Nations General Asgembly -
resolution urging all states to
refrain from placing nuclear
weapons on Celesttia bodies

Partial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty
signed (including the US, the UK,

‘the USSR)

United States and Soviet Union
proposal for Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty

" Indo~Pakisten War in Kashmir

Johnson's speech on East-West
detente

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
China launched her first satellite
Outbreak of Indo«Pakistan VWer



1972,

1993, August

1974,

1975,

1978,

1979,

1981,
lo82,

1983,

May

May

October

March

February

April

. July

October
Decenber

February

December
December

June

March

. May

.., August

-

Nixon's visit to Russia

SALT II Agreement

:&greement for Joint Space Flight
:gezween United States end Soviet
- union '

‘ ;Arab-I sreal War

Sunmit Conference between Prasident

-Ford and Brezhnev .

WilsoneBrezhnev Bummit neeting

- in Moscow

Eurcpean Nuclear Energy Conference

- held in Paris
Helsinki 35 Nation Summit Conference

on European Security and Cooperation

- Camp David Agreement signed

Vietnem invaded Kampuchia

. China's ettack on Vietnem
" SALT II Agreement

Soviet invasion of Afghanistan

| nmnau Lav in Poland

United Nations Special 8essim
on Digarmement

. Reagan offers an “interim solution®

to reduce the number of mediumerange
missiles in Enropc

' Andropov offers to cut the mumber
© of 38-208 aimed at Western Europe

. United States and Soviet Union

signed a five-year grain agreement



1983,

1984,

September

Dotober

November

December
Decamber

March

Savietsv shoot down Korean Air

 Lines Flight 007, killing 269

aboard

United States and Caribbesn
forces invade Grenade

The West German parliament votes

to eccept new Pershing 1I missiles,
Next day, the Soviets walk out of
the Geneva INF talks

The Soviets suspended START
negotiations

The Soviets suspend Vienna talks
on conventional arms

The talks betweenn NATO and
Varsaw Pact countries on mutual
and balanced force reduction

in Central Europe {MBFR) resumed
in Viena

[ EE RN E
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