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Soviet policy to the Third World has now a long his-
tory, Beginning in 1917 with the declaration of the new
Soviet State in support and encouragement to the cause of
freedom of colonies and semi=colonies, Séviet policy to the
Third Vorld was gradually activated since the mid-f{fties,
Over the last three decades in pursuing its Third torld
policy, the Soviet Union had to deal with a number of vitsal
issues and problems of the Third Vorld, As & matter of
fact, 1t 1s time that Soviet policy to the Third World
needs to be seen in terms of issues and problems involved
rather than to be confined to Soviet-Third VTorld bilateral
or multilateral relationship., One of such issues and'prob-
lems has emerged aé territorial clsims and border disputes,

~This 4s a study of Soviet attitude to deal with this

problem. The study is di#tdad in a mmber of parts, First,
it underlines the genoral significance of the problem for
internatfonal politics set against its historical origin

ond development. It is follooed by focussing attention on
specific Soviet framework for dealing this problem. Further,
it tries to investlgate select case studies concerning the
problem {n Asia and Africa, from the point of view of rele-
vanco to tho Soviot involvement in the Third Vlorld, Finally,
the study seeks to assess the Soviet policy 1o teorritorial
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claims and border dispute, The stuéy_relies on published
source materials primarily in English and some made avai=
lable in translatién from the Russian language.
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CHAPTER ONE

TERRITORIAL CLADIS AND BORDER DISPUIES AND INIER-

NATIONAL POLITIS



introductio

Over the last fifty years or so, the Soviet Union has
emerged és a world power of major significance almost match-
ing the USA, It has gone through its own characteristic
trials and travails in its nation-building programme includ-
ing two major catastrophes, i.e, the First t'orld tlar, inter-
vention and Civil Vlar, and above all the Second tlorld tlar.
The very process of iis emergence as a major world power has
brought it face to face with world-wide problems. Among
these problems,; territorial claims and border disputes may

be identified as a major one.

Not that the problem of territorisl claims and bordexr
disputes has originated with the establishment of the Soviet
State in 1917; indeed it has historical roots in the very de-
velopment of human society through the ages, But the very
importance that this problem has attained in Soviet eyes is
relevant to our study, However, to understand this process
in Soviet policy, it is worthwhile for us to have a glance at
the historical origins of the problem. Hence, we must begin
our enquiry by examining the problem of territorial claims
and border disputes in the historical perspective and its
impact on international politics, particularly in owr times,



Histoxical Backaoround

The problem of rival territorial claims and border dis-
putes is not a new phenomenon in history. It runs through
practically the entire range of development of human socliety
and has often led to sharp conflicts and generated much ten-
sion between nation-states, It has caused many bloody wars
and humanity was made to suffer because of it, through the
ages.l The seizure of foreign territory was the inevitable
concomitant of wars of conquest, These wars were waged by
many rulers in ancient times, in the middle ages and even in

modern times.2

In modern times, we have seen many conflicts and wars
on the rival territorial claims and border disputes, In Europe,
since the beginning of the industrial revolution on national
aSpirationss as well as animosities have been one of the main
factors leading to the instability in the continent, For ins~
tance, the French Revolution was also a source of satisfaction
to French nationalism vhich eventually contributed to the
Napoleanic wars of adventure and conquest of Europe.4 The

1. See, G. Viright, A Study of Uar (UCP, 1965), 2nd Edn.

2., S. Touval, e Boundary Politics dependont
(HUP, 1972), p.

3. R.B. llowat, Conte a uro d , (London,
Ravington, 1950), p, 6

4, H.A.L. Fisher, A History of Europe (London, Fontena, 1968)

vol.II, p. 830



Congress of Vienna (1815) sought to grapple with the rival
claims of various nationalities by redefining and delimiting
boundaries of European States, The urgency of the situation
can be understood in the emergence of the concert of Europe
which was an outcome of the Vienna Congress. However, the
system could not last long, The French people were resolved
to bresk the settlement of 1815 at all cost. Because it was
associated in their minds with coniracted frontiers and loss
of national prestige. The other powers were eocually resolved
to preserve this: settlement in all its totality, and they
vere conscious that its violation would open the door to end-
less confusion and the peril of » European conflagration.l
However, the system met further blow and collapsed against the
rising onslaught of Cerman nationalism and its 1rrendeﬂist
claims, culminating in Bismarck's successful drive for the
unification of Germany {1870), Likewise, the struggle for
Italian unification under llazzini was also an effort to adjust

bouniaries and disputed territorial c1aims.2

Thus, national movements impclled the Germans, the
Italians, the Poles and the Czechs {o demand political union
and boundaries corresponding to the distribution of their
races, The Italian and the German national novenents were suce-

cessful in the 19th Centuzy and brought about dramctic changes

1, E. Lipsan, Euzope in the 19th Century (London, A & C Black
Lid, 1928}, p- 3

2, V. Luigi, The Expansion of Italy (London, Faber & Faber,
1930), pp. 29=37
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}of frontiers., The political boundaries were redravm. These

changes were effected by wars in 1859, 1866 and 1870, It was
not only caused international tensions but also led to domes-~

tic instability in some cases.x

Yet, territorial claims and border disputes remain a
very living problem in international politics and are far from
resolved, %©The Eastern Cuestion was one such problem which
arose in Europe. Thus, territorial claims and border disputes
articulated through rival nationalities of various regions, set
the canvass for the First lorld War (1914), After the First
torld Var, Versailles Agreement (1919) created more problems
than it solved; so much so that it finally led to the rise of
Nazi Germany and Hitler's Ostopolitik with disastrous conse~
quences for the ménkind.

The end of the Second liorld Uar transformed the world
scenario, Like all other aspects of international politics
the problems of territorial claims and border disputes has ac-
quired new dimensions, Now it began to affect the newly inde-

pendent countiries and contemporary world politics.z

By this time, the nroblem acquired new dimensions be-

cause the correlation of world forces vwas significantly changed

1, A. Hassall, Perjods of European History (London: Rivingtons,
1950), pp. 13-14

2, S. Sanakayev, “Most Preservin? Problem of Ouxr Day¥,
texrnational Affairs (lloscow), August 1978, pp. 818



These changes were brought about by the process of decoloni-
sation and the success achieved by a large number of libera-

tion movements in Asia and Africa.

In this changed scenario, vhen a number of independent
countries emerged, the character of boundaries and its dimen-
sion in international politics also underwent changes. Now,
on each side of them were territories ruled by scvereign‘states
and not by different colonial powers or the same colonial power.
National policies were under formulation and the nrocess of
nation building had begun which affected the borders existiing
before independence. But this problem did not arise as a result
of independence of countries in Asia and Africa. Indeecd 4t was
rooted in the history of colonialism,

‘The history of colonialism shows that Asia and Africa
were divided and subdivided by ‘the colonial powers for their
own interests.l Historical, ethnic and geographical {actors
vere ignored. Vlhole regions vere lopped off frcm their natural
enviroment, and incorporated in others. Economic and Cultural
ties which had ovolved over centuries were disrupted and

desttoyed.z

1. V.I. Lenin, Selected lbdrks, Vol.I, Part 2 (iloscov, 19606),
p. 412

2, S. Touval, Ihe Boundary Politics of IXpndewmdant Africn
(HuP, 1972), p. 4



Hence, many frontiers in Asia and Africa were just
drawn on the map along the parallels and meridians. The impe~
rislist plunderers were in so much of hurry to acquire land
and capture new areas that they could not draw the boundaries
in a scientific manner.l At the same time, boundaries were
also changed or modified much more frequently in these region.z
Cumulatively, all these were bound to present a grim heritage
of colonialiém. This heritace is knovm to have given rise
to tensions and conflicts among the independent states of

Asia and Africa.

As ve have stated earlier, the countries in Asia and
Africa became independent from the colonial powers inherlting
boundaries drawn up arbitrarily by them., These boundaries
fprmed by the colonial powers, not corresponding to localism,
sharpened the national feelings and animosity against the
neighbours, Thus it became a major source of conflict among

nzighbours in Asia and Africa,
Effec ternatio olitics

Hence, the territorial claims and border disputes were

much more manifest when the process of decolonisation gained

1., R.L. Kapil, ¥*On the Conflict Potential of Inherited
Boundaries in Africa%, lorld Politics, 18 July 1966
pp. 656-673

2., S. Touval, Jbid, p. 7



momentum in the post-Second Viorld War perioed, It has caused
serious tensions in the world and has involved many coyntries
in the conflicts and wars particularly in Asia and Africa. It
not only has threatened thes stability and peace in one region
but has also become s major source of threst to international
peace and security. The graviiy of the prolem is so high that
it has acquired an important place in international politics.
Maximum attention was paid to this problem at internationsl
conferences and summit talks., The intensity and complexity of
the problem is so marked that it has become a major concern

for the international community. Far instance, at the Helsinki
Conference (1975), the desire to avoid conflict on this issuc
was expressed, The report on the Conference says, “the perti-
cipating states regard as inviolable one another’s frontiers

as well as frontiers of all states and therefore; they viill re-

frain now and in the future from assaulting these frontiers®,

As it is a major problem of international politics, it
has alsc attracted the attention of statesmen, diplomats and
social scientists, They have tried to give various interpreta-
tions to the issue and put fori ard some ideas for its resolu=
tion, Statesnen and diplomats have devoted much of their time
to find out a just and permanent solution to the problem. These
have been very much reflected in the Viilsonian concept of natio-

nal self-determination and Lenin's theory on the Right to



Self-determination.l

Although the efforts were not very
successful, they have attempted to give a conceptual frame-

wor!: to the problem through which it could be resolved,

In recent times, Julius Nyerere also gave his own
view on the problem., He considered that our boundaries were
so absurd that they rust be regarded assacrosanct.? Hance;
all of them have attempted to reach a meeting point where the
issue could be peacefully resolved., In spite of all these
efforts, the problem has remained a source of conflict and

tension in international politics.

As v have stated earlisr, the problem of territorial
claims and border disputes has aitained the most important
place in international politics. It also has atiracted tho
attention of social scientists, Social Scientists have

attempted to give some conceptual {fremework to it.

Social scicntists consider that a boun.ary dispute
exists vhen the territorial zmbitions of at least o parties
are irreconciliahle.a They have provided various modzls to
categorise the torritorial claims and border dismhutes into
various types. For our convenicnce, we take wio models put

forward by Prescott and Luard.

1. K.ll. Panikar, Asjian _and linstex mee, {london: George
Allen & Umrin Lid, 1999}, p. 263

2. RJ Emprson9 SAfrican States and the Burdens Thoy Bear°
) X O 5 l Pt? 1) o ‘(g rgolg (Ap!‘il 1967)5 Pe

3, See, C.C. Uidstrand (Ed.), African Boundiary_ Prohle
(Uppsala: SIAS, 1969)




‘Prescottl divides the territoriasl claims and borderx
disputes in the following main tvpes:

{A) Territorial disputes, that result from some
quality of the borderland which makes it _
attractive to the State initiating the dis-
pute,

(B) Positional disputeswhich concern the actual
location of the boundary and usually involves
a controversy over interpreting the delimita-
tion or description of the boundary.

(C) Functional disvutes, which concern state
functions applied to the boundary.

(D) Disoute over resource development,

The above mentioned catecgories can be safely divided
into two parts. The first is concerned with the locational
change of boundary. The other is basically concerned with
functional change instead of locational change. Hence the
groups (A} and (B) belonc to the first one and groups (C) and
(D) belong to the second one., VY'e are basically concerned
with the first one. The model of Prescott only indicates the
types of disputes that arise out of territorizl claims and

border disputes,

The other model, formulated by Luard,2 seems mMore Nrac-

ticable and concerned with the actual situation in which dis-

1. See, J.i..V. Prescott, IThe Geoqrs of Frontiers and
Boundaries, (Lonlon, 1965

2, E. Luard (Ed.), Ihe International Regqulation of Erontiex
Disputes (London : T%ames and Hudson;, 1070



pute arise,

10

The essence of the model can be summarised in

the following way:

{A)

(B)

(C)

(D)

Disputes arise where no recognised boundary,
either delimited, or demarcated, existed. .This
was at one time the most common of all kinds of
territorial claims and border disputes., The
Conflicts between European powers in Asia,
Africa and elsewhere arose through two or more
powers competin? for land that wes regarded as
belonging legally to nobody or over which sove-.
reignty was so tenuous and so disputed that it
was regarded as open to appropriaztion by any
nation. These tvpes of disputes prevailed in
the 18th and 19th centuries but now such cases
are comparatively rare because virtually the
whole area of the globe is held and is adminis-
tered or at least claimed by some power, There
are some disputes, for example, in the Antartica
of which the same statement is largely true,

The secnnd type of dispute occurs where a defacto
boundary exists, which may be firmly established
and defended, but the whole basis of which is
challenged by another, Disputes of this kind
have been particularly common since the end of
colonialism, 1In some cases of this type both
parties may dispute the existing defacto fron-
tiers as in India and Pakistan over Kashmir, This
is perhaps the most difficult of all types of
frontier disputes to resolve except through some
political decision or bilateral agreement,

The third kin? of dispute arise vhere there
exist two rival claims concerning the correct
delimitation of the frontier, The dispute bet-
ween China and India concerning their mutual
boun-iaries in the north-east and north-west of
India was of this kind,

Somntimes disnute arise not over the validity

of agreement or the general provisions of such
agreement, but over the exact interpretation of
the ground of an agreement that is mutually ac-
cepted, There can be a very long time-lag be¢-
wzen the signature of a frontier agreement and
the final settlement of all demarcation disputes,
Of this kind, since 1945, thave been disputes
between Kampuchea and Thailand over Preach Vihear
Temple, the boundary disputes between Belgium and
the Netherlands,
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It is obvious that social scientists are basically
concerned with the kinds of situation in which disputes arise,
indegd they were unable to help in finding solution to a

problem, which remains as complicated and complex as it was,

As we have discussed rarlier the problem has touched
all aspects of international politics, so much so that it is
found that international organizations have devoted more of
their time to this particular issue than to any other problem
of contemporary world politics.

With the end of the First Vorld Viar, territorial boun-
daries were significantly changed. New lines were dravm
throughout Europe and the lMiddle East. The massive reorgani-
sation of territorial structure was io be presided over by
the League of Nations., During the 15 or more years vhen the
Leaque of Nations survived, it experienced the tremor of ter-
ritorial claims and border disputes, Hence, from the very be-
ginning, it became necessary for it to formulate principles

to resolve the problem,

In rrality, the guiding nrinciples of law which gover=-
ned the League was incorporated in the Covenant, for the ro=-

solution of territorial claims and boundary disputos.l Under

1, D.A. Uainhouse, JInternatiopal Peace Observations
(Baltimore, O v ?
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Article 10, members undertook 'to respect and preserve against
extrrnal aggression, the territorial integrity and existing

political independence of all members of the League.'l

Beyond this, there was one very importaht principle
which influenced the League of Nations in many of its initia=-
tives even though it was not formally incorporated into the
Covenant, It was the principle of self—determination.z In-
creasingly towards the end of the war, respect for the prin-
ciples of self-determination in some form became important,
Its Viilsonian concept and the tentative commitment by the al-
lies to the principle of self-determination was pushed further
by the post-revolution Soviet statement of 1917, The Soviet
statement on the issue had cut all roots with the imperial
past and proclaimed identity to any national group which freely
expreséed such desire.3 Hence, the principle of self-determi-
nation was the one thoroughly respectable principle on the
basis of which all states could advance their claim in inter-

national forums,

The concern of the League of Nations in this regard was
reflected in the Covenant, The Arﬁicles 12-16 of the Covenant
laid dovmn procedure for the resoclution of international disputes,

1, Sec the Covenant of the League

2. F.P. \lalters, A
OUP, 1952), pp

3. XIbid

of the League of Natic

09-104
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Further, a procedure was also érovided for identifying the in-
ternational criminals and under Article 16, the provision was

made for punishment and coercion.l

Unfortunately, the League was never cut out to be the
stern guardian of world peace, preservinc the bouncaries of
all members.® The League did not succeed in this field and
whenever confronted with determined aggression, it was unable
to functien.s

The UN Organisation was estaklished with the prime ain
of resolving international conflicts and to help continue the
international system smoothly, The world cormunity had the
hitter expericnce of two vorld wars and conflicts during inter-
viar period, Hence they did not want to face the situntion of
fnstability and conflicts. Therefore, the prime objective was
to reduce the chances of conflict and maintain peace and secu=~
rity. Article 1, Para 1 of the UM Chartexr states this fact

clearly.4

Thus, the Charter maskes it one of the exnressed objectives

of the UN to rring ahout the adjusinent of setitilement of disputes

l. bq Sﬁotﬁ m“ Do 0t
Iacmillan, 1974 s pp.

2, G, Scott, Jbid
3, S. tindoss, ®The Leage and Territorial Disoute“, in E. Luard
(Edo)g 1N ‘. 31 2 l i S ‘ -
son and Thames), p

4, For details, See, Arvicle 1 (1), the LI Charter.

ions. (New York,
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which may lead to a breach of peace, At the same time, the UN
Charter also denies its membor states as vwell as other states
the violation of territoriasl integrity or political independen-
ce of any couniry with force.l Hence, it advocates the idea

of renunciation of force in settling disputes over territory.

The UN has played multi-dimensional roles in this regard,
Besides being active in the pre-settlemant period, the UN may
also have a role tc play in the implementation of agreements re-
garding border problems by conirolling a disputed area for somo-
time., It has also played the role of international police by
stationing the Ui force to supervise the withdrawal of troops

or to check the provication by either side.

The UN has succeeded in resolving or suspending many ter-
ritorial claims and border disputes, But 1ts success in this
field is partial. Ve still have grim picture of many rival ter-
ritorial claims and border disputes especially in Asis and Africa,

At present, some of territorial claims and border disputes
like PLO problem, Iran-Iraq war and Indo=-Pal disputes, remain
stil)l unresolved, Although these disputes are tip of the ice~
berg, they have attracted the vorld attention and are a reckoning
factor in the international politics. Above all, recent var on
Falkland Island has shovm the intensity of the problem. Hence,
eruption of war over any territorial claim and border dispute has

1 Sec, Article 2 (4) of the UN Charter.
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very much affected the third world countries in ceneral, and

Asia and Africa, in particular,

Conclusion

Most of the countries of Asia and Africa are newly inde-
pendent and economically very veak., The persistence of territo-
rial claims and border disputes has proved s great obstacle to
economic development and regional peace, In a situation where
their economic condition is very weak, the persistence of any
kind of conflict including territorial claims and border disputes
is bound to prove fatal. Hence, all the countries of Asia and
Africa are ecagerly 4in search for a solution to the problem,

At least, they are most reluctant to use force to resolve it,
Unfortunately, they are sometimes compellrd to use force in sote

tling the problem, thercby causing a threat to world peace,

The problem has scemed to be local and reglional in nature.

But due to the integrated international society, disputes have
acquired an international significance. Now, interaction on

the world level is more frequent and regulor. All countrics

are intereonnected and interrelated to each other in eenomic,
political and defence natters. Hence, the outbresk of a war in
one corner of he world certainly lss affected other parts of

the world and has attracted the attention of most of the count-

ries in general and the Zuper povers in particulor., It has been
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found that most of the disputes, the Super powers or their alliles,
get involved directly or indirectly, Thereby, these disputes ace

quire international dimensions,

Therefore, it is not surprising to note that, as the
Soviet Union is a2ffected by various global and regional problems,
it also gets involved in territorial and border disputes in
Asia and Africa. The Soviet Union being a Super power and have-
ing glothal and regional strategy, has given much importance to
~the problem. In many ways, it has affected Soviet Foreign
policy 1n.the third world amd elsewhere.

The importance of the problem in modern times and its
chandng dimensions in international politics have attracted the
attention of the world community and the international and re=-
gional organisations. It has also attracted the attention of
statesmen, diplomats, social scientists and individual countries,
~especially super powers. Thus, we can see the territori®l
ciaims and border disputes continue to be a major source of

instability in international politics of today.

Vhen the problem has acquired this much importance in
international politics in general and in the Soviet foreign
policy formulation in particular, it is worthwhile to study the
Soviet attitude towards the territorial claims and border dise~
putes in Asia and Africa. Ul propose to focus attention on

Soviet View of the problem in our next chapter.



CHAPTER TVD

SOVIET VIEY OF TERRITURIAL CILATVS AND BORDER DISPUIES
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Broadly speaking, the Soviet attitude towards the terri-
torial clalms and border disputes in international politics is
deeply influenced by two inter~related factors, The one, the
very frameworl of Soviet foreign policy is relevant to an under-
standing of the Soviet attitude to the prat*;lem. The other, the
historical experiences of the Soviet State since its very incep-
tion in 1917, has 1o be brought into focus in dealing with this
problem. In essence, it is an intermixture of these two factors
that may be considered as a guideline to an understanding of the
Soviet attitude to the problem of texritorial claims and border
disputes.,

It is widely accepted that the ideological perceptions,
mainly derived from Marxism=Leninism, are a significant factor
in Sovict foreign policy. Internctional poliiics and forcign
poelicy postures are thus not simply vieved in terms of the pro~-
motion of national interest and security but also against the
background of international class conflict and global balance
of the soclal forces, formerly represented by the nation~states,
at a given period of time on ope issue or the other.l In this
£framevork countrieé of Asia and Africa occupy an imnortant nlace
in between the s¢cialist and capitalist systems. Hence, the
problems faced by the countries of Asia and Africa are scen in
the perspective of the historical backlash of colonialism and
semi-colonialism. Such a Soviet view is, indeed, integrated

1, See, for details, Zafar Imam, “Foviet View of Non-Aligmient®,
in K.P. tisra (Ed,), Non-Aldamment: Froptiers and Dypamics
(Delhi: Vikas; 1982).
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with overall policy of the Soviet Union towards the third world,

In the post=Second Vorld Vlar; phase, when decolonisation
process had bequn, newly independent countries became the subject
of international politics instead of the object of it. These
countries were granted independence within the boundaries drawn
by the colonial powers. These countries were soon engulfed in

rival territorial claims and border disptites.

The Soviet Union views the problem as a legacy of the co~-
lonial past and not as a result of independence of these count- |
ries, As we have discussed earli-r, the territories of Asia and
Africa were arbitrarily divided and subsequently subdivided by
the colonial powers in the 18th and 19th Centurjes, This divi-
sion took place in the course of a bitter siruggle for pcwvzl
among Britain, France, Germany, Portugal, Belgium, Spain and
Italy., Commenting on the events in the final cuarter of the
19th Century, Lenin had rightly said thet 1t was in this period
that the tremendous boom in colonial conquest began and that
the struggle for the territoria’ division of the world became

extraordinarily keen.z

Hence, when the division and redivision of Asia and
Africa were «oinc on, the convenlience of the colonial povers

was given prime importance, This led to the utter disregard

1. R.L. Kapil, “On the Conflict Potential of Inherited Boun~
daries in Africa®, Yorld Polltigs, 18 July 1966, pp.656-73

2. V.I, Lenin, Selected lorks, vol.I, Part 2 (Moscow, 1966),
p. 512 .
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of the established sociél, cultural and economic identities,
The outeome of these policies was the division of ethnic and
cultural groups and the destruction of economics which had
been shaped in centuries, A situation of complexities and-

contraditions had to emerge, it is argued,

The Soviet Union thus views the vhole problem in a his=~
toricalp perspective, As we stated earlier, Asias and Africa,
were easily and mindlessly divided for their ovn sake to exploit
the colonies. Therefore, the issué is one of the most acute
and complex nature produced by the domination of the exploiting

class,

As decolonisation process had begun in late fbrties and
is almost compleie novw, the inmprrialist and reaciionary forces
in the west keenly desired to fill the vaccum creatcd by their
predecessors, Therefore, they were in scarc: for some out~let
in the couniries of Asia and Africa., Territories and borders
in Asia and Africa, not duly demarcated and recognised, becane
the source of conflict and tension arong these countries.,

These conflicts and tencion have provided a agreater opportunity
for imperialist and reactionary forces to involve in the third
world, They have done their best to fonent the issue and to

use then for their ovn ends.l

1, S. Sanskayev, ®lLiost Preserving Problep of Our Day“,
Internatiopal Affairs (li), August 1978, pp, 8«18
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The Soviets assert that these conflicts have certainly
suited these powers as they have distracted developing count-
ries from constructive effort, interfered with their building
up a national economy and weakened the process of nation-builde
ing, This situation obviously has helped the imperialists keep
these countries dependent on them in terms of economy and defe-

nce,

The Soviet Union also considers that by indulging in
war and conflicts the Asian and African countiries play f{nto the
hands of external forces. These external forces seck to dise
unite the countries emerging from the yoke of colonialism
and to capitalise on the rivalkies among them. The conflicts
have provided a fertile ground for all kim's of manoecuvre and
intrigues., This has helped them to chrcii all the progressive
forces countering neco=-colonialisr.. The very existence of the
situation has provided an opportunity to dig out the root of
the third world unity and weaken the nonaligned movement.l

ilost of these newly indenendent countrics are ~conomi-
cally weal and dependent on the outside powers. In Sovict eyes,
some of them have chosen to follow a non-canitalist path of de-
velopm@nt.z The non-capitalist path of development followed by
some of the developing coun ries go against the grand design of

neo=colonialism as it is contradicitory to impericlism and its

1, P.N. Haksar, ®Non-aligrment: Retrospect & Prospect®, China
Vietnam and lonalionment (Delhi: New Literatuwve, 19807,pn,98-122

2. K. Ivanov, leninism and Foreicn Policv of the USSR (lloscow
Novosii, 1972), p. 73 ®
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patterns of dependence, Hence, the imperialist powers have
sought to exploit the territorial claims and border disputes |
in Asis and Africa in order to prevent them to follow the non=!
capitalist path of developpent, They are prepared to support |
the claims to the territory of those states who toe their line,
In such céses, disputes serve as inflamable materisl for kind-
ling deeper conflict. Vhat it actually amounts to is thinly
velled imperialist intervention. Brezhnev sald that the impe-
rialists were seeking to sow discord among the states which have

won national independencel on oreissue or the other,

The Soviet Union also thirks that in some countries, the
ruling elite which are not capable of meeting the needs of the
people havei. utilized the protlm to their own ends. They always\
try to checlk the forces of class conflict by diverting the atten-
tion of working class and other progressive forces. They have
exploited their sentiments for meeting their own needs. Hence,
they follow the course of conflict to resolve the territorial
claims ani border disputes and ultimately mcet their own ends.

Dynamics of nationalism is also reccognised by the Soviet
Union. They seem to think that many times pure national chauvi-
nistic elite of the third world try to aggravate the problem of
border dispute for their own purpose. In other words, purc na-

tional chauvinistic factor is not entirely kept out of conside~
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As said earlier the Soviet attitude to territorial claims
and border disputes was very much shapped by its historical expe
ri@nces,l Since the very establishment of the Soviet State, con-
flicting claims over inational territories and border disputes
arising out of the disintegrstion of the Tsarist empire had en-
gaged its attentions. Therefore, one of the first acts of the

new Soviet govermment was its search for the solution of the prob-

lenm,

This Sovict desire for sclution of the problem was symbo-~
lised in Lenin's idea of the Right of Nations to Self Dsterming-
;ggg? and their practical relevance in implementing them in Cent-
ral Asia as well as in grantine independence t~ the former Tsorist

"dominated countries ~ Finland and Poland., Lilkewise, the now
Soviet state had to cope with problems during inter~tsar years in
iis relaticns with neighbouring states 1like Afghanistan, Iran,
Turkey and China.3 However, the Soviet Union had to vait for
the resolution of the prohlem in Europe until the eond of the
Second Vorld Vlar, vhen it could redefine &ts borders vis—a=vis
Romania, Poland and Hungary.

Moreover, most of the past Second Viorld Vlar years were
devoted for resolution of German question and for a global re-

cognition of territorisl status cuo in EFurope. Finally, it was

1, H,;smrﬁx_gz.._s%@_f.wm (1917-45), (Moscow,
Progress, 1969}, pp. 42=40

"~ 2. See, V.I. Lenin, On the Foreian Policy of the Soviet Staie,
(Mloscovr, 1968).

3, JIbid
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at the Helsinki Conference in 1975 that the Soviet Union
succeeded in achieving its goal of recognition of territorial
status quo in Europe through an international agreement involv-
ing all European countries and United States and Canada,

Yet the problem remained alive issue for the Soviet
Union itself, As it is well known one of the main points bet-
ween China and the Soviet Union territory and sorder; so much
so the problem remained unsolved. Hence, the historical ex~
perience has helped and shaped the Soviet Union to formulate
certain patterns of attitude towards the territorial border
disputes.

Ve see that the Soviet view on the territorial claims
and border dispute is moulded in the Narxist~Leninist frame-~
work of international politics and the Soviet experience in
dealing with the problem., At the same time, the Soviet view
is very much conditioned by the changing dynamism of interna-
tional peolities. The Soviet Uni~n was very much auare of the
coionialist intrigue and hasic problem of the ererging new

States in Asia and Africa.1

Looking at the' world scenario, the Soviet Union feels

that the demand for the revision of territory and demarcation

1, S. Sanakayev, "llost Preserving Problem of Ourday",
International Affairs (i), August, 1978, pp. 8-18
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of boundaries by all the countries with their neichbours would
mean an inevitarle aggrovation of world tension., Although all
these conflicts are of local: nature, they have potential to

tutn into international conflict.;

Therefore, the desire for complete and immediate solu-
tion to the problem with military means woul't entail serious
cnnseﬁnences for all concerned., Even a provocative call or ac=-
tion for a reexamination of borders would inevitably engender
a multitude of demands, claims and unsolvable conflicts betwecn

countries.z

Hence, the Soviet linion feels that the vital interest
of socialism, non-aligment and peace denand that the territo-
rial sgiatus_cuo and inviolsbility of existing lorders be obser~
ved as well as the principle of peaceful scetilement of dispute.3
Any other position only serves <o vhip up chauvinism and hatred
among peoples. Finally it will ‘thrraten to involve several

countries in endlesss and insolu:le border conflicts,

tle have seen the Sovict concern for the resolution of
the problem throuch peaceful neans. Peaceful settlement of dise
pute should e sought through negotistion, mediation, good offi-

ces and artitraticn., These methods should e based on non~inter

1, Sece, "Khrushchev?s [iessage to All H eads of States®,

2, G. Apalin and Uliityayev, [1lita
(lloscow, 1976), pp. 78-89

3. P, llecontsev, “Horn of Africa®; New Times, illorch 1978,
p- 12
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ference from outside power and a voluntary choice and agree-
ment between two sides. This very view was reflected in the
§9viet role in Indo-Pak dispute and {ts help to conclude the
?§:i§§£¥Agreement. In this dispute, the Soviet view is that
the USSR has played a role of honest broker., But, in due
course it began to influence the negotiations and ulti@ately
the Soviet Unian has come out in support of India. This has
led to Soviet involvement in the disoute, thereby posing a
problem for Soviet foreign pelicy. This problematic part of
the Soviet foreign policy vis-a-vis various disputes will be

discussed in latter chapter,

The Soviet Union's desire to solve the nroblems in a
peaceful manner 1s reflected at various levels, It has made
such a declaration at 1957 world meeting of Communist and

Vlorkers® Parties which statesﬂ;c}w«by.

‘Furthexr, the Soviet Union has shown its concern to the
problem in the messages of Khrushchev to the Heads of the States.2
It has proposed the conclusion of an agreement on the non-use
of force in the settlement of territorial claims and border dis-
putes. YIn the current situation®™ the message says, "it is
possible to ralse and solve the problem of excluding the use of

force in territorial claims and border disputes between states

S T
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from international relation“.l Khrushchev noted this in his
proposal to conclude a treaty renouncing the use of force in
resolving territorial claims and border disputes, He also
putforward future prospect if force would be used as an ins~
trument to resolve the problem, "IF we were to take force as
a basis for solution of bourdary problems, then evidently
every one will agree that in many cases we could come to no

soltion at all.®?

The Soviet Union has also initisted international agree-
ments with the view to: strengthening peace and seciurity., In
1965, the 20th UN Genersl Assembly endorsed the Soviet sponsored
Declaration on Inadmissibi'ity of Intervention in Domestic
Affairs of States and Protection of their independence and
Sovereignty.” At the 25th UN General Assembly in 1970, the
Soviet along with other socialist countries submitted a draft
Declaration on the strengthening of International Security. It
states: ®It was necessary to settle all disputes by peaceful
means and to that end, make further use of the procedures and
methods provided in the Chapter®, 1In the same way, & Helsinki
Conference the Soviet Union emphasised the above mentioned propo-
sals. That war cannot and must not serve as a means of settlinco

territorial disputes became the essence of the Soviet policy.4 v

1, Doid

2. I1.I. Potekhin, “Legacy of Colonialism in Africs®, Interna-
tional Affairs (11), larch 1964, p. 19 o SEIna

3. E.A. Torabrin, WSSh_apd Countries of Africa (Moscow, 1975)
pPe 70

4, Prooxarreo of ‘the CPSU (Lloscow, 1974), p, 48
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Vie have seen that the Soviet Union has tried to resolve
the disputes between the disnutant countries in a pracefil way,
But sometimes, imperialist forces and reactionary elements in
the third world have attémpted to utilize the opportunities and
tried to start offensive war against other disputant country.
At this time, when such situstions ariée it §{s found necessary
to help the agcrieved country from the agoressor and the Soviet
Union has extended its help., It has rendered material ard poli-
tical assistance in repelling aggression.l Thish help, the
Soviet Union considers, is wholly defensive in nature, Uhat-
ever it may be its desire, the Soviet Union, however, slowly
gets involved in the dispute and begins to take the side of
eithoi af the disputant coﬁntries. Hence, its support for either?
side has resulted in the increasing involvement of other count- !V%

ries of the west, especially, the S5,

But, it hardly means that the Soviet Union does not give
prime importance to non-use of force in resolving the dispute,
even at this stage, However, it cannot ignore the fact that
one country is being attacked by other and thewar is offensive
in nature., At the same time imperialist forces also have given
their support to the aggressive country. Hence, the Soviet
Union finds necessary to help and support the aqggrieved country.
But it does not give up its hope of resolving the problem by
peaceful means. It seeks to confine and contain the conflict |
situation and pleads for a negotiated settlement witout outside \//

intereference.

1. E.A. Tarabrin, USSL_and Countries of Africa (lMoscow,
Progress, 1977), pp. 92=063
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Thus, it is obvious that the Soviet attitude to the terri-
torial claims and horder disputes stems from the very framework
of the Soviet foreign policy., Hence, the goals and objectives of
the Soviet foreign policy also became relevant in the understand-
ing of the Soviet attitude to the problem. Broadly speaking,
the Soviet foreiqn poLicy goals and objectives are to ensure the ‘
security for the Soviet Union and its allies as well as to til%
 the balance of vorld social forces in its favour vis—a-vis impe- |
rialist-canitalist forces, Hence, the Soviet attitude to the
problem may be summarised as exerting all influences in the re-
solution of the problem rather than making it more complicated,

In i1ts search for a solutlion, a flexible policy has been adopted
keeping in pace with the complexities of international politics,
It has not heen pursued in a straight line, neither has it been
a success story always., It has as a rule cot involved in the
prchiem overtly or covertly, not always bringinc about desired

results to its aims and objectives or to its third world supporters.

However, the historical experience of the Soviet State in
dealing witl the problems may not be entirely forgotten. Indeed,
it has introduced a balance in an overtly ideological approach
to international politics in general, and to the problem under
study, in particular., In other words, it has contributed to the
very flexibility and resilience of the Soviet Policy to the prob-

lem, thereby to its success and failure,

To sum up, the two main factors identified {n the begin-
ning of this Chapter sre interrelated and they have essentially
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shaped the Soviet understandiing of the problem, At this
stage, it is worthwhile to examine the Soviet policy and
record vis—a~vis some selected territorial claims and border
disputes in Asia and Africa., Tht exercise, we propose to

take up in the followinc chapters.



CHAPTER _ THREE

SOVIET POLICY : SOYE CASE STUDIES




30

In Chapter One we have shown that the issue of the
territorial claims and border disputes is a historical phe-
nomenon, 5o much so that it continues to be one of the main
factors generating hostility among nations and causing ine
stability in international system. Although,-it is still a
problem for almost the whole world, it is in Asia and Africa
that we see the problem in its most acute and explosive form.
Most of these countries are confronted with the problem of
adjusting territoriasl borders and resolution of conflicting
claims over it., Therefore, it is pertinent to examine the

problem for our purpose on a selective basis.

As our study is mainly concerned with the Soviet atti-
tude to the problem, it is worthwhile to consider those dis=~
putes which are not far from the Soviet borders and whose lo-
cations have political and strategic significance for the
Soviet Union, I!oreover, we have also taken into account vary-
ing levels of the Soviet interest in the problem in the Third
Vorld, For instance, we have excluded the Latin American con-
tinent, where the Soviet interest on the issue is hardly marked,
Keeping these consideration in mind, we will focus our atten-
tion on selected disputes in Asia and Africa attempiing an
investigation of the Soviet policies on the problem. Hence,

wa have selected the following issues:



(a) Indo-Pakistan Territorial Disnute;
{b) Sino=-Indian Border Dispute;

(c) FEthiopia-Somalia Territorial Dispute;
(d) Sino-Soviet Border Dispute;

(e) 1Iran-Iraq Territorial Dispute.

(A) INDO - PAKISTAN TERR] AL DISPUIE

Blecause of its geographical position, Kashmir has be-
-come one of the most strategically important—~ plates in geo-
politics; so much so that it has attracted the attention of
all Great Powers through the ages, In the modern times, it
has become strategically important for all the ambitious po-~-

wers of the region as well as outside powers,

The area 1s encircled by the Soviet Union, China,
Pakistan, Tibet and Afghanistan, It is situated in the ex-
treme north of the Indian Union. Tibet borders it in the
north-east, Sinkiang is located in the north and the Soviet
Republic of Turkeminstan and Afghanistan are situated in its
north-west, Kashmir touches Pakistan in the west. The state
is connected with Pakistan through the Jhelum valley. However,
Kashmir forms a part of the northern most frontiers of the
Indian Union and is, therefore, of great importance to India,
It is strategically also important to the Soviet Union because
it 4s adjoining Sovict Central Asia.l

1 S.P. Sharma, &aﬁ%wgmm&eﬁ
(Delhi, Vikas, 1971), pp. 124141,
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Therefore, the region always finds prime importance
in the Soviet foreign policy, Any tension in this region
automatically affects the countries of the region and above
all the Soviet Unian.l

The Kashmir dispute betmeen‘lﬁéia and Pakistan is
the product of colonialism, Vhen the British had {0 leave
India in 1947, they broke the sub-continent into two parts,
‘4.6, Indiz and Pakistan. Since that time Kashmir issue has
become a bone of contention between the two countries and
they have fought four wars over it, The first war occured in
1947-48, But in the following years, Indiz and Pakistan signed
a truce and agreed to a demarcation line which left pending a
final settlement, Subsecuent wars were fought by both the
countries to settle the dispute without any success,

‘ As we have pointed out the strategic importance of the
region in wbrid pnlitics, any kind of tension would atiract
the world community in generzl and super povers in particular.
Hence the Kashmir dispute has attracied the attentions of both
the US and the USSR, Although, the Chapter is devoted to the
Soviet attitude to the problem, it will be worthwhile to have
a quick glance at the US attitude to the problem, as the Soviet
policy to the problem has also ~~hdéected to it,

1 K.P.S. Henon, The Indo=Soviet Treaty (Delhi, Vikas,
1972) pp. 4-14
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Since the emergence of India and Pakistan, the USA had
ambivalent attitude to the Kashmir dispute. In the beginning,
it did not consider it a serious issue in India and Pakistan
relations. In due course the USA rralized that Kashmir dispute
had become s main determinant of Indo-Pak relation.l At the
same time, the US failure to cet support from Indis in its po~
licy of confrontation and containment of the Soviet Union also
added to the ambivalent cliuracter in the US attitude., The USA
was also conveniently abkle to get support of Pakistan in the
struggle against the Soviet Uﬂidn. Hence, it became necessary
for the US to support Pékistan on Kashmir issue, On the other
hand, the US waé also not willing to reject India's claim out-
~rightly, The US failure to bring India in the western camp
had hastened the process of checking India in becoming a close
associate of the Soviet Union. 1In this scenario, the west, es-
pecially the US had never been able to take a clear cut approach
to the problem. Instead of resolving it, they in fact made the

problem more complex,

The Soviet attitude to the Kashmir disnute is shaped by
three factors, As we have discussed in earlier Chapter that
the Soviet attitude to territorial and border disputes is cone
ditioned by iis ideclogical understanding of international so~-
cial forces, as well as the historical experience of the USSR,

1, G.L. Jain, ®India‘’s Role in the Vorld?, Times of
India, New Dalhi, 10 Decembor 1982, p. 8
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In this case, a new element is the neighbourliness, The dis-
pute is at the door-step of the Soviet Union, and as such any
tension in this region affects the Sovist Union tremendously,

Hence, the Soviet Union has shovn much concern in the dispute,

Although during Stalin period, the Soviet attitude to-
wards the Kashmir issue was dominated by J¢igidity., Stalin's
Kashmir policy has reflected his lack of interest in the sub=-
cantinpnt Therefore, he showed no interest in supporting
either India or Pakistan. He also did not take any attitude
to the problem. His non-~partisanship also does not reflect
his positive neutrality towards them. The basic reason which
conditioned his policy was that most of the time he was preoc-
cupied with European problem and the Cold Var situation.l

But this cold attitude changed with the succession of
the new leadership, The Soviet's support to India on Kashmir
issue during Khruschev and Bulganin tour (l955)2 has showad
the extent to which Indo-Soviet relations had developed in the

preceding three years since Stalin'®s death,

Tha Soviet attitude was clearly visible in 1957, vhen
the Kashmir issue figured in the Security Council, Pakistan

raised the cuestion that Inlla was incorporating the state
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(Kashmir) as a constituent part of the Indian Republic from

26 January 1957, The same year, Britain and the USA cospon-
sored a resolution on Kashmir, The resolution noted that de=-
militarization preparing to the holding of a ceasefire and
impartial plebiscite under the UN auspices has not been achieved
in accordance with the resolution of the UN Comnission for India
and Pakistan. 1I%t called for the use of a temporary UN Force in
connecti ‘n with demilitarization and authorised the Council Pre-
sident to visit the sub-continent for the purpose of discussing

the resolution with India and Pakistan.t

The Soviet delegate, Sabolev proposed an amendment to the
gbove resolution and argued that ®the situation in Kashmir has
changed considerably since 1948 when the Security Council first
called for a plebisciteV. He urged bilateral negotiations on
Kashmir issue by India and Pakistan without ouiside intervention,
of any so:t.z then his amendnent was rejected, he vetoed the

resolution,

Again in 1962, and 1964, Pakistan raised the question in
the Security Council, The Soviet delegate said that "he was
firmly of the opinion thét India~Pakistan dispute should bo set-
tled directly by peaceful means, The parties to this dispute
are themsclves capable of taling steps to rel x the itensions

which exist between them ... V'e should like to point out, with

L, SCOR, 12th Session, 768th llecting, 1957
2. Naw Tines, to.8, 1957
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Special emphasis that this requires a calm and moral atmosphere".l
The Soviet attitude towards the Kashmir dispute was thus, very
much crystallized, It has supported the idea of bilateral nego-
tiation and peaceful means, At all stages, the Soviet Union has
urged to avoid the course of conflict and check outside interfee~
rence., It has also‘shown its deepp concern by opposing all

steps to make the problem an international issue,

It is obvious that the Soviét attitude to the Kashmir
lssue is slso contrary to the western attitude. The Soviet Union
gave severe blow to the idea that conflict over Kashmir problem
arised from the composition of the population of that state. It
arqued that it was not the composition of the population but it
~ was the /policy of British colonialism that led to the cenflict
over Kashmir.z The Soviet Union also criticized the USA as a
senior partner in exploiting the Kashmir issue, "It has also con~
demned China taking one sided view and not interested in resolv=-

ing the dispute of its neighbours.>

The Soviet Union has also shovn concern that armed con=
flict between the two countries can benefit neither India nox
Pakistan, It was perceived that the wars could not be means to

resolve the problem, and it leads to nowhere.4 Tthile the tension

1. New Times, No.30, 1964

2. V.B., Kulkarni, JXndia_ and Pakistan (Bombay, Jaico, 1978)
pp. 441

3. New Times, 17 September 1965

4, Vijay Sen Budhraj, Soviet Russia and the Hipdustan Sub-
c ent (Bombay, 1973) p. 48
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situation is not beneficial to either country it has helped many
times the imperiazlist and reactionary forces. In fact, these do~-
velopments are the outcome of their désire to disunite the newly
independent countries, They have wanted to counterpose one to
another, In this perspective, the Soviet Union feels that these
imperialist and reactionary forces have tried to use the Kaéhmir
issues in order to prevent thee establishment of good neighbourly
relation between India and Pakistan. They have also strived to

embroil them in conflict to make them more dependent on the west,

The Soviets point out that these countries are economically
vegk and vulnerable to outside aggression, peace and stability
are necessary for the peoples of India and Pakistan., It is also
| necessary in the interest of regional peace as vwell as world

peace, that it would be resolved by peaceful means,

Therefore, the Soviet Union has favoured the settling of
disputed question among India and Pakistan through direct nego=-
tiations, The problems must be resolved by peaceful means in

the spirit of the UN Charter and the principle of Bandung.l

Realizing all the complexities of the situation that has
enveloped the Indo-Pak dispute, the Soviet Union believes that it
is possible to find out a reasonable solution to the problem, A
reasonable solution is only possible when boyth countries display

vol.,XVII,
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realism, restraint and an understanding of the grave consequences

the development of armed conflict might have.

The Soviet Union has accordingly urged these two count~
ries to resolve, the dispute by peaceful means. The conflict
not only would weaken these two countries but also weaken non-

aligned movement and the third world unity.l

The Soviet Union vievws that the outside forces who did
not like India's peace loving policy of non—alingmuent because
it is opposkd to joining aggressive militarvy bloc, Nor did they
like Pakistan's desire to condluct an independent national policy.
However, they always pressurised both these countries to cone
closer to become victorious in the war or to facc the consequen=-
ces., As an evidence o wesiern pressure, thoe Sovicts point out
that during 1965 war, the US Assistant Secrotary of State, Phillip
Talbot threatencd a reapprisal of his country eid nfogramme for
Pakistan and the world Bank consortium decided in 1965 to poste
ponz ir iis meeting on providina cconomic aid to Pakistan as

pressure tactics.3

Again in 1965, vhen o fulfledged war began bhetween India
and Pakistan, the Soviet attitude to the problem became more crys-
tallized.4 Various speeches, comments, nevs=-articles in the

Soviet Press have focussed on its atiitude to the problen,

1.  Prawda, 1l Soptember 1965
2. Nery Tines, 27 September 1965
3. Pakistan Times, 24 Augusi 1965

4, Vijay Sen Budhraj, Soviot Bussia and the Hindusian Sub-
Contincni, (Bombay, 1975), p. 48
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_These sources also have reflected their genuine concern
for peace and good neighbourly relations between the people of
India and Pakistan when Breshnev called them ®blood brothers®

at the Soviet-Rumanian Friendship meeting in Mosccw.l

The moment two countries engulfed in the conflict, the
Soviet Union started its pursuasive effort to negotiate the
problen, It expressed the awillingness of the Soviet Govern—
ment to lend its good oifices and made it clear also that its
- good office would be made available only if both parties so

desired,

The Soviet consistent efforts has resulted in the hold=-
ing of the Tashkent Conference, It urged u>on both India and
Palkistan to discuss them matter in cool and caln atmosphere.
Although, there were no ready solution to the wnroblen, Soviet
Union stressed that certain cuestion had 1o be crystallized and
the ways of resolving them had to be found., It also emphesized
that such solutions might be reached if w0 si'es had a flexible

approcch and meot each other half way.?

Although the Soviet Union made its effort to bring them
on negotiating table, but it was aware that it was not poSsibLe
to resolve the problem in the course of one meeting.3 It only

Pravda, 1lth September, 1965

2 Hemant Ray, ]
Jaico, 1973), p. 145

3 Ihe Curxent Digest of Soviet Press, no.37, p. 26

£5=197) (Bombay,



found out the way that led to the ultimate settlement of disputes;
so much so that to create an atmosphere of trust and mutual undexr-
standing., At the same timg, the resolution of the dispute would
ultimately lead to the normalization of relationship between India
and Pakistan.l

The Soviet Union nanaged to play the role of an honest
broker between India and Pakistan and the Tashkent Agreement was

eventually signed on 10 June 1960.2

The Tashkent Agreement was a great diplomatic victory for
the Soviet Union in general and Kosygin, the then Sovicei Premier,
in particular, But Kosygin did not precsurize either party to
bow before the big power., He firmly struct to the letter and
spirit of the offer of good offices, He did not make at any
stage any proposals or pressurize eithcr of the leaders to accept
the »roposals of the other., There vas no Sovict azmstuwis®ing of
Inlia or Pakistan. All that Xosy¢in tried to do was to bring to
bear on the tvo leaders his tremendous power of persuation to
make them see others noint of view in the interest of peace in

the subcontinent.3

However, the Soviet efforts to bring these 2o countrices

on negotiating table and its attempt to be an honest vbroker did

1, E.il, Kormorov, ¢ Historical Roots and Contemnorxrary Deve=
lopment of Soviet-Indian Cooperation®, Soviet Revieu,

2 For details, sre, "Tashkent Declaration Text®, [z Timas
January 1966, p. 1

3 11.S. Rajan, “The Tashkent Declaration: Retrospect and
Prospect®, J al _Studies, vol.8, July 1966
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not last long., In dye course the Soviet Union began to side
with India on this issue,’ and finally the Tashkent Agreement
covered under dust, Both Indis and Pakistan were engulfed in

another war in 1971,

The 1971 Indo-Pak war over Bangladesh may not be regard-
ed as a problem of border dispute and rival territorial claims;
indeed the national struggle of the people of the erstwhile
East Pakistan against the domination and exploitation of the
Vest Pakistan. Although the past history of animosity between
India and Pakistan over Kashmir did gontribute in the war.

The Soviet slightly regarded 1971 war as India's involvement

in the national struggle of the people of Bangladesh, Thercofore,
{ts logical for us not to detail our investigation by incorpo-
rating in oir study Indo-Pak War of 1971,

Hovrever, by mid sixtias the Soviet had openly come out
on the side of India and since then it consistently supported
India's policy towards Pakistan, in general and towards tho
Kashmir issue, in particular.

E.N. Komorov, "Historical Roots and Contemporary
Soviet-Indian Cooperation®, Boviet Reviecw, no.4,
Ilarch, 1975, pp. 46-48



(B) SINO - INDIAN BORDER DISPUTE

The Himalayas has great geo-political significance for
this region. As in 1963, Nehru said, "If 4t is breached, the
way to the Indian oplains and the oceans beyond would lie exposed;
and threat to India would then, likewise, be a threat to other
countries of South, and Southaﬁast ﬁsia.“l The Himalayas, has
thus a commanding influence over the geowpolitics of the region,
Its strategic importance is taken into account in the foreign

policy making of every country in the region, including the USSR.

The dispute between Indisa and China over the borders has
thus attracted the attention of the Soviet Union mainly because
of two reasons. One, the Soviet Union is a neighbour of both the
countries and has a long border with them. The other, the Soviet
Union 1s a super power with a global sirategy and its relations
with China were far from cordial. In a vider perspectiom, the
dispute between the two big Asian povers would affect Soviet re-
lation with the US Visea~vis India and China. Hence, the Soviet

concern with the problem becomes obvious.

The dispute between India and China is along the Himalayah
region, The whole of the disputed region can be divided into
three sectors, i.e. Eastern Sector, Central Sector and Vestern

Sector.2 In the Eastern Sector, the dispute is over Macmahan

1. Jawsharlal Nehru, ®Changing India®, Iimes of India, New
Delhi, 31 Ilarch 1963

2. S.P. Sharma, India Jound :
' (Delhi' Vikas, 971 » PPe. 1-15%
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line, a border line between India and China., As for the Cent-~
ral sector, the differences are of minor value and could hardly
pose any serious problem, In the Western sector, the dispute is
over ‘the question of frontier line through Akgsaichin.

Vhatever the Chinese objectives in the border disputes
at various point of time, there was little doubt that they had
vital stakes in the Aksaichin area, because it comnects two of
the Chinese provinces « Tibet and Sinkiang.~- On the other hand,
the Chinese claimed the areas en India's north-eastern border
(IEFA Sector, now Arunachal Pradesh) where India had all along
insisted that the Mcmohan line was the indispputable border.l

By the summar of 1959, tension began to rise on the Sino-
Indian borders, A minor ciash tock place in 1959, between Indian
borderguards and the Chinese tmDOps. Both India and Chinese rep-
resentatiVes apprised Khruschev of the situation on the border,

But the frequency of skirmishes brought the world astten-
‘tion towards the existence of a border dispute between India and
China, The clashes were taking place at a time when the world
situation was alarming. The Cold War was at its height, At the
same time, the process of normalization of relations between the
two super powers Scemed to have begun. A rapproachment between
US and USSR was expected in near future. At this time, the

1. N. Chakravarthy, “Chinese Foreign Minister®s Visit and
After®, Indi d F Heyiev, August 1981, pp, 6-7




the Soviet Union, itself, preoccupied with Cold-Vlar-detente
system adopted a low posture on the Sino-Indian bordexr dispute,
The first Soviet official comment on this issue appeared in the
Tass statement of 9 September 1959, This statement simply ref-
lected on the incident against the background of the then exist-
ing world scenario, The statement saids;
®The Chinese and Soviet people are linked by the
ubreakable bonds of fraternal friendship... friendl{
cooperation between the USSR and Indis is successfully
developing in keeping with the idea of peaceful co-
existence, Its (dispute) inspirers are trying to
discredit the idea of peaceful coexistence between the
states with different sociazl systems, They want to
prevent the strengthening of the Asian people's soli-
darity in the ftruggle for consolidation of national
independence® : '
However, the right from the very beginning the Sovket Union
began to impress upon India and China to refraln from usc of

‘ force and to resolve the problem through negotiations,

In a foreign policy report, Kurushchev expressed his decp
concern over the Ladakh incident and held the view that nothing
can make up for the bereavement suffered by the relatives of the
casual¥ties and appealed for friendly negotiations to the mutual

satisfaction of both sides,?

The Soviet Prime [linister had showm his anxiety for o
peaceful setilement of the border dispute, He willingly fmnder-

1 Pravda, 10 September 1959
2 New Times, 19 September 1959
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took the role of an honest broker between India and China,

He made various attempts to persuade the Chinese leaders to
abandon their rigid line towards India and to accept a peace=-
ful solution of problem.l

Against this backgroundvin Octobexr 19%9, Khruschev
went to Beijing and was reported to have dissuaded the Chinese
leaders from their rigid posture towards India. He admonished
the Chinese leadeps that “we, on our part; must do everything
possible to preclude war as a means of settling outstanding ques~
tions and settle these questions by negotiations.2 But the
Chinese leaders were not impressed by his sugcestion and inter-~
preted this as an insinuation that China was being bellicose
regarding the border issue.3 They refused to accept the Soviet

point of view,

‘The unyielding postore of the Chinese and Khruschev's
attempt to ease international tension brought the Soviet
Union further at loggerheads with China.4 The Soviet leaders
began to feel that the primary objective of the Chinese in creat-
ing tension on the Cino-Indian border was to prevent their effort
to relax international tension and the policy of peaceful co-

existence.4

1, Ney; Times, 18 September 1959

2, New York Times, October 13, 1959

3, John Gittings, Ihe Toxdd and Chipa, (London, 1974), p.319
4, Zeid
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Moreover, from the Soviet point of view, the Sino-Indian
border issue was full of unhappy possibilities snd hopeless canun=-
drums, The Soviet Union realized that the kindling of a conflict
between two great Asian countries would serve the interests not
only of imperialism but also of reactionary forces within the
Third wOrld.l These reactionary forces were associasted with the
imperialist powers who wanted to discredit the independent India.

Thus at the initial phase of the Sino-Indian border dis-
pute during 1952, the Soviet Union opted for a neutral attitude
without teking sides, However, a quite diplomatic effort were
underway to impress upon both Chinese and Indian leaders to settle
the dispute peacefully through negotiastions. For instance dwring
his visit to India in April 1960, Khrushchev urged the Prime
Minister Nehru to accept the Chinese proposal for discussing the
’border guastion at the negotiating table.z Likewise, the Soviet
leadership continied its efforts to soften the Chinese attitude,

But all efforts of the Soviet Union went in vein, The
situation became acute particularly in 1962, Battle involving
large armies flared up between India and China. The Chinese
attack on India in 1967, marked the end of a neutral stance in
the Soviet Policy towards border issse,

1. Pravda, 9 September 1959
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In the beginning there was no official Soviet comment
on the fighting. On October 25, the Soviet Unicn finally broke
its silence and indicated that if it came to a choice, she would
stand behind China in the border conflict, For the first time,
in the past four years of Sino~Indian dispute, Prgvda, in an edi-
torisl openly sided with China. It lashed out against the western
countries for agaravating the situation. It praised the Chinese
ceasefire proposals as manifestations of sincere concern to solve
the border dispute and asked India to accept Peking®s term as
the basis of negotiations. Prgvda wrote:

“The proposals made by the Chincse goverrment are

constructive in our opinion without demagw-ing the

prestige of either side they are an acceptable ba-

sis for the beginning of talks and a peaceful set-

tlement of a disputed question. A peaceful settb~

ment of conflict revuires more active efforts on

the part of the progressive forces in India®,}

The new Soviet attitude to the conflict could be seon in
the prevailing international situation, especially agaiinst the
background of the Cuban liissile Crisis, At this particular no-
nent, the Sovi~t Union needed the sunport of thevhole communist

bloc to meet the challenge of the U5 and western countries,

The ¢1lt in the Sovict Policy towaxrds China, however, did
not last long. Soon it returncd to the earlier position. In an
editorial of Pravda, the Soviet Union urged both India and China
to stop the wagzgithout advancing any terms vork out a neogotioted

1 Pravda, Octobor 28, 1962



settlement, It did not ask India as it had done earlier to
accept the Chinese terms as the basis of opening of talks on
settlement. It also did not indicate that the Soviet Union
prepared to side actively with India or to say anything stronger

on the issue.l

By now the Soviet Union further endeavoured to bring

- India and China at then negotiation table, At a meeting to
celebrate the 45th Anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution,
Kosygin suggested that sooner the talks should held between

India and China, the more cause of peace would bemefit, The
Soviet Uiion also considered that there were no basic contra-
dictions between India and China. Hence, there were no disagree-

ments that could not be solved in round table talks,

The Soviet Union emphasised that there was no basic con=-
flict between India and China, as both these countries had suf-
fered at the hands of colonialists. It accused the imperialist
powers of trying to force India s way from her non-aligned path
and put her into the arms of the aggressive blzoc2 and of obstructe~
ing China from socialist building.3 The imperialist and reactio-
nary forces had tried to do everything to kindle the conflict and
to destroy the age old friendship between the great people of Indla

and China.?

1 Pravda, November 15, 1962
2  New Tines, November 15, 1962
3
4

Ihid, N October 29, 1962

N. S Khrushchev, On the Sino-Indian Border Issue®, ‘
s _from t _ _ Nn.82, 15 December, p. 11




49

In this very perspective the Soviet Union persuaded both
India and China to resolve their disputes peacefully and not to
be swept by national chauvinisﬁ. Therefore, the Soviet Union
also supported the mediatory efforts of the six-nonaligned count-

ries tof Asia and Africa which met in Sri Lanka in December 1962.

Finally, the Soviet Union favoured the Colombo proposals to resolve

the Sino-Indian border confl,ict.l

But by 1963, the unyielding attitude of China and its cons-
tant threat on India's security and the incieasing involvement of
imperislist powers in India's affairs compelled the Soviet Union
to take a position favourable to India's foreign policy objec-
tives, The Ceniral Committee of the CPSU reprimanded the Chineseo
leaders for their narrow nationalist attitude and dismisscd their
charges that India had committed aggression agoinst China as un=-
believable.® In due course, the Soviet Union began to side with
India on the border issue, Its closeness and support to India
became more visible vhen the rift bottmen the Soviet Union and
China surfaced by 1963,

Thus, w2 can see that the border dispute betveen India, a
traditional friend of the USSR, and China, an ally as a socialist
country, poscd a noble challenae to the Soviet foreign policy,
Vith a sense of shock and disbelief the Soviet leadership obviously
did not want to get involved other than stating its general poli-

1 Quoted in: H., Kapur, The Soviet Unjon & The Emexaina
Nations (Geneval, liichael, 1972}, p, 108

2 H. Ray, g@gof§g%%e; Relations, 1955-1971; (Bombay,
Jaico, 1973,) p.
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cies for resolving the dispute through peaceful means,

However, as the situation became aggravating and more
important thing, the Sino-Soviet relation deteriorated, the
Soviet leadership began to cet involved in the dispute, Al-
though, siding with India, they kept on emphasising a need
for a peaceful solution tof the disputeas well as the futility
of the conflict in the context of the imperialist policies and
strengthening of reactionary forces in the Third Vorld, Thus
it is obvious that 'the Soviet policy is directed tovards bring=
ing India and China to the negotiating table and resolve the
problem peacefully by mutual give and take, Such a view has

not yet foundvfaVaur either in China or in India,
(C) ETHIOPIA - SCQYALI TE DISPUIE

The Horn of Africa is sirategically located and as such
it is very important. ATl the same time, this is the traditional
0il route to the western world, Hence, not only the western po-
Qers but also regional powers like Saudi Arabia have wanted to
control the route. Since the region has accuired considerable
geopolitical significance, any unwarranted incident has influenced
not only the region but also the international peace and

security,

Since the October Revolution, the Soviet Union began to
support all anti-imperialist movements in the region. It has
extended 4ts material and political support to the African
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countries, Ultimately, these countries won their independence.
But they have preserved the borders which had been arbitrarily
fixed by the colonial powers.l These inherited boyndaries

have caused considerable tension leading to armed conflicts in

SOme Cases,

The objectives of the Soviet foreign policy in the region
has been to keep the imperialist powers at bay and to develop
close friendly relations with African countries, In the process,
the Soviets had to face the problem of territorial claims and
border disputes in the region. In this perspective, it will be
worthwhile studying the Soviet attitfide towards a characteristic
manifestation of this problem, the Ethiopia - Somalis dispute,

The clash of interest betwron Ethiopia and Somalia is a
characteristic example of rival nationalism struggling over bor-
dexrs and territories, Historically speating, it is in the con-
tinent of Africa that this former colonial powers exerc=isod
their arbitrary choices to the maximum in dividing Africa in ter-
ritories and nationalities.z Therefore, the disputes and clashes
of interests over bowmdaries and territories are to be seen in
their most acute form in Africa than elsevhere in the Third l:’or].d.3
It is in this perspective that the Ethiopia-~Somalia dispute over
boundaries acquires a characteristic example of the problem under
study,

1, Forxr details ee Afxica and
floscov, }.978? '

2. E.A. Tarbrin, USSR _and Countries of Africa {Moscow, Progress,
1980), p. 72

3. Jbids pp. 73-75
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Ethiopia has been one of the oldest semi-independent
monarchies not only in Africa but in Europe, It has utilized
its position in acquiring neighbouring territories and subju-
gating various natlonalities iniits neighbourhood with the ac~
tive comnivance of the colonial powers, One of the viétim of

such a pollicy was its neighbor, present day Somalia.

Vhen Somalia got independence in 1960, its leadership
had first objectiVQ/ggclaiming of the lost territories from
Ethiopia and extremely chauvinistic Somalian leadership embarked
upon a policy of confrontation with Ethiopia by all means on
its disposal, It promoted a seperatist movement, Ethioplian
National Front (ENF) and began to seek support first from its
Arab patrons and then from the super pcwers.l

It was the Soviet Union which began to respond to Somalia
overtures, Not that it liked the Somalian leadership but there
were other reasons for encouraging response from the Soviets,
Firstly, Somalia was raged against Ethiopia, a country totally
dependent on the USA., Secondly, the friendly Arab countries
like Nasser's Egypt and Sudan, who were active supporters of
Somalia, had pleaded for Soviet interest in Somalia, Finally,
the Soviet Union itself by mid sixties was searching for an ope-=
ning in getting a foothold among newly independent African count-
ries and the stratcgic location of Somalia appeared to be an

1 New Times, April 1977



advert attraction, All these factors combined together in
making the Soviet develop their relations with Somslia morxe
closely than those with Ethiopia. Such a policy finally re=-
sulted in signing of the Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation
between Soviet Union and Somalia in 1974,

Thus, Soviet involvement in Somalia's aspiration of
regaining the lost territories and forming Greater Somalia

could not have been avoided.l

‘In 1964, border skirmishes took place between Ethiopia
and Somalia while the relation between them were strained
since the beginning of 1960, Another round of armed conflict
took place towsrds 1967, Vhile a major confilct occired during
 1974-77 vhen a full scale war between the two countries was
underway. In the early stages, the Somalians scored victory
and grapped territories in Ethiopia’s Ogaden province, It was
at this stage that the Somalian leadership felt dissatisfied
with the Soviet policy and unlilaterally asbrogated the Soviet-
Somalian Treaty.

On the other hand, Emperor Haile Selassie was deposed
in 1976 and the now Ethiopian leadership took immediate steps
to cut down the Ethiopia’s traditional dependence on the USA,
Simultaneouysly, they sought assistance and help from the USSR
to retrieve the situation created by lichteing military success

1 USSR Foreigp Policy Pocuments, Vol. XV, (Moscow, 1969)
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of Somalia, After initial hesitstion the Soviet began to
11ft arms and smmunitions for Ethiopia.’ The shift was faci-
1itated by Somalia's volta~face against the Soviet Union.
Soviet help to Ethiopila proved crucial and Ethiopia managed

to regain much of its lost territory from Somalia by the end
of 1977, 1In 1978, Ethiopia became one of the leading African
associate of the Soviet Union when it signed the Treaty of
Friendship and Cooperation with the USSR. The problem of bor-
dey between Ethiopia and Somalis, hcwvvér, renains to be for-

.mally settled until today.

In the sbove passages, we have tried to unfold the
historical origin of the dispute and its process of develop-
ment, Soviet attitude towards the dispute logically has to
be seen in the very secuence, Here below, v attenpt looking
at this very process of wnfolding the Soviet atiitude to the
disnpute undersistudy,-

By the early sinties, the Soviet Union began to perceive
the explosive nature of territorial claims and border disputes
in Africa, Hence, the Soviet Govermment's message of 31 December,
1963 to the Heads of State and Goverrment of all proposing the
conclusion of an agreement on the non-use of force in the set-

tlement of territorial and border disputes,t

Then in 1964, Conflict between Ethiopia and Somalia
started, ithe Soviet Union sent Jacob [ialiky Soviet Deputy Forelgn

1 Sea, ®Khrushchev’s Message o All Heads of States®,
Interpntional Affaixrs (1), 10,2, February 1964, pp-1-8
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Minister to Somalia, He delivered a message from Khrushchev,
It urged that: "We should do everything possible to effect
‘ceasefire on the Ethiopian-Somalia border,® He stressed, Vit
is the convirction of the Soviet Govermment that in our time
thepe are and cannot be any territorial dispute, any unsettled
frontier issues, between states, the settlemmat of which would
require recourse to armed forces. This fully applies also

to the disagreements on frontier issues betweeniﬁthiopia and

Somalia.l ' :

The Soviet Union supported the Cairo resolution of 1964
of the OAU.2 The resolution says that member states are bound
together to respect their frontiers as existed at the achieve-

ment of independence.

The Soviet Union continued its efforts to localise ter-
ritorial and border disputes and time and again made proposals
to the boih sides, The persuasive effort of the Soviet Union
resulted in the signing of 1968 Agreement between Somalia and
Ethiopia, But, unfortunately, it could not last long and the

o countries were locked in a savage conflict,

The Soviet Union has also supported the idea of self-
determination, But it has opposed all kinds of subverdve
measure to dismember a country on the pretext of right to na-
tion's self-determination. For instance, it extended the

Ll

1, Times of India (New Delhi), 12 February 1964

2. Evo Tarabrynm., @ &BSR é“g ‘c. Ezgz Q.f. ﬂga: a
- {Moscow, 1980), p, 79
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Programme of the Eritrean Liberation Front adopted in 1971
The Programme proposed an equitable Somalia for the nationa~-
list?’s issue in Ethiopia.l

then fresh hostilities broke out in 1977, the Soviet
Unicn tried to persuade both to refréin'from the using of
force, Brezhnev noted that the most important things was to
observe the principle of the inviolability of frontiers in

the interests of peace, security and progress of the peOple.2

At the same time, the Soviet Union criticised the USA

- and other imperialiét povers including Saudi Arabia, Sudan and
Egypt for aggravating thessituation and their desire to liqui-
date the revolutionary democratic regime in Ethiopia. They
were plotting a military adventire against Ethicpia would

- like nothing better than to set African states against one ano-
ther, It would undermine their effort to strengthen their na-
tional independence and weaken struggle agaihst the racist re-
gime.z Hence, the Soviet Union emphatically opposed to all

interference in the internal affairs of African countries,

The Soviet Union has also tried to make its policy clear
towards the rcgion in general and Ethiopia-Somalia in particular,
They emphatically argued that their policy were not for any pri-
vileges and benefits for itself in Africa. Its policy in this

1 A Special Statement on Exitrea (loscow, 1976)
New Times, October 1977, p. 1 |

3 V. Sidenko, Soviet Union = Afrlica, New Times, 19 March 1977
p. 18
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Continent is one of building peaceful and friendly relations
with all peoples and helping them advance along the road of

independence and progress they have chosen.l

In this comnection, it is interesting to note that in
the Soviet-Somslia Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation signed
in 1974, for the first time with an African country, the Soviet
Union has conspicuously avoided any commitment to support
Somalia's territorisl ambition. How-ever, the treaty stresses
the fight of nation's to self-determination, in accordance with
the UN Charter; in other words it implies that the use of force
and settling Somliats territorial claims will not find favour
with the Soviet Union. Likewisejis Phe case with the Soviet-

Ethiopean Treaty, four years latter in 1978.2

From the above discussions, we can easily identify the
main elements comprising the Soviet attitude to the Ethfopian
Somalia territorial dispute, Firstly, the Soviet Union does
stresses that the problem in Africa, in this case Horn of Africa,
is inherited by the colonial exploitation and dominastion, But
it finds that the redrawing of maps in Africa after the decolo-
nisation is bound to create instabllily and tension in the con-
tinent, However, it would prefer the maintenance of the gxgﬁggr
cuo, Secondly, if at all the problem does come to thessurface
as has been the case with Ethipopia and Somalia, it mugt be set-

tled by peaceful means and not by the use of force, through ne-

1, Daily Review of Soviet Press, February 28, 1978

24 See, Zafar Incn ot . Treaties with_ the Thizxd VUerld,
Soviet Studies ((1359 » January-Liarch 1983
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gotiations, Finally, the 8oviet Union seems to opt for exert=-
ing its influence in favour of peaceful seitlement of the dis-
pute and does not intend to get involved in the problem directly
or indirectly.

- Howewver, as we have pointed out above, the Soviet Union
did get involved in the dispute first on the side of Somalia
and latter after 1977 on the side of Ethiopia. Such an involve-
ment appears to be conditioned by Soviet response to western
and Chinese policies in the region and in the Ethiopia-Somalla
disputes, in particular, But it certainly appears to the Soviet
leadership that the settlement of the territorial disputes
betwecn Ethiopia and Somalis is a long-drawn affair and will

take time and efforts of all concerned,

(D) SED - SOVIET BOROER _DISPUIE

THe disputed area between the Soviet Union and the Peoples®
Republic of China lfes in the Soviet Central Asia and the Pacific
region, However, it is basicslly in the Sinkiang region. The
disputed area is strategically important because the region is
adjacent to China, Afghanistan and llongolia, At the same time,
Siberia and Soviet railway communication network from lloscow to
Pacific lie in close proximity to the disputed region, Siberia
is one of the richest mineral zones in the world, Henece, any
conflict and tension in the region will affect Central Asia as
vell as Siberis and will become thef fertile ground foxr all klnds'
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of intrigues and subversive activities, Therefcre; it will
pose hazarduous problems to the Soviet security system.,

The S3ino-Soviet dispute has acquired significasnce be-
cause of two reasons., First, the area is located in a sensi-
tive part of the Soviet Union, It being a giobal power, any
conflict on its territory would lessen iis capacity to achieve
its foreign policy objectives, Second, these two diSputent
couniries are socialist countries, Hence, it is unique a case
in our study, because it was for the first time, that two so-
cialist countries confronted esach other in a war to settle thelr
dispute., Vhen the dispute broke out, it shocked the world comm
munity, Beéadse of these complexities and unicueness = it will
be worthwhile to study the Soviet attitude towasrds its own bor=-
der dispute with the other socialist couniry - China,

The relation between the Soviet Union and China began
to deteriorate in the late 19%0°s, The friendly and good neigh-
bourly relations betwr ocn the Soviet Union and China were becom=
ing more and more s‘rained, The Treaty of Friendship, Alliance
and lutual Assistance signed four and half monihs after the proce
lemation of the PRC was no more than a plece of paper. Its
solomn declaration to base their relations on the principles
of mutual respect for state sovereigniy and territory became a
matter of past. Ultimoately, the State of relationship showed

its lovest water mark in the breaking out of a war in 1969,
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The Soviet Union has a long border with Chinal vhich it
has inherited from the Tzarist Russia, It has considered the
border between the Soviet Union and China intact and unchanged.
The Chinese government did not also raise the frontier question
until as late as 1957, China's first statement about the exis-
tence of a territorial and border dispute between China and the
USSR was made in 1957, But the demand for revision of territory

2

did not come on surface sven by that ‘time; It was only in the

summar of 1960, that border skirmishes began,

In March 1973, the Chinese Government first : . %:. pub-
licly "._ T explained that the border treaties with the Tsarist
empire like the 'Treaties of Aigun (1858}, Tienstin (1858) and
Peking (1860) - among others were . unequal treaties and that
 they raised outstanding issue vhich when the time vas ripe
should be settled through peaceful negotiations. It subsecuently
became clear that China wished to renegotiate the entire length
of the frontiers in question.a China also demanded of the Soviet
Union a public azdmission that the Trecaties were in themselvos

v.met'ﬂ.ual..4

On the histgocity of the Chinese claim, some of the Sovict
acadenicians like Khrostov have tried to justify the treaty as
equal on the historical grounds, They have troced its history

1 7520 Kms

2 0.B. Borisov and B.T Koloskov, Si :
1945-1973, {Moscow 1975), p. 220

3 Sre, D.J. Doolin ®Territorial Clainms in the Sino=Soviez

Conflict®, Document Apalysis (1965)

4 J. Gittings, Survey of the Sino=~Sovict Dispute (OUP,
1968), pp. 172



6l

from the 17th Century, They talked about the developments
and possessional changes of the disputed territories. They
have noted down all treaties from Nerchinsk Treaty of 1689 to
the Petersburg Treaty of 1881, On that_basis they have come
to the conclusion that in fact the Treaty between the Tgapist
Empire and CHina is not unequal.l

The SBviet Union rejected the charges of China that
the treatics between the Soviet Union and China were unecual,
It vehemently argued that the idea of unequal treaty was born
in October Revolution, It was Lenin who formulated the con
cept of unequal treaties signed between weak and strong during
the heydey of colonislism—, But there were alsoc some clauses
which were meant for friendly and good neighbourly relations.
Lenin said, ®lle reject all classes on plunder and violence but
we shall welcome all clauses containing provisions for good
neighbourly relations and all economic agreements; we cannoi
reject these“.z_ Threfore, the Soviet Union has urged that at
no time, any vhere did Lenin question the validgiy of the border
between the USSR and China.® Therefore, the validity of the
treaties between the Tzarist empire and China remains relevant

for the Soviet Union.

Besides, the above arg&ments, the Soviet Union has also

agreed that the TEarist govermment followed the policy of expan-

9+  V, Yasanev and Y. Stepanov, China's Froniers (Moscor, 1981)
: PP. 90'91

3  Neyr Iimes, March 1969

4, V.l Khrostov, “The Chinese Account and llistorical Truth®,

Sovict Press Felease, No.l0, October 19564
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sionism and annexation, They signed many gunjbst and unegual
treaties., Subsequently, unjust treaties were also imposed upon
China when reactionary forces were active, Every imperialist
and expansionist power wanted to conquer the territory of its
neighbours., The same thing took place between the Russian Tgars
and the Chinese emperors, Both tried theirbest to expand their
territory, This resulted in arbitrariness in laying down the
state boundaries with neighbouring countries.l Any demand after
hundreds of years at this stage for complete change would be lia-
ble to create tension and instability, Therefore, the territo-
rial status legalised by Aigun, Teinstin and Peking treaties

and by other protocols should be considered valid,

Although, the Soviet Union has considered the old terri-
torial status as final, it has shown its willingness o some
minor alterations. Accordinc o Suslov®s report to the Central
Commitiee Plennun of 8th February 1964, the Soviet Government
has taken the initiative in proposing that consultiations should
be held in order to specify the frontier line between the USSR
and China at certain points. He declared ®Ve do so in tho
belief that no territorial issue exiéts between the USSR and
China and that the Soviet-~Chinese frontier took shape histori-
cally and that the issuer can concern only certain sections of

the frontier to mark them more precisely whereever neﬁessary".2

1 New Tines, Ilarch 1969
2 Jbid, HMarch 1064
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then in 1969, the bordexr confrontation took the shape
of fulfledged war, the Soviet sent a strong protest to Beijing
{Peking) demanding an immediate investigation and severe punish-
ment of those responsible for it. It was emphasised that these
actions were harmful to the cause of socialism and peace, the
common front of the anti-imperialist struggle and friendship

befween the Soviet and Chinese peoples.t

Tho Soviet Union also felt that the time at which China
_created the tension on the Soviet-Chinese border was meant to
divert the attention of the people at home from the disastrous
situation in which the country had been plunged., The aggressive
policies rere nothing but an attempt to divert the people'’s at-
tention from the utter insolvency of the prescent Chincse leadere

ship.2

The Soviet Union has further cleimed that the [lzoist
attempt to provide a theoretical base for the territorisl claims
over the Soviet territories is a reflection of national chauvi-

nisn and distortion of the world history.

The border disvute with China has turned out to be a
very ombarrassing problem for the Soviet Union. As wz have secn
above, the Soviet Union has taken a stand that as far as it is

concerned there is no basis of a border disnuie with China. In

1 A Situdy of Soviet Foreian Policy (iloscow, 1978), pp. 74-75

2 New Times, March 1969
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such Soviet attitude the historical preoccupation of the
Soviet leadership with securing and safeguarding its borders
against hostile neighbours has been a dptermining factor,
Likewise, the fact that China's claim over Soviet borderland
is an integral part of its overall ideological and pover
politics stance against the Soviet Union has also played a
very significant role here, The solution of the problem,
thus, appeared to be a’ long drawn affair and it is dependent

on the overall status quo in Soviet-Chinese relstionship.

(E) JRAN - IRAQ TERRITORIAL DISPUIE

Strateqgically, the Middle East is very important., It
connects Asia, Africa and Eurone., It has commanding influence
on the world politics., At present time, the region has attrac=-
ted the attention of the world community. First, the reagion is
endowed with rich mineral resources., Second, nost of the count-
ries of the region are weak and susceptible {to outside influence.
These two factors have presented a paradoxical character to the
region in the sense that the outsile powsrs just cannot be' kept
out of it, This very paradoxical nature of the [iiddle East has
caused great tension in the region. Due to its geopolitical
significances, it occupies a nlace of importance in the foreign
policy of the super powers. Any instability and conflict causes

great concern to the super powers,
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As the region is in direct proximity to the Southern
borders of the Soviei Union, it has obvious interest in the
happenings of the region. The Soviet Union has viewed it on
two planes. The first is based on naighbourhood relationship
and the second in connection with super power relationship in
global strategy. Vhile the USA is very much preoccupied with
olobal strategy in its relation with this region. Hence, any
develomment in the region is considered in the prism of super-
poviexr relationship.l Although the r-gion has occupied the
place of importance in foreign policy objectives of both super
powers, the Soviet Union has viewed any tension in the region

with much unconcesaled ccncern.z

The significance of the dispute is also enhanced be-

Eause of its being waged in the very heart of one of the world's
largest 0il producing areas, These two belligerenis account for

a large share of the [liddle East oil output, Iraq's 35 and 90 per
cent of Iran®s oil wzalth is found in this very region. Oil ex-
ports o the west account for upto 90 per cent of their foreign
currency., 1he conflict has éffected the developmenti plans in de-
veloping cotntries. It has causcd disastrous impact on their eco-

nomy as viell as the economy of the developed countries.s

At this stage, it will be necessary to see the background
of the tvo countries and their attitude towards the USA. The ouster

1 J.3. Guapdt, ®The [iiddle Eas® Conflict in the U5 Strategy®,
Journal of Pnlastipne Studies, 1971, pp.39~42

2 V.E. CGrifiith e Cr Powe e ] an Decean _and thn
Persian Gulf { e P 1675) ip!p“'."Ili"'ﬂg'j.-!?‘ e

3 The Financial Timss (London), 30 October 1980
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of the Shah regime in Iran and its aggressive postures towards
the US, reduced the American inflyence in the gulf region, The
USA also found that the solidarity of the countries of the gulf

1 and

region would decrease the American influence in the area
its supnort could not be procured through the Camp David agree=
men%.z Vhile Iraq is an active participant in the non-aligned
movenment, it has always followed independent foreign policy and

is not guided by imperialist forces. Iraq has also opposed Camp
David agreement and criticised American bias against the Palestine

people,

Before we proceed further, it will be vorihwhile having
a quick glance over the developments betwesen Iran and Irac which
ultimately led to the conflict situation. The conflict rrose in
1980 over the Shatt-al Arab waterways., Before this conflict,
Iran and Iraq signed an agreement in Algiers in iiarch 1975, Under,
the Algiers Agreement it was decided to demarcate the boundary
line between Iran and Irag on the basis of the 1913 Constantina-
pole protocol and the nrotocol 1914 boundary fixing commission,
It also advocated restoration of security and nutual trust on the
comon border in ordar to put an end to all acts of infiltration
of a subversive nature., ilorecver, Iran and Irac, decided at that
tine to peesiablish relations of good neighbourliness, friendship
and bilateral cooperation. Unfortunately, both the countries
put aside the Algicrs Agreement and wore enqgulfed in var in Septen-
ber 1980 on border issue,

Vi. See, il. Primakov, An of e [1iddle East Conflict
(Moscow, 1979) st.Conflict,

2e The Curxent Digest of Sovict Press, wovenber 2, 1984, p,7
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With the outbreak of war between Iran and Irag, the west
and the Soviet Union began to formulate certain policies in pur-
suance of their foreign policy objectives. The Uestern povers
esprcially the 5 felt that the conflict is going at door step
‘of the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union may utilize the opportu-
nity to involve and establish itself in the liiddle East. thile
the Soviet Union felt that the conflict muss have weakened the
warring countries which will increase their independence on out-
side forces. Finally, it has helped the imperialist powers to
sbize the opportuntity accelerate their activities to meet the

needs: of nso=colonialism in the region,

The activities of the imperialist powers in the gqulf re-
gion are accelerated with the support of Saudi Arabia and Egyptl
They became closer to the US in a military and political alliance.?
The Pentagon has established the AWCAS (Airborne larying and Cont
rol System) in Saudi Arabia and has sent several hundred military
soeaialists to service it, The Rapid Developnent Force based its
place in the Persian Gulf zone, Hence, the conflict has provided
pretext to the imperislist forces to use the region for _their ovm
ends, The fact was proved by the announcement of the Carter Doct~
xine. The Cariexr Docitripe says that America’s vital interest is
involved in the rcgion and any kind of intereference in the regiﬁnj

viill be considered to be intereference in the American interest,

And to preserve it, the U5 will do everything.3
1 Noy: Times, ilovember 1980
2 Sovizt Roview, September 1982, pp, 16-20

3, The_Financial Times (London) 30 October 1980
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The Soviet Union also criticised the policy of the western
countries to see the issue in terms of religion. The Financial
Times has noted, that two lMoslem States are parties to this con-
flict and a very important factor is that it is being waged by
the two regimes - one of them headed by Shia Moslems (Tehran) and
the other by Sunni Moslems (Baghdad) that represent rival trends

in Islam.l

The Soviet Union has considered that religion might
be one of the causes, But will be misleading to:. say that Islam
is the main cause of conflict between Iran and Draq., Some times,
religious factors are brought to the surface to give a cover to

the political and economic factars.2

The Soviet has perceived that conflict has created a si=-

3 The Seventh Non=

tuation of rift inlthe non=-aligned movement,
aligned Summit was supposed to be held in Baghdad. But ‘the con=-
flict has created a situation of uncertainty. And at last, the
venue was shified to Delhi, Hence, the rift in the non-aligned
movenent vould wveaken the Third torld Unity., Ultimately, this
sirengthens the imperialist forces and lessens their ability to
fight against racialisn and zionism. Its disunity certainly put

the struggle for New International Economic Order in lull.4

1 The_Financial Times (London) 30 October, 1980
2 Pravda, October 10, 1980

3 Now Times, ilarch 1981

4 The Curront Digesi of Soviet Press, Novenber 11, 1930
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Thus, the Soviet attitude to the dispute must be seen
against the background of Soviet commitments to both the par-~
ties involved as well as the international situation.k Both
Iran and Iraq are Soviet Treaty partners and Iran after the fall
of Shah is considered by the Soviet to be the bastion of anti-~
imperialism, that is to say the USAj despite the Islamic feature
of the Iranian regime. On the other hand, $he Iraq's involvement
in the war has, in the Soviet view, weakened the Arab front
aainst ISré@a, thereby sirengthening the US role¥ in the entire
region of the Middle East.2

Thus, the Soviet Union avoided taking sides in the dis-
pute, However, it is obvious that the Soviet Union considered
the dispute as a characteristic example of rival chauvnistic na-
tionaiism clashing with each other withopt any regard to the
consequgnces involved, As far the Soviet concern, sooner the
disoute is resolved, the better. But, what specific role the
Soviet Union will play in the dispute remains to be seen,

1 Soviet Revisw, September 1982, pp, 16« 20
2 Y. Rumyantsev, “Peace Plan for Asia®, et Rovien

October 1982, pp. 27-29



CHAPTER FOUR




Soviet involvement in territorial and border disputes
~in the Third Vorld appears to be related ‘o the overall poli-
cy of the Soviet Union with the Third Vorld., As such its in-
volvement is an important foreign policy posture of the Soviet
Union. Hence, it is necessary to view Soviet involvement (i)
against the background of its policy objectives vis-a-vis the
problem; and (4i) against the background of the overall Soviet
objectives in the Third torld,

As pointed out earlier& the Soviet nolicy objectives
towards territorisl and border disputes is to contain and re-
solve this problem in such a manner that could strengthen the
position of the Third Vorld states, vhich are considered prog-
ressive, It is also directed in a way which could counter the
imperialist powers, In the pursuit of these objectives, the
Soviet policy makers have adopted a flexible approach, although
at the same tinme trying 10 help the progressive foreces in tho
Third Torld, A possible way of understanding these policy
postures could be a survey of the Soviet record in thesc dise

putes, followed by its assessment.

e must now begin to build a panoranic view of the

Soviet policies in a chronological manner.
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(A) INDO_- PAK TERRITORIAL DISPUIE

In the preceding chapter, we have tried to unfold the
historical development of the Soviet policy to territorial
dispute between India and Pakistan, It is generally known that
since the partition of the Indian subcontinent, the rival ter-
ritorial claims over Kashmir have led to wars, Although over
the years Indiaz has taken the stand that there is no territorial
dispute with Pakistan over Kashmir as the entire Kashmir region
Belongs to her, There is no'denying the fact that there has
been dispute with Pakistan over Kashmir affecting the entire
lgamﬁt of Indo~Pak relations. In other words, there is a kind
of,ambivalance in India's policy towards Pakistan vis-a-vis
Kaghmir.

Hence, any .outside power has to take into account the
ambivalence in India's attitude, namely the denial of the very
existence of dispute on the one hand "and its role in Indo-Pak
relation on the other, However, a poééible explanation of such
an ambivalent attitude adopted by India is simply that it is
concerned with formidable nation-building problems, The Soviet
Union has been deeply affected by such an ambivalent attitude
adopted by India, As we have discussed earlier during 1947-50"
the Soviet Union avaded taking notice of the Kashmir issue,

It is only during the mid 1950s that Bulganin and Khrushchev

1 Zafar Imam, Ideolo and Reality in Soviet Polic
Asia, (Delhi, Kalyani, 1975) p, 72




visited India and the Soviet Union came out in support of India
on - the Kashmir 1ssue.l
Kashmir was not flately denied by the Soviet Union,

However, the existence of dispute over
2 Hoveyer,
during 1957, during the debate in the Security Council, ths
Soviet Union openly sided with Indiz by its vetoes.s

The Indo-Pak war of 1965 was extremely disturbing to
the Soviet leadership particularly when it came after Nehru's
death and during the transition period of political leadership
in India. It suddenly chose to play the role of mediator, The
Tashkent Agreement symbolized the qoaming success of the Soviet
‘mediatory role in the dispute?a But the eupharia of success

was short lived,

‘ Before the end of the sixties, it was quite obvious
that the Soviet has chosen to back India all the way in its dis-

pute with Pakistan. Indeed it totally agreed with India's objec~

tive of developing friendly relations with Pakistan without
letting the dispute over the Kashmir adversely affecting them,
Thus, in fact, the Soviet seems to agree with India that the
Kashmir 4s no lonqger a dispute betwrzen Indias and Pakistan but
the main problem is developing friendly relations botreen 1o
neighbouring countries of the sub-continent.

1
2 V.S. Budhraj, Sox%ﬂsv_-_t;,
(Bombay, Semaya, 1973), pp.
SCOR, 12th Session, 768th leeting, 1937
4 15.5. Najan, “The Tashkent Declaration: DRetrospect and

Prosncci®, Interpaifonal Siudies, July 1966, p.8




73

Soviet policy, thus, seems to coincide with that of
India over the problem. Such a development nced not be seen
a8 a logical corollary of growing friendly ties between India
and the USSR since the end of sixties,

Hencé, a quick glance at Soviet~Psk relation may help
us to understand deiet policy towards the dispiste in better
perspective, The »situgtion which led to the estragnement of
Pakistan was the coniradictory objectives of Pakistan and the
Soviet Union. Pakistan wanted to take maximum benefit from the
Soviet Union and to push India to the nunber two status in the
Soviet strategy in South Asia, Vhile the Sovict Union wanted
to maintain a balance in its relations with Indias and Pakistan,
but the Soviet Union was in no mood to give priority to
Pakistan ovexr India,

In this scenario, both Pakistan and the Soviet Union
began to operate their foreign policy objectives, By 1965,
the Soviet Union had achiecved its desired goal of establishing
an understanding with Pakistan withogt prejudicing the cordial
relations with India,

In the post-Tashkent period, the Soviet Union, as be-
fore, has been siriving hard to develop close xelations with
both India and Pakistan and to utilize every opportunity to
bridge their differences, The Soviet Union siepped up economic
aid to Pakistan, Towards the cnd of 1966 it offered {§ 80 million
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in aid, It also agreed to grant a credit of &,600 million to

Pakistan for the construction of 15 Broadcasting stations.®

But the Soviet Union rejected the plea of Pakistan to stop
supply of arms to India, Though, the Soviet Union did not want
to promote an arms race between Indias and Pakistan, as they consi-
dered it harmful to the economic development of the countries,
it had agreed to supply arms to India becasue of the increased
threat to India's security from military hardware valued at
$2000 million supplied by USA to Pakistan, At the same time,
the Soviet supply of fighter-bombers to India met a sharp criti-
cism €n Pékistan.z Pakistan's excessive demand for arms and
its insistence on only partial supply of defensive arms to India
were contrary to the Soviel foreign policy objective in India,
Thevlukeworm Soviet attitude led to Pakistani moving closer to
the USA and in late 1960s it began to develop close tiess with
China,

Under this very circumstance: India®s potential powsy
made the Soviet Union concentrate on India, Finally in 1971,
the Indo-Soviel Treaﬁy was signed, supporting India in the re-
gion particularly against Pakistan.

During the Bangladesh crisis, the Soviet Union gave conse
tant support to India in the Security Council, The S efforts
to charge India as aggressor vere prevented by the Soviet Union,

1, New Times, September 1966

2, Sovict [l (London, llichael, 1969)
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It also pressed for an immediate terminstion of military con-
flict and simultaneously for a political settlement in Bangla-
desh ¥

After the Bangladesh crisis, the Soviet involvement
in India contingss to grow, In his report on the 50th Anni~
versary of the UZSR, Brezhnev noted “now that our relations
are based on the Treaty of Peace, Friendship and Cooperation,
vie feel that they will become closer still“.? Further the visits,
of Brezhnev in 1973 and in 1980 to India were indicative of
the Soviet desire to maintain its close relations with ania.a
India®s multi-dimensional economic relationship” with the
Sovict Union and Soviet help in the defence establishment have
contributed to close relationship between India and the Soviot

Union,

| Hence the Soviet record in the Indo-Pak dispute over
Kashmir can be sumpised as follows, Firstly, in the beginning
by relating it with a cold war phase policies, it viewed it as
a regional problem of world-wide dimension, Later on it cane
all out in support of India in the Indo-Pak war of 1971,
Finally during the 1970s it viewsd its involvement in the dis-

pute as an intecral part of its globzl policy y¥is=-a-vis S and
i,
2, L.I. Brezhnov, ]

Soviet Soc 51

3, Visit by L.I. Brezhney to Jndia (iloscow, 1975)
4, Soviet Revieyw, No,4l, September 1932, pp. 12-14
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1ts sllies, particula; ly Pakistan in the concerned region,
Needless t0 add that these essential contours of the Soviet
record emerged out of the increasing Soviet involvement in

India's pursuits of self-reliance and national security,

- Thus, we can see that the Soviet attitude to Indo~Pak
dispute over Kashmir was initially geared to its resolutiop.
The Tashkent Agreement and the Soviet role in it was symptoma-
tic of the fundamental of the Soviet policy to resolving the
dispute by peaceful means, Since then, the very dispute has
undergone qualitative changes and it is integrated with the
problem of promoting the regidnal security and stability in
the Indian«--subconﬁn&nt.l This is the problem in which the
Soviet has high stakes now in the eighties and essontially seen
in terms of avoidence of the conflict situation and adoption
of a programme of self-relaince economy throuch peaceful deve-

10pment.2

(8) SINO_- INDIAN BORDER DISPUIE

As we know, the Sovir¢ Union by the turn of 1950s had

begun to take much interest in the Asian Affairs,> This inte-

1. I.,V. Arkhipov, YInviolable Friendship of Two Great Nations®
2aifot Beview, Sepiember 1982, o, 10

2. Sec, Zzfar Inam, tSoviet View of Non-Aligment¥, in K,P, [iisza,
(Ea), anment: Fronilers and Dypemics (Delhi, 1982)

3, See, Zafar Imam, “Jdeo).
Asia, (New Delhi, Kalyani,
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rest was hastened by the emergence of China as a Socialist count-
ry.} The Soviet Union had considered the estsblishment of the
PRC as the first step in the process of socislist movement, By
this time, India's attitude to various international issues had
cleared the misunderstanding of the Sovié;'view of India, This
waé in India’s rpcognition,of China and the Indian role in the

- Korean crisis, Hence, the Soviet Union wanted 1o see India as a
leader of the anti-imperialist movement in Asia. It wanted to
see China and India lead the anti-colonial as well as anti- impe-
rialist movement, as these were ufitimately bound to strengthén
the Soviet strategy of weakening capitalism at the world Revel,

Therefore, the Soviet Union did take a close look at the
relation with China vis=a-vis India. The Sino-Indian move to
sign Panchseel in 1954 was appreciated by the Soviet Union.°
It vievied approvingly growing amity between India and China,

Any kind of dispute between India and China was bound to create
a disturbing problem for the Soviet policy-makers, Vinen the
border disputes came on the surface, especially in late 1l9%0s,
it had caused a serious problem to the Soviet Union, lloreover,
it came in the midst of the Cold Vlar exra, The Sovietl Union did

e
not like any situation which weakened its maneuvring capacity

vis=g=vis the US.

1 A.R. Rubinstein, Soviet & Chinese Influence k3

- Third World, (New Yorks Ja ) sor T 9“‘%5 pp.?'f&-fs"‘hg

2 H. Ray, Indo-Sovict Relations (1955-1971), (Bombay,
PPe 14-l

Jaico
3. New Tomes Novermber [958
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As we have seen, when the first skirmishes had taeken
place in 1959, the Soviet Union had gefrained from taking sides
and had tried to bring both the couniries on the negotiating
table, The fass bulletin of 1959 says that the Chinese and
Soviet peoples are linked by the unbreakable bonds of frater-
nal friendship ... friendly cooperation between the USSR and
India is successfuly developing ... Its (the dispute) inspirers
are trying to discredit the idea of peaceful coexistence bet-
ween states @ith different social system and to prevent the
strengthoniné of the Asian people's solidarity in the struggle
for consolidgticn of national independence.l The Sovict Union
had tried to play a role of honest negotiator through out the
© late 1950s, Khrushchev even tried to dissuade the Chinosc lea=
‘ders from their rigid posture: against India during his 1959
visit te Chiéa.z Likewise, he did with India during his visit
to New Delhi in 1960,

In l§6?a when fulfledgzd war between India and China
it posed a morce serious problem <o the Soviet Union policy ma-
kers, By this time the internationa® scene had undergone nany
changes, The Cuban Ilissile crisis was fresh in the memory, The
‘unexpected Chinese attack on India had compelled Indian leaders
to ask for help from the western countries including the USA.
The Cuban crisis had recuired the unity of socialist vorld and
the US help to India led the Soviet Union to choose China in tho

event of need,

C ent Di T 0% 0

1 10 58S, 10 Seotonber 19%0
2 New Yoxk Times, October 3, 1959
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The Soviet Union had indicated that if it came to a
choice, she would stand behind Chins in the border conflict,
It praised the Chinese ceasefire proposals as a manifestation
of sinCere anxieily to solve the border dispute and asked India
to accept Peking's terﬁs as the basis of negntiations.l Now,
again the Soviet Union had followed the role of negotiator in-
stead of siding wi%ﬁ either one. It had supported conciliag=-
tion between India énd China.

The unyielding Chinese postire had compelled the Soviet
Union to criticise #ts policy of national chauvinism, It began
to suprort India on border issue, This support on border and
other interests of Indis and the Soviet Union led to the signing
of the Indo-Soviet Treaty of Friendship and Cooperatinn.

The Soviet record of involvement in Sino-Soviet border
dispute does indicate, that USSR hass opted for the promotion of
regional security while trying to help in the resolution of dis-
pute through peaceful means. However, in the pursuit of these
objectives it seeks to gain friendship and cooperation with the
potentially powerful nations involved in the dispute, Vhen
China was not willing at any point to come closer to the Soviet
Union, it has to choose India. Here the conclusions on the
part of Soviet policy makers scem to be India's policy of non-
alignment2 as well as its pursuing the non-capltalist path of

develonment.3

Pravda, October 28, 1962

2 See, Zafar Imam, “"Soviet View of Non-Alignment®, in K.P.

Misra (Ed), Non-Alicmment: Frontiers and Dynamics (Delhi
Vikas, 1982) . Dynamics

3 1.V Arkhipov, "Inviolable Friendship of Two Great Nations®,
—Sauiot Daion Gantanhar 1082, p, 10



{c) ETHIOPIA ~ SCMMALIA TERRITORIAL DISPUIE

Ve have alrerady discussed the Soviet attitude towards
Ethiopia-Somalila border dispute in £8P earlier Chapter. Ve
will try to unfold the record of Soviet involvement &n the dis-

pute,

Since the independence of Somalia, the desire for gyrea-
ter Somalia led to clashes with Ethiopia, The percistent Somall
demand for re-demarcation of the territorial boundaries and

strategic importance of the region alarmed the outside povers.

The Soviet Union began to take keen interest in the af-
fairs of Africa in the post-Second tlorld lar period and suppor-
ted the liberation movements there.’ Somalia was one of the
first African countriegéégich Soviet relations developed, But
its relations with Somalisare not free from trouble, As we have
stated, Somaliavanted to fulfill the aim of Greater Somalia, and
the Soviet Union was confronted with this problem, ZThe Soviet
Union supported the idea of right to self-determination, while
at the same time, it tried 1o mould the Somali domand to: sult
the reality of time. Rut it never came out with open supnort for

Somalia and asked both Ethiopia and Somalia to settle the dis=-

pute by peaceful means,

- e

1 A Study of Soviet Forejan Policy (iloscow, 197%),
pp. 133 - 137
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However, the Soviel Union was interested in maintaining
its relations with Somalla and it extended military, economic,
and political support, In 1963, Somalia had accepted 3 Soviet
offer of § 30 million in military and economic assistance,

Although, it wanted to maintain its relationship with
Somalia, it did not want to icnore Ethiopla, The Soviet Union
wanted to come in close contact with other couniries of the re-
gion, It supported all the condliatory groups like the OAU to
resolve the dispute between Somalia and Ethiopia.l It is indi-
cative of the indifferent attitdde of the Soviet Union to the
Somali demand. This attitude was: conditioned by its foreign
policy objective in the region. The Soviet Union was aware of
the fact that Somali govermaent was not willing to modify its

idea of Greater Somalia and would not go %too far with 1t.2

As we have nointed out carlier vhen in 1964, the tension
betvieen Ethiopla and Scmalia exploded into open hostilities, the
Soviet Union followed a condliatory approach.3 The persuasive
role of ithe Soviet Union resulied in the signing of 1968 Agree-

nent betvween Somalia and Ethiopia,

Ethiopia's close ties with the western world, eswecially,
the USA and the vulnerability of Somalia compelled the Sovietl Union
to naintain close ties with Somalia., The Soviets also extended
economic, military and political help to it in late 1960s,

1. E.A. Tarabripn, L . (Lioscoty, LQBé),p.?ﬁ
2, Pravda, 12 Feerary 1964

3, A Study of Sovict Foreicn Policy (lbscow, 197%), p,136
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Hence, the Soviet foreign policy objective in the ro=-
gion and Somalia's desire for Greater Somalia converged into the
signing of Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation in 1974,

But the Soviet Union was still in search of a countixy
viith which 4t could have a closer identity., This was materisli-
zed vhen the revolution took place in Ethiopia in 1975,

Aftexr the estsblishment of the revolutionary regime, the
power configurations also changed in the Horn of Africa, By this
time, Ethiopia was facing external and internal preblems.l Impe-
rialist and reactionary forces at home wanted to destabilize the
nev regime, At this moment, the Soviet Union seized the oppor-
tunity to support the progressive regime of Ethiopla., The close
ties with Ethiopia were considered .a great blow to its nation
building by Somalia,

Although the Soviet Union still contimjed to carry both
countyries together, It continged o support the Ethiopean ro-
gime. At the same time, it remained in touch with Somalia, 1In
1977, Presideont Podgorny of the Soviet Union on his way back hone

from Southern Africa made an unscheduled stop at mogadashu.z

As discussed earlier, the Sovict efforts to koep these
two countries out of conflict did not suceceed, In 1977, a full
fledged var took place. In the war, th2 Soviet Union declared

1 Sgviet Review, May 1977, p, 32
tion (Patna), December 14, 1975
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its open support to Ethiopia, THe Soviet support to Ethiopia
has resulted in the abrogation of Treaty of Friendship and co=-
operation signed in 1974 between the Soviet Union and Somalia.t

The Soviet involvement in Ethiopia also grew after 1977,
The Soviet help in the field of defence and economy continged
to mature, The close relationship between Ethippia and Soviet
Union resulted in the signing of the Treaty of Friendship and
Cooperation in 1978, The problem however, remains a live issue

betwzen Ethiopia and Somalia.

The border dispgte between Ethipnpla and Somalia certainly
posed a dilemmz before the Soviet foreign policy in Africa. As a2
zesu;t of the dispute, the Soviet Union was compelled to change
the focus of its policy in the Horn of Africa from Somalia %o
Ethiopia with a lot of embarrassment and a little gain for the
Soviet Union., However, through Ethiopia it continues to have a
foothold in the Horn of Africa.

In the Soviet eyes, it is a classical examnle of colo-
nial heritage and national chauvinism. Vhile because of its
colonial origin, the natural Soviet desire was to get involved
in the dispute so that it may be resolved peacefully. On the
other hand, because of the elemeni of national chauvinism, the
natural Sovict desire was to keep away from the conflict, It
15 the combinction of both these factors that finmally shapped
the Soviet policy to the dispute, That is why we find that the

1 E.A. Tarabrin, USSR & Co ies of Africa (lioscoviy 1976)
Pe.70




84

Soviet Union endeavours to restrain Somalia when it had leverage
with the Somalian leadership., Later, it had adopted the same
posture in the case of Ethiopia, However, the conflict got esca-
lated and the Soviet policy did not prove very effective,

Thus the dispute has regional as well as global signifi-
cance for the Soviet Union. On both these counts, the Soviet
would certainly not like that the issue of redrawing the national
map and boundaries in Africa sould be opened at this stage. As
it is bound to invite intereference and activisation of the role
from the Vest, the USA, in particular, However, it is cuite ob~-
vious that the Soviet Union wants the resolution of the dispute
through peaceful means and it also prefers to avoid a direct in-

volvement in its further escalation.

(D) SINO - SOVIET BORDER DISPUIE

Uith the emexrgence of China as a socialist country, tho
socialist movement also foumdd practical shape in Asia. The Soviet
Union found it ecasier to launch the anti-imperialist movemont in
the region through China, At the same time, China looked at the
Soviet Union, the first socialist country, as a source of help,
These very objective led to the development of fraternal relation-
ship, This relatidnship was strengthened by the signing of the
Treaty of Friendship, Alliance and Mutual Assistance, just after
the inception of the PRC.
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The close relations between China and the Soviet Union
had been reflected in the Soviet support for the PRC recognition
in the UN. The Soviet Union had assisted China in its economic
developgent, It had helped China in setting fip many big indis~
triai enterprises and also extended a five hundred and twenty
million rubles long=-term credit.l

The close and cordial relationship between the Soviét
Union and China could not last long. After the death of Stalin
relation had begun to deteriorate, The area of economic coope=
ration had shrunk,  In this changing situation, the firsts state-
ment sbout border problems between China and the Soviet Union
was made by China, This was disturbing situation for the Soviet
Union. Because, the international scene was fast changing and

China's attitude had become indifferent to the Soviet Union,

The Soviet attempts to normalise its relation with the
US which ultimately led to the process of detente created bit=
terness in the mind of the Chinese leaders.2 The Chinese lea-~
ders had always considered the imperialist powers as an enemy
of socialist revolution., Hence any attempt for the normalisa=-
tion of relations with the US was interpreted as a betrayal of
the socialist cause.3 This feeling was triggered off by the
cultural revolution.4 The relationship between China and the
Soviet Union had reached its lowest Uatermark when a fulfledged

.war took place in 1979,

1. AStudy of Spviet Foreian Policy (tMoscow, 1975), pp.73=75

2. 0O.E. Clubb, ,IHJELiﬂﬁLlﬁﬁiaLa (LondON‘ CUP, 1974), p,376

3, ' ) Polities (London:l1966)
4, G. Dutt & V.P Dutt, Chinals Cultural Revolution (Bombay, 1970)

p, 96
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By this time, the rift between the Soviet Union and
China became a established fact, It was the first time, that
an open clash took place between the two socislist countries, T
'The myth of one socialist vorld was shattered., On the other
hand; the rift between tﬁe Soviet Union and China had lessened the
- manoeuvering capacity of the Soviet Union vis-a-vis the US. Hence
§t was disturbing to the Soviet Union.

Now, the Soviet Union had started criticising Chineoso
omissions and Commissions. The Soviet Union had tried to high-
light é;ina's rdesire to become the lesder of the socialist world
by all means.x In this pi{wsuit, China had followed the policy
of collaboration with the imperialist forces.z However its
attempts foxr peaceful negotiations had resulied in holding mcot-
ings in 1969 in Beijing botween Alexie Kosygin and Chop En-Lai,
Further in 1970 the USSR and China exnchanqged Anbassadors and
signed a trade, protocol envisaging an oxpansion of trade., Bug,
through the 1970s, the relation between the Soviet and Ching

“have been markedly by animosities and bliternzss.

It was in sgch 2 scenario that China began to make the
claims over the Soviet borders, As v have discussed in pree
vioyts Chapter the first Chincse staetenent on its border claim

was made in 1957, Since then as the entire range of controver=-

1 Noy Jimes, No, 1ll, [larch 1969
LS (fJOSCOW, 1970)
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sies between China and the Soviet Union began to widen, the
border dispute correspondingly took serious turn, finally result-
ing in armed conflict in 1969, In other words, we do notice

that the border question can not be seen in isolation of other

issues in the Sino~-Soviet pift,

The border dispute with China was obviously veryembarras-
sing to the Soviet leadership. That is vhy, as we have pointed
out in earlier Chapter that the Soviet leadership made repeated
efforts to bring China to negotiating table, Likewise, it gave
indication that minor adjustment of the border could not be en-
tirely ruled out, However, in the Chinese }eadership did not

respond,

It is obvious that the Soviet leadership would not agrec
to major changes in the borders to satisfy the Chinese aspira-
tions mainly because of the fact that it vould disturb the status
quo ands stability of the Soviet Union. 1In any case, Soviet
Union interest lies in the resclution of the dispute,

Thus we see that the Sino-Soviet border dispite is not a
characteristic example of such issue in the Third lorld or elsc-
vhere, It is, indeed, a byprodmxt of the Sino-Soviet rift, Hence,
until the rift is healed even at the mininum lewel, the border
issue between China and the Soviet union will remain alive, But
for our purpose, it is interesting to note Soviet policies and
postures on the border conflict vhere its own direct interest

is inwolved, One element in Soviet policy to the torritorial
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claims and border disputes appear to be common, namely, it
vants the resolution of the dispute through negotiatianSI not
by use of force, Thus, such an element, indeed, a very basis
of the Soviet Policy on the problem comes out very clearly in
the case of the Sino-Soviet dispute.

(E) JRAN = JRAQ TERRTTORIAL DISPUIE

In the preceding chapter, we have discussed the facts
about the Iran-Iraq war, likewise, w2 have tried to investigate
the Soviet view of the dispute leading to the crisis,

As seen earlier, the Soviet view of tﬂé disputedt ter-
ritories between Iran and Iraq is as much characteristic as the
dispute itself, For instance, the Soviet Union has not siressed as
it has don2 in such disputes in Africa, that it is strictly inhe-
rited by colonialism, The background of colonial expleitation
is no%t, indeed forgotten, but it is secn more in terms of cliash
of interestis between rival nationalities for their own chauvinis-
tic ends without the least regards of the consecuznces., In other
vords, the Iran-Iraq war is a characteristic example in Soviet
eyes for rival nationalist ruling elite of the Third tlorld using
force agoinst each othor for their owm ends, thoreby helping
the imparialist in their efforis to dominate over then, For
this very rcason, as w2 have pointed out that the Soviet Union
has avoided taking sides in this dispute, dindeed very involvee
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ment in it, This particular Soviet policy is morxe glaring vhen
we keep in view the facts that both Iran snd Iraq are Soviet
Treaty partners and Khoemeini's Iran is considered by the Soviet
a bastion of anti-US policies in the Middle East,

However, it is evident that the Soviet Union is not con-
cerned with the regionél characteristic of the dispute, It con=-
siders it as a problem of global dimension, in the context of the
US policies in the region, In other words, this is also viewed
by the Soviet Union as an opportunity for the USA tp stage a
comeback in Iran and to draw Iraq from the Soviet Union. Hence,
it would like the stability in the region to be promoted through
the peaceful negotiated settlement of the dispute without its

overt or covert involvement,

The disnute under the review essentially fits in the
general Soviet policy towards the problem of territorial claims
and border disputes in the Third lorld, Although it vhas speci-
fic dimensions arising out of the very characteristic of the
dispute,
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Right from the dawn of history, conflicts and wars have
been a dominant featgre of civilization. One of the main causes
of wars and conflicts among nations has been rival claims on ter-
ritories and disputes over borders. In modern times, the probe-
lem has acquired new dimensions, As the colonial world freed
itself from the foreign domination, it foond to its dismay that
most of thefr territories and boundaries were arbitrarily crea~
ted by their former colonial masters, 1In their search for na-
tionalism, most of the newly independent countries wanted to re-
draw and readjust their boundaries and lost territories, Such
a policy eventually caused tensions, armed conflicts and insta-
bility in the Third Vorld,

As the role of the Third Vorld countries grew in inter-
national politics, the issije of rival territorial claims and re=-
adjustment of boundaries became an explosive one affecting not
only the countries involved but also the very stability of inter-
national system,

The involvement of the Soviet Union in the issuc was,
thus, logical and could not have been avoided; so mich so that
the Soviet Union was itself directly affected by the issue vhen
an> emergent China made claims over its territories and resorted
to the use of force against the Soviet Union in its efforts to
clainm i{ts so called lost territories., Such a Soviet involvement,

however, grew in stages.
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The Soviet Union was very much preoccupied with the
European situation till late 1940s and to Some extent early 19%50s,
Bui the Soviet Unicn did not ignore its contact with the Afro-
Asian countries and it supported the nationsl movement in Asia
and Africa. Its relation with the countries of the Third tlorld
was simplistic in nature and did not occupy the place ofimportance
in the Soviet foreign policy making. |

In the post-Gtalin Period, the Soviet interest in Asia
and Africa became explicit. By this time, the Cold Var theatre
also shifted to the region and more and more countries began to
be independent. It is a matter of fact that the western block
vianted to fill the Qap of colonial masters in new garb to contain
the increasing inflaénce of communism, in general and the Soviet
Union, in particular, The Soviet Union also becaae aware of the
fact that it was nacessary to involve itself in the region to
create a necessary balance to counter-act imperiaslist powers at
regional as well as global levzl., This desire was very much ref-
lected in the visit of Khrushchev and Bulganin to the Asia in
1955 and signing of trade agreements with Asian countries, Hence,
an era of complex relationship developed and a place of impore

tance was given to the region in the Soviet foreign policy making.

The Soviet involvement in the region and its close con-
tact with the countries of Asia and Africa brought it to face the
problem like territorial claims and border disputes and “o fornu-
late certaln attitude towards the problem. The Soviet Union hav-
ing the experience of the past gave its fill attention to the issuc.
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The experience in the Central Asia and Eastern Europe helped
it to formulate certain understanding and to suggest some solu-
tion to the problem,

As it is, the Soviet Union has considered that the
problem is the legacy of colonial past., It has also perceived
that the situstion which was shaped in centuries cannot be solved
at one stroke, At thes same time, in these disputes newly inde-~
pendent countries are involved, it has warned them not to use

force to settle the problem,

All these disputes have developed in strstegically vital
region of the world, i.e, Asia and Africa, At this count, the
Soviet Union has followsd two~fold policies, First it has want-
ed to increase its influence in these regions which was obvious
outcome of overall Soviet foreign policy. strategy. The Soviet
Union has taken 1ts stand on the dispute and issued statement
in pﬁrsuance of its resolution, This pattern we find in all dis~

putes, The Soviet Union issued general statement on Indo~Pak,
| Sino=-Indian Ethiopia-Somalia and Iran~Iraqg disputes o resolve
peacefully, Second, the Soviet Union'’s strategy of close con-
tact with the countries of the region was materialized by having
ties with them and signing treaties, This stirategy has resulted
in a situation in which the Soviet Union became an ally of one of
the parties, In Sino-Indian border dispute, though did noil have
treaty relatjionship with India, at the later stage, the Soviet
soft attitude towards Inklia irritated China. In Ethiopia-Somalia
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dispute, the Soviet's denial of full support to Somalia and
the growing close relationship vith Ethiopia resulted in the
abrogation of the Soviet-Somsalia Treaty of Friendship and Co-
operstion, lHowever, we see that the Soviet Union directly, or

indirectly has involved itself in these disputes.

ASs a super powey with a global perspective and strategy,
the Soviet Union always has tried to persuade the disputant counte
ries to resolve the dispute through negotiations by peaceful means,
In this regard, one can say that its efforts to resolve the Indco=
Pak dispute and to offer its good office is symbolic and it re~-
sulted in the Tashkent Agreement.

The Soviet Union is also aware that the confrontation in
| any part of the world is bound to attract another super potver
vhich aggravates the situation. Secondly, it wanis to consolidate
its position in the region and thirdly, the confrontation always
becomes a burden on the Soviet Union. If the Soviet Union wants
to maintain its close relations, 1% has to meet the requremcnt of
its ally, Otherwise, it mbOves away to another super pover. Ue
caﬁ see this complestity in Ethiopia-Somalia dispute in vhich the
Soviet denial of full support to Somalia and groviing relation
with Ethiopia led to break away fomalla from the Soviet Union,
Somalia has noved tousrds the Vestern bloc especially the USA.
Hence, the Soviet Union always has tried to see the vhole situge
tion in totality, It has to maintain the regional as well as
global balance. The Soviet shift to Fthiopia is reflccted in its
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desire to maintain its influence in the region. The Soviet Union
has tried to present a configuration of regional as well as global

interest,

The Soviet Union's desire to persuade both parties to
arrive at a negotioted settlement were very much reflected in the
Indo~Pak dispute vis-a-vis the Iashkent Aoreement. From the very
beginning, the Sovirt Union has tried to influence both the count-
ries, After signing/g§§ Tashkent Agreement in 1966, the Soviet
Union, tried to make Pakistan friendly and extended io it all kinds
of ecconpomic and defence help, Throuch this kind of strategy %o
impress both the countries did not succeed, but its move in this
regard was very cautious, The Sovict Union did not take either to
weaken the old ally or to fail to make now friend., In this casc
~ case of India and Paliistan -« the Soviet Unlon also gave prine
imporiasnce to India., Uhile in thec case of I thiopia and Sonalia,
the Sovicet Union was in search of a sirong and proaressive ally
and ultimately shifted ¢o new one., Hence, iis desire o maintain
its influence in the regional level did not diminish, indeed, its
strategy led the continpation of its Jocus_standi in the Horn of

Africa rore effectively.

The Soviel efforts to resolve and contain the disputes have
resulted in partial success, In all studied disputes, the effortis
to mediate did not succeed. Its overcmphasis on the resolution of
the problem and its involverenti, direct or indirect, led ¢o consi=-

dey it enemy by the other party. The Soviet effort was fully motee
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riaslized only in Indo~Pak dispute in the sense that it brought
both the parties on the negotiating table, But its result -
Tashkent Agreement = could not last long, Likewise, the Sino-

Soviet dispute remains to be resolved,

However, a aeneral pabtern can be seen from the Soviet at~
titude to the problem. In all disputes under study the Soviet
Union has taken a common stand that these disputes are the colonial
legacies and these should be resolved by peaceful mcans which is
in the interest of the world peace and security in general and
involved countries in particular, Nowvhere such a common patitern
comes out $o sharnly as in the case of Sino-Soviet horder dispute
where direct Soviet interests are involved. Here too, we find
'that the Soviet policy is essentially directed toards the solution
of diépute through negotiation, not by use of force,

Another coimon feature can aslso be identified, The Soviet
Union has tried to contain the conflicts vhen they have surfaced;
it hos not tried to escalaie then by encouraging one party or the
other, Although the Soviets have been invariably involved in the
disputes, they certainly ! ave tried to contain and restrain the
side vhich they have supported by urgng on it a defensive posturc

as well as a need for neogotiated settlement,

This brings us to the nature of the Soviet Involvement.
Ve have tried to make distinction betureen the involvement for
the resolution of the dispute throucgh peaceful means and the in-

volvenent by sceking to escala’e the dispiite so as to make its



resolution more problematic., Ourc contention is that the Soviet
involvement is no doubt seen in almost all the disputes under
study, but it is geared to ards the resolution of the disputes

as soon as possible throuch peaceful means,

The totality of the Soviet attitude to the disputes,
thus, underlines the fact that the problem of the territorial
claims antd border disputes has become an invportant issue for
the Soviet foreign policy, The Soviet attitude to the issue
has, thus, become an sinnificent indicator of Soviet foreign
policy conduct and behavioyr in world affairs, and in the Third
Vorld, in particular.
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